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Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates:

| Borough Plan Review Publication Stage

Please return to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council by 16" October

2023 via:

Email: planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk

Post: Planning Policy, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, Town Hall,
Coton Road, NUNEATON, CV11 5AA

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal details.

Part B — Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A
1. Personal details* | 2. Agent’s details (if
" If an agent is appointed, | applicable)
please complete only the
Title, Name and
Organisation boxes below
but complete the full contact
details of the agent in 2.
Title Mr - Mr
First name Richard | Mike
Last name Lomas | O'Brien
Job title : Director
(where relevant) | _ |
Organisation Richborough : Pinnacle Planning

(where relevant)

House no. and

' 500 Styal Road

street L ..
Town | Manchester _
Postcode

| M22 5HQ

Telephone number

Email address
(where relevant)




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

FPolicy 053 - Overall Development Needs
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo | X

Flease mark with an X' as appropriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



Policy DS3 - Qverall Development Neads

Craft Policy D23 see«s to estahlish the daveloprment noeds for the plan perad (2021 o
2025}, inclucing an owerall hausing requirement of 5810 dwellings. This has been
established through a document titled 'Towards a Housing Requirement for Muneaton and
Bedworth (2022), publishad by ceni, and which identifies an annual requirement of b45s
dwellings per annum {dpa). This excesds the current standard method calculation for
MEBC, which is 442 dpa.

Faragraph 6.22 of the Publication Draft identifies that the lceni Report models 3 Planned
Econarmic Growth Scenario to suppart the Boraugh's economy and align planning for
homes, jobs and infrastructure. Paragraph 6.21 of the Report also acknowledges that
affordable housirg necd in the Barough has boon considered in reacking the housing
foure. However, crucially it dees not include an uplift for meeting any unret needs of
heighbauring authorities. This is addressed in more detail below.

Thz adopted Borough Plan sought to deliver at least 14,060 now homos across tho 20
year plan period, 2011 ¢ 2031, at an average of 703 dpa. This figure was made up of
annual demographic besed needs {423 dpa) with uplifts to support economic growth {73
dpa} and improve deliversbility (€ dpa), a5 weall a5 8 further 201 dpa uplift to aceommodate
unmet need i1 Coventry, under the Duty to Coope-as.

[ concluding trat the 73 dpa upiftin the adopted Borough Flan was sound, the examining
[nspector made the following cormment inthe Final Beaort:

"t is clear fromn the issuas facing ha Borousl that there foes nead o be an increase in
knowiedge-based empicyimant oppoitunities. 8 re-balfancing of the exient of oul-
commuing to work in Covendfrs. other pante of Wanwichkshire snd L oicestershine and 3
nead 7 godreas issues OF Fegrivalion and fow wages i1 e Borpugh, The 2075 SHAAA
cinisidars e lovel of housing needeg o support workipree growth fndicated oy
enmyHoymient farecasts wouwld be 480 gdweliings per andum equaiing & Z5dog vaift an fe
cfermaarapfue starkng poim.”

Richborough is of the view that many of these issues remain and have only been
exacerbated by the poor level of market anc affordable housing delivery since the
preparation of the 2015 2HMA which was a key evidenee hase docoment &t the paoint of
adoption. Given the impacts of Brexit and the pandemic, Richborough is of the view that
an uplift 19 support econemic growth should be retained within the local housing need
foure as It s critlcal to NBBC's abllity to reallss It's Vislon,

Paragraph 61 of the NPP= conflirms Lhat Lhe standard orethod shood comprise the
‘minimum’ figure, and states:

To deterrne e miniihadt nonber of Romes needed. siestegrs policies showld be
aformed Dy & locad Mousing necd assessmen, cortfociao gsig e stancsad misihod i
aatanal planping guidance - uiass excoptions! circumsianoos fustile an aflarmalive
apvoach WHicH also reffecis clrrent and fLfire Gemograpiie trends sid Marker Signais,
in addition to e focal Bousitg nesd Fgurs, any nesds sl csnanat be mer withie




nedgibouning areas should also be 13ken inlo Sccount 1 estabisiing Me amount of
housing o be pfanned jor. "

|

[tis clear therefors that there are circumstances whereby a higher figure coulc be adopted
aver and abave the standa“d method. The PPG provides further clarification on when it
might it be approprate to plar for a higher housing reed figure and states

The govenyntent js commilied o ensuning thar mare homas are BT and supeonts
NN SOGHTes WD WAt o pian for growth. The standard melhod for assassing
tacal housing need provides 8 minimum stating poiat i1 defermining the numbei ef homas
ageded i an aree. i does nof stfempf fo predici the impact that fulure government
Loficias, Changing Soononmns Sircumsiances or sifar f3ciors rmight Aave on cemogranhic
bahaviour, Theialoie, there will e circumisiances witere it s appropriate fo consider
whether acfual housing need is fwgher thar fhe standard methad indicates.

"5 The guidance explains that circumszances wherg an uplift will be appropriate include, but
are not limited 1o, whera growth strategies =re in place and where an authority agreas 1o
take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities.

"9 It is imporant therefare 1o recognise that the need figue generated av the standard
methodology should be considered as the ‘minimum’ starting point in astablishing a
requirement for the purposes of plan poeduction. The celeulation currently relies on
househald projections which focus solely on past growth trerds anc do not include a
specific uplift to account for factors that could affect thoge trends ir the future. Where itis
likely thal additiona growih (abowve historie trends identified by household pro ectiors) will
oceur over the plan pericd, an approprigte ualift may be applied 1o produce a higher need
fgure that reflects that anticipatad growth.

A0 Richborough supaort the preparation of addilional evidence un thie assessment of needs
and iz of the view that the figure prodaced by Lhe standard method, plus he affordability
ratio - 442 dwellings - represents cnly the "starting point’. 10 accordance with paragraph
41 of the NPPF, as well as the 2H5 SHMA, trere are excaptional circumstance which
justify an uplift, including a reguiremeant (o take the needs of neighbouring authorities into
account.

11 Howewer, Richborough would slzo suggest that there are additional reasons that would
support the local howsing figure being even higher than 245 dpa. The plan-led system
requires Council o proactively plan to meet the needs of the r community. This means
tnat thera is 8 need to provide a range and cho ce of sites, a need for flexibility and viability
considerations to be laken inks account, and a noed to considor whether highor levels of
apar-market housing are requied n arder to secure the delivery of affordable housing
andior support economic growth,

Affardabla Housing

“2 0 I respecl of affordable hoosing need, e Noneaton and Bedworth HEDONA conlinms an
annual need of 553 affordable homes per year, taking account of cur-ent affordability and
e exlsting stock positlon. Paragraph 7. 110 of the report conflres that “provision of new

! Paragraph 12: 2a-010-20201216, FPG



affrdialve Rousinld /s At impantan and pressing issde i Hre srea. siordatfe fousing
deffvery shouwld be masximisad where apporfunifios arise.”

S13 0 As noted elsewhere I paradraph 7110, the affordable housing need is not directly
compa-able with the overall housing need, although the annual neead for this tenure clearly
needs 0 be addressed as part of the Local Plan Review.

14 Paragraph 5.1% of Towards & Housing Reguiremeant for Nuneaten & Bedworth confirms
t1at the evidence points towards an imcreasingly urgent need for affordable housing
delivery and that setting a lower housing requirement would see overall housing delivery
fall relative to recent trends constraining the ability to deliver affordable housing.

* 5 Paragraph 517 confirms that te needs evidence would support setting a highear
proporion of ove-all development as affordable homes., but the viability evidence shows
tnat this is not realistic and would net suppont higher delivery as 0 percensage of owerall
hausing provisior.

16 Hichborough is ot the view that the need tor sffordable housing should be addressed by
factoring this nced into an ingroasced housing lond requiremen: and allogating morg
residential sites.

Duty to Cooperate

=17 The Poblication Draft includes & section titled "Duty to Cooperate” at Paracraph 1.11.

18 The Duty to Coaperate was intraduced by the Localism Act 2017 and is S8t out in saction
334 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, The Mational Planning Policy
Framewcrk {MPFF) (2023} confirms that local planning aulhorities are under a duty to
caoperate wilh each other on strategic matters thet cross administrative boundaries® and
idertify relevant strateqic matters that need to be addressed in their plans®. Paragraph 26
confirms that:

Effecfive and or-gong joimt working Retween sirgleqic polcy-making sothonkas and
rafevant hadies s infagral fo the produciion of 8 positively repared and juskified strafagy
i particifarn, joint warkiing showld heln o delermine where addifional infrastvciie f5
aenEssany, aod whether devainnment needs et rarnol e et wiliolly wilfin 8 perficulsr
pian airea could he mefd afsewhers ™

.19 The NFPF and Plannirg Fractice Guidance (P2G) confim that early engagement with
stratenic policy making autharities and public bodies is required and that a Staterment of
Cormmoen Ground {(SeCG) is required e pmovide a willen record of progress madsg in
addressing crose-houndary issues. The Inspector, as part of a Local Plan examiration,
wil assess compllance with the duy to coopesae takng the submitted SoCG into
consideration. Paragraph ID 61-010-20190215 defines this as:

.8 written record of e progress made by sirafegic poficy-making authodtias during tha
DROcess of phanming for strategic cross-boundaty matters, f documents whare affeciive
SOOI 8 300 is not REpeesing rouLgnont the pian-making process, and s s way of
demonsirgiing af examinalion inat plaas are daiverabie over e plan period, and based

? Paragraph 24, NPPF [2(23)
¥ Paragraph 25, MPPF [2021)



ot effective foid Working soross local sutharily bowirdaries. i the case of local pHaming
guthonitias, i afso forms pad of the evidence required fo demonsirste that they have
campliied with the duly o cocperale.

20 Furthermore, the PRG clarifies thal authorities are expected 10 have due regard o the
Cuty to Cooperate when undertaking a review of a plan to assess if new evidence is
available t¢ inform the review’,

s WMEBC fo'm part of the Coventry and Warwicksire Sub-Region autharities® and have a
well-estaslished track record of preparing joint local plan evidence base work including
collabarative appreaches 1o the Duty to Cooperate. lceni were inztructed to prepare a Sub-
regional Hausing and Employment Development Neacs Assessment (HEDNA}, which
was published in October 2022,

22 As oot in Paragrapn 9018 of the Publicotion Draft, the Sub-regional HEDNA utilises the
latest Census data which was releasad in Jung 2022 and Inoks across a 10-yaar economis
cycle. Table 2 of the Publication Draft identifies that the figure calzulated for NBBC was
4090 dwellings per annum (dpa), whilst for Coventry City Council (CCC) it was 1,96£ cpa.

23 A gimilar sub-regional assessment of housing cevelopment need was undertaken (¢
=upport the adopted Gorough 2lan. Through the plan-making process, CCC demonstrated
tHat it was unable to accommodate ts full housing need and as & result, NBEBC agreed to
deliver 4 020 additional dwelli1gs inline with the Daty ts Coaperats, which equated to 201
dwellings per ainum (dpa}.

.24  Paragraph 10.7 of the Nuneaton and Bedworth HEDMNA (2022} confirms that there ‘is a
reasanzble pospect that an unmet nead will again anse’ in CCE, which “given tha strong
functional -eationship between Mureaton and Bedworth and Coventry® maybe “an
impurtant consideration in considering overall housing provision within the Borough Plan
Review".

25  Table 2 of the Publication Draft sets oat the minimum housing reguirement for the six
Covenlry and Warwickshire suthorities, as established asing the standard method, with
tae 23 affardahbility aplift. CEC has the highest annoal minimom: hoosing reqeirement
fgure at 3,247 dwellings and as referenced above, there is a regsonable prospect that the
remaining five authorities will again be required to take or addit onal housing deliverny to
comply with the legal duty o copperate,

.26  CCC undertock an Issues and Options Regulation 138 consultaticn dudng summer 2023,
concluding an 29 September.

.27 The consultation document addressed the matter of hous ng needs and included the
lallewing Labils wilkin Chapler 3. selling oul the varicos allermatives al Tabhke 1.

* Paragraph 13: 6° -06H-20190723, PP
5 Crowventry, Narh Warwickshi-e, Bunby, Stratord-on-Aven, Wanvick and Nureaton and Bedworth



1.28

1.29

1.30

1.3

1.32

1.33

1.34

Table 1: summary of housing need alternative calculations

Government defaull | HEDMNA method HEDNA method with
Standard Method (using the 2021 35% uplift removed
(using the 2014 Census data)
Fopulation
F'I'UJEEI!DI'ISl

Dwellings per annum 3,188 1,964 1,455

Tatal nead overthe 63,760 39,280 29,100

20 year plan perjod

2021 - 2041

CCC's preferred scenario is number 3 and is of the view that this represents the true need
and is based on the best available evidence. On this basis, no reference is made within
the consultation document to neighbouring authorities meeting unmet neeads.

The Briefing Note provided at Appendix 1 of this representation was prepared by Lichfields
on behalf of a Consortium, which includes Richborough, This seeks to consider how the
unmet housing needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area could be
sustainably distributed amongst the constituent authorities, based upon the functional
relationships between the authorities,

It considers the Sub-regional HEDNA (2022) and the Consortium's alternalive
assessment of Coventry's projected household population and housing need, set out in
their Housing Needs Assessment (HNA), which is appended to the Note.

The Consortium contends that CCC's approach, whereby the 35% uplift should be
discounted fundamentally lacks any justification. It is argued that this is at odds with the
HEDNA, and the evidence produced by the Consortium, which suggests that, in all
likelihood, the Coventry's OAHN is between the HEDNA's 1,964 dpa and the HNA's 2,529

dpa.

Given that CCC has historically been unable to meet its needs in full, Richborough is of
the view that it is likely that there will be significant unmet housing needs arising from
Coventry up to 2041. The Briefing Mote contends that based on Coventry's current land
supply it is likely that there will be an unaccounted for shortfall of between ¢.14,100 and
¢.39,780 dwellings up lo 2041 - or ¢.25,420 under the HNA's alternative projections.

Lichfields has also considered how this unmet need could be distributed amongst
neighbouring authorities based upon the functional relationships between those
authorities. The model provided at Appendix 1 of the Note indicates that a reasonable
distribution would see NBBC take 40% of Coventry’'s unmet needs up to 2041, which
would equale to a contribution belween ¢.5,650 and c.15,810 dwellings. This would be in
addition to the requirement identified in Policy DS3.

Richborough is therefore of the view that the current approach taken within the Publication
Draft is not sound as it is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with




hational policy. Additional allocations a%e required so a5 1o allow a sufficient buffer that
wil ensure the unmet needs arising in Coventry are addressac.

435 The examination into the Chamwood Local Flan was adjourned in summer 2022 due o
t1e failare 1o meet Leicester's unmet need through the submitted plan. The examinalion
was ultimately suspended for a significant period of time so a5 to enable the Inspectars to
consider the appertionment as well as to allpw Charmwood to identify how additional
supply could be accommodated and the implications for the Plan. A similar situation
should be avoided here, and the Regulation 19 consultation should be undertaken once
t4a sub-recional hemising and employment neecs ara finalisad and diseossions hebueoen
t1e six Coventry and Warwickshire authorities have taken place and a Memorandurn of
Understanding is agraed.

Plan Pericd

©.36  Paragraph 22 of the NPPF makes specific referance to timeframes for develapment plans
and states:

Tirategic policles should ook ahead over 3 rliimum 15 year perod Rom adoption. o
Sipale 2 raspond T fong-tantt requinemaits and onporiuniies, such 88 those ansing
rom mafor improvametts i inirasiniciune

37 According o lhe lates) LDS produced by MBEC inJuly 2023, adoplion of he Planis likely
to aecur in June 2024 {subject o no Main Maodifications consultation), which is well inlo
t1e monitaring year, 202472025,

*38  This seenanic wouldn't allow fur a full fifleen year plan penod at the poinl of adopticn and
t1e timatable is considered severely optimistic in eny case.

.38 |1 light of this, Richborougn is of the view that the Plan should ook ahead to at least
2035/2040 in order to ensure that the Plan meets the requ rements of Paragraph 22,

.4y  Teenzure the Plan is positively prepared a medificaticn to the plan pencd will need to be
reflected in the supporting evidence base in respect of employment and residential land
requirements. Richborough is of the view that the strategic policies should be amended to
Ik abead b 2040 at the earliest which woold mean planning for addiional cweellings.

(Continue on a separate sheet ! expand hox if necessary)

6. Plez=e set out what maodification(s) you consider necessary to make the Barough
Flan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified in
part 5 abhove, where this relates to soundness (Please note that any non-compliance



with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will
need to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

* 41 Richborough is of the view that the necd “or afferdable housing should be addressed by
factoring this need inta an increased housing land requiremean: and allocating more
residential sites.

42  Richborough is of the vicw that additional allacations arc requircd se as to allow o
sUfficient buffer that will ensure the unmet neads atising in Covetry are addressed.

*.43  Richborough is of the view that the strategic policies should be amended to lcok ahead 10
2040 at the earliest, which would mean planning for additional dwellings.

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary

Please note your representation should cover suceinctly all the information,
gvidence and supporting information necessary to supaortfjustify the representation
and the suggested medification, as there will not normally be a subsaquent
apportunity to make further representations based on the original representation at
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues hefshe identifies for examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a madification, dc you consider it necessary to
participate at the aral part of the examination?

No. | do not wish to participate at the oral
axamination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral A
examination

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strong track record of promoting sites through the local plan
system and believe thay can assist the Inspector in exploring the issues with the
most up to date information and therefare wish to participate orally in the EiF




Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

9.

Signature:
(Please sign the box if you are filling in | M. O'Brien
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date: 13/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

FPolicy 057 — Monitoring o Housing Delivery
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo

Flease mark with an X' as appropriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



ta

Policy DS7 - Monitoring of Housing Delivery

The policy states that NEBC will manitor tha delivery of hoosing and puslish prograss
against the Housing Trajectory shown in Appendix B, As noted elsewhere in these
representations, the Heusing Trajectory in Appendix B does not provide sufficient detail
to evidence that the supply is deliverable, or 1o enable rohust maritoring to be undertaken.
Therefore, in order 1o be soand and justified, a detailed hodsing rajeclary, providing
evidence on a site by site basis should be inserted into Appendix B.

The policy is currently worded as follows;

The Councllt Wit monitar e defivery of Aousing and pehiisht procgeess 2q8i0sE e
rajectory fas show in Appandix 8). Whara if & apnarent that deffvery rates are fating
short oF What was anticpated. then the Douncll wilf take the necassar)y aclion fo adiress
Sty shrorifal. Such solion miay include fhuf are vl frted io)!

e [orking with deveiopers and site prowmoiers, pardicedariy of e two fames!
Strateqic SHes, (0 review the requirements and phasing of infrastrictire provision,
Where susf) re-plrasing wolld 25530 with wability.

e [orking with developers, sfe promoters and other irferesied parties fo felp
wnlock pofeniia! sources of funding for identified fnfrastricture, o

- cEnsidenng the use of comauisory punchase powars 12 frelo sddiess known
fand scquisition issoes. or

- bringing fonvard additional sites where it can be demonsirsted thatf such sifes
wi 3asist with delivery 7 addreas shor-fenm nesds.

Whare additionsl housing sites need o ha bronght forwaed, fiitial priorfy will be givern o
susfainable sdes, including town centre redevelppment opportunities i1 Nunesfon snd
edge of sotffament aites, urlass e adverse rmpacts of doing 20 would sigrifficantly and
demansirably ouhteigh the benafits ”

The wording of the policy is almost identical to that of Policy D55 in the adoped Borough
Man. The contingencies set out in Nalicy D58 wee recommended specifically by the
Examining Inspectar through Main Maodification MM29' in order to make the Flan 'sound’
twrough formalising a positively prepared approach to menitoring hous ng delivery and
stimulating action where necessary,

Paragraph 194 of he NEEBG Borough Pan Inspector's Report addresses the point of
‘contingencies’, should monite-ing reveal that housing delivery has fallen below the
t-ajectory, Th s ineludes the release of add banal sites, including at the edge of setlements
in accerdance with the selllerwnt higrachy, where here is a need 10 deliver in the shon
tarm.

Given the long term lack of housing delivery since the adopton of the Plan. without
significart action taken by NBBC, it is clear that the “olicy has not been applied as
envizaged by the Inspectar,



] Cespite good intentions by the Inspector to formal s& a positively prepared approach, the
fnal wording suggests greater weight will being given to the ra-phasing of sites 1o assist
viability and secure external funding, rather than the other twg options which include
releasing maore sites. Granting planning pemission far additional new homes is likely ko
be the most effective wey to address any delivery of housing and the palicy wao-ding should
be mame expl cit on this paint

Richhorough are alsno of the view that NBBC should allocate additiona sites and reserve
sites in the Plan that could be released it monitoring continued to show under delivery.
Thig v o anabile e issue tn be addressac promplly, swithook the need for a full or partial
review of the Plan. The additional sites could be considered as 3 way of addressing the
uncertainky around unmret needs for CCC.

~l

B Richborough is of the view that Poliey DS7 should be re-emphasised so it clearly
gslagblishes thal iF monilaring showes thal the Plan is nad delivering hoosing &8s reguired,
tven WBBLC wil grant permissions for additional housing: release reserve sites; and
undertake other actions to he p bring scherres forward, In hat arder, The Pollcy wording
£hauld also sat strict deadlines for publication of monitoring each year and failure 1o da =0
would rigger the conlingencies. 1he end of the calendar yearis 8 "easonable tima frame
far menitoring cata to be collected ond published ond should be idontificd as the deadling
within the Falicy. 1 is imporant far any under-delivery of housirg 10 be addrassed as soon
as possible

-4 Az currently drafted, Policy DSY is "ot considered to be sound as it is ngt justified,
effective, positively prepared or consistent with national policy,

(Continue un a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)

&, Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary 10 make the Borough
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identificd in
part 5 above, where this relates to soundness {Please note thal any non-compliance
with the Duty tc Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will
need to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
af any policy or lexl. Please be as precise as possible.

0 Richborgugh is of the view that NBBC should allecate additional sites and reserve sites,
in the Plan that could be released if monitoring continued to show under delivery. This
would anable the issae to 2 sddressed promptly, without the need for a full or partial
rewiew Of the Plan. The additiona sites could be considered as a way of addressing the
uncertainty around unmret needs for CCC.

11 Richborough is also of tre view that Policy DST should be re-emphasised so it clearly
astablishes that if monitering shows that the Man is no: delivering hoosing as required,
tven MBBC wil grant permissions for additional housing; release reserve sites; and

I Paragraph 194 of the Inspectors Bapant



undertake other acticns to he p bring schetres forward, in that ordzr. The Policy warding
should also set strict deadlines for publication of menitaring each year and failure to do =0
would Irigger the conlingsnciss. The end of the calendar year is a sasanable time frame
far monitaring cata 1o ke collected and published 2nd should be identified as the deacling
within the Folicy. Itis impartant for any under-delivary of hausirg to be addressed as soon

as pnssihle

"2 Az currently drafted, Policy D57 is ot considered to be sound as it is nol justified,
effective, positively prepared or consistent with national palicy.

(Continue on o separate sheet ! expand box if necessary

Please note ycur representation should cover succinctly all the information,
avidence and supporting information necassary to supaartjustify the reprasentation
and the suggested medification, as there will not normally be a subseguent
opportunity 10 maks further representations based on the ariginal represantation at
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues hefshe identifies for examination.

7. If your roprosentation is secking a modification, do you considor it necessary 1o
participate at the oral part of the examination?

Mo, | do nct wish (o participate at the oral ‘
examination
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral ‘ X
examination

& If you wish to participate at the oral par of the examination, please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strang track record of promoting sites through the local plan
system and believe they can assist the Inspector in exploring the issues with the
most up to date information and therefore wish to paricipate orally in the EiP

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, 0
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.



9.

Signature:
(Please sign the box if you are filling in | M. O'Brien
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date: 13/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

FPolicy NE1 — Green and Blue Infrastructure
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo

Flease mark with an X' as appropriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



Policy NE1 - Green and Blue Infrastructure

A Policy ME1 autlines axpactations for new developments to protect, maintain and enhancg
ecological networks. The Palicy refers o specific ecology Comidors (o be protectad,
including rivers and carals and expands an the required easemenls to ecological faatures,
The adopted Borovgh Plan includes the reguirement for an 8m easement 10 main dvers,
Paragraph 5 of the draft Policy states:

Miere develapment proposals have 3 walercourse classified as a mai river witiin thefr
boundany, 88 & MERETLI. deleiopers showid set back developinent S from the fop of the
bank or landward the of any Food dafence. The same easement will also be requived on
smaller walfarcourses fo imainiain waler elements, ecoloagy and wildlife corvidors. Greafer
widihs oro appropriale whore forming groon infrgsfrociure, Goon spock o ooodagicol
COFigars such as A buflers for ancignt woodiand, 30m buifers around all sami-naturat
woodiand and brogd-leaved plamation woodfand ang am buitars eiifer side of intact
hadgerows. ™

"2 The additional easemenis listed in thiz paragraph are not justified or effective. There is no
evidence to suggest these sasements have begn recommendad by statutory authorities
such as Natural England and Richborough considers themr to be too stringent.

"3 Develgpers prepare masterplans bazed o1 the advige of professionals as a resulp of
ecological, drainage and arboricultural assessment work undertaken oh a site by site basis.
The requirement for an easement to a main river or sewsar as part of 2 Local Plan is
reasanzble and can be justified, although there is ra evidence to suggest a nesd for this
degree of protection to ather ecolagiczl features Tha wehicle for agresing an adequate
affsetling distance between ecalogical features and built develaprment should remain as
tarough neqgotiations wilh statotary consultees, such as Mataral England, during the
determination of an aJplication.

“.4 The wording of adoptad Folicy hE1 should be retained and reference to acditional
aasermants rerroved from the deaft Palioy. As sorrently drafted, Policy NF1 s not sound as
it not jLstified o- cons stent with naticnal policy.

(Continue ¢n a separate sheet ! expand hox if necessary)

&. Please set out what modification(s) you consider nacessary to make the Borough
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified in
part 5 above, where this relates to soundness (Please note that any non-compliance
with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will
need to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if yvou are ahle to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.




*.h The woarding of adoptzd Pelicy RE1 sheuld be retained and reference o additional
easemants removed from the draft Policy.

(-ontinuwe on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the infarrmation,
evidence and supporting information necessary to supoortfjustify the representation
and the suggested medification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation at
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues hefshe identifies for examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination™?

No, | do nct wish to participate at the oral
examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral X
examinatian

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why
you cansider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strong track record of promolting sites through the local plan
system and believe they can assist the Inspector in exploring the issues with the
most up to date information and therefore wish to participate orally in the EiF

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to
hear those who Fave indicated that they wish to participate at the aral part of the
examination.

3.

Signature:

{Please sign the box if you are filling in I, O'Brign
a paper copy. If you are filling in an

electronic capy, the bhox can be left

blank}




| Date: | 13/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

Faolicy NE4 - Managing Flood Risk and Water Quality
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo

Flease mark with an X' as apprapriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



Policy NE4 - Managing Flood Risk and Water QGuality

A Policy ME4 includes a section an Sustainable Urban Drainage strategies. NBBC have a
requirement for new development o ERaerient Spnrapriaie, 300e-(rowyT, susiainaiie
drainage spsiems”. The requirement for SUD's festures to be above ground is a new
alement of tha Policy thatis notincluded within the adepted Borough Flan,

t2 The emerging Folicy further states:

Adove grovnd SufE faatures must be inclirded within aff development it order o Bring
wifar sustainaldlify eneiis inctuding irmproves waker usiity, enfnced Siovdivarsity and
dimenidedsune vaive . "

pRE: Richborough supocrts the principle of promating the use of above ground SUDs features
in new developments but dogs not consider it an effective Policy to requite all SUDs
lzalures 1o be above ground. This recuiremenl may restict e developmenl polential of
some housing and employment sites, particularly brownfield sites, when some below
ground SUDs features may be necessary and appropriate.

ground sustainable drainage features "where possible”. As currently drafted, Policy NE4
is not sound as itis not effective or justified.

{Continue gn a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)

6. Plezse set out what modification{s) you consider necessary to make the Borough
Plan legally compliant or sound. having regard to the matter you have identified in
part 5 abhove, where this relates to soundness (Please note that any non-compliance
with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will
need Lo say why Lhis modilicalion will make lhe Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will ke helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
af any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

-5 Richborough consider it necessary to modify the warding of the Policy to suppert above
ground sustainable drainage features "where possible”, As currently drafted, Policy NE4
i not sound as itis not effective or justified.

{Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,

avidence and supporing information necessary 1o supsortfjustify the representation
and the suggested medification, as there will not normally be a subsequent



opportunity to maks further representations based on the original representation at
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues hefshe identifies for examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a madification, dc you consider it necessary to
participate at the aral part of the examination?

Mo, | do not wish to participate at the oral
gxamination

Yes, | wish to participate &t the oral X
examination

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strong track record of promating sites through the local plan
systam and beliave they can assist the Inspector in explaring the issues with the
most up to date information and therofore wish to participate orally in the EIP

Please note the Inspector will determing the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to
hear those who Fave indicated that they wish to participate at the cral part of the
examination.

g

Signature:

(Please sign the box if you are filing in M. O'Brien
a paper copy. If you are filling in an

alectronic copy, the box can be |eft

blank}

Dato: 131102023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph | 4.0 Vision and Strategic Objectives

Faolicy
Faolicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo

Flease mark with an X' as appropriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



.y

Yision
The stated Vision® is set aut at the baginning of chapter 4 of the Publication Draft and is
provided as follows:

"By 2038 Nuneaion aind Sedworthi Boroughh will e a place of sustainable sconomic growlft
with cfvarse of proseeects, nffermg sty Bonsig fo o meed sl oo residents needs aod
supnoitad ) an istedrated niEsrucitre paitark. Peonde i e Sorougit will Fee i eafithy,
safe and inclisive communities which pravide opportunities for peaple 3 Be actve and
Healify,

MNouneaton and Bedwoirti? Boroug Wil be 3 piace where Businesses want (o invest aid
peapie wanf o fva, wark and visif, The natural and bedit amvironsrent af (e Baroogh will e
fproved rough greater SustainalNe ransport plions, more aocessibio and oher quaity
open spacas shd leisra faoiiies, incressed tree planting and reduced podution fevels,
whilsf conserving and enfiancing the Nstonc environmat (e Bomough wilf Rave
addressod the cliirale charge cmorgoncy 25 iar as passiblc thraugh the plansing process.”

Paragraph 11a of the NFPF is clear lhat plans should “postivel)s seek oppevtinties (o meat
ihe dovelopment needs of el areg "and 11b states that “strategic policies should, as 2
minimum, provide for ohjactivaly asseszad needs for housing and atha- uses, as well as
any neads that cannot be met within naighbouring areas™

Paragraph 59 of the NPPF also r2quires that "g sofficfent amourt and variely of land can
come fonward whorg B & meadad, that the neads of groups with specific housing
tequirements are addressad’

Richborough is therefore of the view that the “Vision' should e altered to acknowledge the
nasd to mast the devalepment nesds in full, including far hausing This sheuld not ba im tad
10 meeting needs of residents of the Borough,

As currently drafted, the Vision is not sound as it not justified, effactive, positively prepared
ar consistent with nat onal policy.

The evel of haosirg comp etions since the heginning of the plan period for the adopted
Borough Plan {2071) has been consistently well below the adopted housing reguirement.
The Boraugh Plan housing target in place at the time has not been excesded ance n the
aleven years up 1 March 2022, even allowing for the adopted stepped trajectoy,

Owerall, nesyr campletions Wotal jusl 5052, which s only 75% of the aggregated requiremant
af 6 762 dwellings - equivalant 10 a sharfall of 1,710 dwellings™. As a result of the stepped
tajectory, which was confitmed trough the ABP, this level of shortfall is equivalentto 2,78
vears of supply (6,752 dwellings ! 11 vears).

NBBC were granted relief from meeting the annualised average housing figure across the
rwenty year plan perlod to facllitate a step change 0 housing dellvery, Despite this rellef,
housing de ivery remains well below the intended trajectony. T delivery 1§ campared against
tne annualised average of 703 dwellings, the shorfall of is equivalent to 3.8 years suppy
(7,733 dwallings / 11 yaars). This lower level of dalivery has only axacarbated issues in
regard to sttordability through the ack of supply and lower levels of attordable housing



delivery. The figures also highlight the difficulzies that NBEBC will face in trying 1o catzh up
on supaly later in the plan pericd.

.9 An Affardable Housing Backdaround Paper was prepared in 2014 by GL Hear in order 1
suppart the examination of the adopted Borough Plan. Table 5 confitmed thal the overzll
identified affardable need figure a: that time was 920 affoerdable dwellings. H this fgurs is to
be met by the end of the current plan perigd (which eguated to 3 16 year pericd when the
Papar was prepared - 2015-20311, in addition to the estimated snnual newly a-ising need,
tae annual affordable requirement is 195 net completions per year.

T The evidence produced in the relevant AMIs confirms that singe 2015, in the seven
menitared years, only 793 affordable completions have taken place in total. This ig
equivalent to an average delivery of 113dpa, which Fas increased the backleg of affordable
housing since 2015 by a furthe- 574 dwellings, This significant shorfall in affardehle
housing de ivery shiould @kse be seenin Lhe conbexl of e poor Gverall perlomiance against
tve adopted housing trajectory and the lack of an evidenced five yea- supply.

.11 Thera is evidence of the negative social impact of the “ailure to deliver sufficient housing in
e WBBC awer Lhis prerics, with Lhe house price o oo ralic in the Borougl delernioraling
from 581 in 2013 @ 809 ir 2022¢ Proportionately, this is significantly mora than
Warwlckshire as a whale, which has warsened from 7.537 o 8.86 [nthal time. Tg under-
delivery of housing hes contributed o deteriorating affordabil ty in the Boraugh . Affordabil ity
i5 8 critical social component of susiginable development that acts as a barrier o local
pacple being able to accese housing, The research pater aublizhed by LPJF ditlec “The
Housing Emergency’, highlights that 1 in & adults regard housing issues as negatively
impacting t7&ir mental health”. [t should be accepted that there is an urgent need to bogst
hausing delivery within NBBL.

2 A step chance in both delivery and approach is required it housing needs are 10 be met
going forward. This requires the spatial vision for the Borough Flan Review to evohve and
acknowledge whers the Eorough Plan has failed to date.

Strategic Objectives

.13 Ohiective 4, which is set out below the \ision <e ates to housing and aims:

T provide 8 steady and adeguafe level of sistable hocsawg Wit meets e neecs of
exisimg 80 newy residenis.

.14  The equivalent objective included within the Gorowugh Plan is provided in full and states:

T provide e sizo, e and mix of Aouging that moots the spociic noods of the borough.
i pErticudae

v Asprrationad housmag hal will attract resdenis wio can make a significant investimett
i the developmont of Gusinessog i the arca.

U awuchorlty onhang Report 202 7-2021, NBRC
* House prize ta residence-bascd camings ratie, QNS (20273
3 The impact of housing preblems on mental health, Shelter (2017)



* Affapdabie Aousing of differant tandres o mest ideniad housing nead

. Housing apfions ko meet the neads of e Mcraasing number of alder paople in the
bovouwgh,

. FProviding smafier propartie s it Nuneaton, 13y Aousiog i1 Bedwaeth and sLooitind
the privale ranted sector across the borough,

. Crritined regenaraton and invasiment it areas whers fhare 15 poor Bousineg sionk
o improve enerngy effficiency, redice el poverty g o g entplly groperiies back
inta use,

. Adequale provision o meet the identifed needs of Grosies and Travelers "

*.15  Paragraph G0 of the MFP= nat only establishes that housing needs should be met but also
zets out the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes. In light
af lhe failure to 5o far meet the housing largets set out in the Borough Plan, the objective 10
deliver g level of housing which is "sleady and adeguale” fgils 1o acknowledye he under-
delivery tat has occurred during the current plan period. The objective should ba expanded
ta account for the full range of need for new housing, as well as Integrzting a focus on
deliverability.

.16  Richborough is of the view that draft Objective 4 is not fit for purpose and the eguivalent
abjective in the Borough Plan should be revisited and amended to scknowledge the neesd
to ensure Lhzt needs, including those wilh specific requirements, are met and housing is
delivered.

{Continue cn a separate sheet f expand box if necessary}

£, Please sat out what madification{s) you consider necessary to make the Barough
Flan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified in
part 5 above, where this relates 1o soundness (Please note that any non-compliance
with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of madifieation at examination). You will
need to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are akble to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text. Please be as precise as possgible.

.17 Richberough is of the view that the Vision' should be madified to acknowladge the need to
meet the development needs in full, including far hoasing. This should not be limited 10
meeting needs of residents of the Borough.

“.18  Richberough is of the view that Qkjective 4 is notfil for purppse and the equivalent objective
in the adopted Bcrough Plan should be revisited and amatded to acknowledge the need 10
ensure that needs, including those with specific requi-ements, are met and hous ng is
delivered,

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary




Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,
avidence and supporting information necessary 1o supaort/justify the representation
and the suggested medification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
oppartunity to make further representations based on the original representation at
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues hefshe identifies for examination.

7. 1f your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider il necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

Mo, | do not wish to participate at the oral
examinatign

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral X
gxamination

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outling why
you consider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strong track record of promoting sites through the local plan
system and believe they can assist the Inspector in exploring the issues with the
most up to date information and therefore wish to participate crally in the EiP

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, 1o
hear those who bave indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

a

Signature:

{Please sign the box if you are filing in -~ M. O'Brien
a paper copy. If you are filling in an

electronic copy, the box can be left

blank}

Date: 131052023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

FPolicy BE3 - Sustainable Design and Construction
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo

Flease mark with an X' as appropriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



Policy BE3 Sustainable Design and Construciion

A Policy BE3 sesaks to secure additional design and building standards as parl of any
development proposals. The following points of compliance have been added 0 the
paralel policy of the adopted Plan:

. tne latest Mationally Nescribed Space Standards (WSS}
. Building for a Healthy Life

. Future Homes and Buildings Standard

. Natinnal Design Guide

T2 Thee drafl Pulicy also now includes reference 1o achieving net 2o carbon emissiors and
praviding homes that are adaptablasresilient to climate change.

“a Footnote 49 of the NPPF confirms:

"Folicles may atso make use of the nationally described space standard, where the need
for an inlaiial space stamdard can be justified "

| Tha inclugion of ND3Z3 requirements in ocal policy nasds o be justified. The PPE states
t7at in justifying the use of NDESS, [ocal planning authorities should take accaunt of local
need, viability ard the potential irpacts on affordable housing, and the timing of the
adaoption of the policy - o ensure a there is a transitional period to enakble developears to
factor the cost of space slandards into future land acquisitions ™.

] Richborough conzider a modification to the Paolicy is nesced to remowe the requirement
to comply with Building far a Healthy Life and instead state that its use as a guide for
develgperz should be encouraged.

R Richborough is of the view that rigorous wiability work needs to be provided that tests all
medified developmart management poicies, including changes to Building Regulations
and | kely changes to the NI'MF, 50 &5 to clearly evidence thal they do not rezult in cnerous
requirements that would prohibit much needed sustainable davelopment heing brought
forward. Local planning policies should not restricl the growth aspirations and the
avidenred demand for new suslainahle develnpment including the delivery of macket and
affardable housing.

*7 As currently drafted, Paolicy BL3 is not sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent
with natianal policy,

{Continug ¢n a sgparate shect [ expand hox if necessary)

! Paragraph 1J: 56-020-20150327, FPG



6. Please set out what modification{s] you consider necessary ta make the Borough
Flan legally compliant or sound, having regard 1o the matter you have identified in
part 5 above, where this relates to soundness {Please note thal any non-compliance
with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will
heead to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text, Pleaze he as precise as possible.

T8 The Council should provids robust justification for the implementztion of this optional
standa~d and easure that the policy takes into account cther elements set out in the PPG
including wviability and site specific factors. With a lack of justification for these aptional
standa-ds, thay shoukd be removed.

(Continue on a saparate sheet / expand box if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,
avidence and supporting information necessary to supaortfjustify the representafion
and the suggesied medilication, as lhere will nol normally be a subsequent
opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation at
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, de you consider it necessary 1o
participate at the oral part ot the examination®

Mo, | do not wish to participate at the oral
examination

Yes, | wish Lo parlicipale al lhe oral X
examination

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strong track record of promating sites through the local plan
system and belisve they can assist the Inspector in exploring the issues with the
most up to date information and therefore wish to participate orally in the EiP



Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

8.

Signature:
(Please sign the box if you are filling in | M. O'Brien
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date: 13/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame or Organisation: Richberough

3. To which part of the Barough Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

Faolicy BE4 — Valuing and Conserving our | listoric Enviranmert
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.("} Lagally compliant’?

Yes
Mo

4.(2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes
Mo

Flease mark with an X' as appropriata.

5. Plezse give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant,
ig unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as
possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your
comments.



Policy BE4 - Valuing and Conserving cur Historic Environmant

A This Policy has been axpanded from that within the adopted Borough Plan. & nomiber of
points have been added to strengthen the adopted Policy, including the following
sentence: ‘Whare Hare are bkaly lo be valuable archasolagical remains. trench surveys
gre hkafy to be rexqurred prior o the determinalion of gy planaiirng apolcation”

t2 The requirement far trench surveys anor to the determination o an application is not
justified. It weuld be unsuitable and premature for the submission of trench surveys before
e determinatior ¢f an autling planning application. Trench sUrveys can taks a number
of manths to complete be disruptive e the exisling use and are relatively expensive.
Cutline planning applicatiors bypically aren't submitted by the end developer of a site and
tnergforg will not usually undertake these works. Land pronmoters and privake individuals
wil instruct a technizal professional 10 underake a site assessment and prepare a
| leritage Statemenl to inform an cutline planning application and subsequent sale of the
site to a developer. Onee in ownership of a developer, the trench surveys will be
underlaken Wwoinfanm Lhe Tinal sike layout which will be approved as perl of 5 regsereed
matters application. This approach would nct prejudice the integriby of any prasened
rerains.

"3 Richboraugh recommends the removal of this sentence fram the emsnging Policy to
ensurathere ara no const-aints to the delivery of sives being brought fonward wia an outline
planning application.

{Continue gn a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)

6. Plezse set out what modification{s) you consider necessary to make the Borough
Plan legally compliant or sound. having regard to the matter you have identified in
part 5 abhove, where this relates to soundness (Please note that any non-compliance
with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will
need Lo say why Lhis modificalion will make lhe Barough Plan legally complianl or
sound. It will ke helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
af any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

"4 Richborough recommends the remowval of the sentence relating to trenching being
required prior to the determination of any planning appl cation from the emerging Policy
to ansure thers are no constrainks to the delivery of sites being Brought foreard via an
outline planning application.

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary




Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the infarrmation,
evidence and supporing information necessary to supaortfjustify the representation
and the suggested medification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
upporlunily lo make further represenlations based on lhe ariginal representalion al
the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues hefshe identifies for examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you conzider it necessary 10
participate at the oral part of the sxamination’?

No. | do not wish o participate at the oral ‘
examination
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral ‘ X
_examination

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Richborough have a strong track record of promoting sites through the local plan
system and believe they can assist the Inspector in exploring the issues with the
most up to date information and therefore wish to participate orally in the EiP

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropnate procedure to adopt, to
hear those who Pave indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

9.

Signature;

(Please sign the box if you are filling in M. O'Brien
a paper copy. If you are filling in an

electronic copy. the box can be left

blank}

Date: 1312023
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Introduction

This representation is prepared by Pinnacle Planning on behalf of our client Richborough.
It provides representations to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) in
respect of the Borough Plan Review - Regulation 19 consultation, which is the subject of
public consultation until 16 October 2023,

The Publication Draft version of the Borough Plan Review (2021-2033) (hereafter referred
to as the "Publication Draft”) is accompanied by several evidence base documents,
including the following, which are referenced in this representation:

. NBBC Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (2022)

. Coventry & Warwickshire Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment
{2022)

. Towards a Housing Requirement for Nuneaton & Bedworth (2022)

. Housing and Economic Emplayment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) (2023)
. Sustainability Appraisal (2023)

. Small Site Windfall Housing Study (2022)

This document should be read in conjunction with the Briefing Mote prepared by Lichfields
on behalf of a consortium of land promoters including Richborough, titled “Distributing the
Unmet Housing Needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area’. A copy
of the Briefing Note is provided at Appendix 1.

Background

Richborough is & privately owned land promotion company operating nationally. The
business works in partnership with landowners, councils and stakeholders to secure
residential planning permission on suitable sites, which are then delivered by an
appropriate partner,

Richborough work with private individuals, companies, charities, trusts and estates
departiments at public sector bodies. They typically promote sites of 100 to 1,000 homes
and have a pipeline of approximately 20,000 plots across the country, Richborough's role
in promating land through the planning system, with all its attendant complexities and
risks, Is an important step along the way o the delivery of much needed new homes. Land
promoters like Richborough are responsible for 41% of homes secured through oultline
planning permission; providing an important source of ‘oven ready' land with planning
permission for housebullders lo acquire and build-oul. Richborough has brought forward
sites for 3,000 new homes, including over 700 affordable dwellings. Richborough is a
strong advocate of a plan-led system and is committed to promoting land for residential
development through local and neighbourhood plans.
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Borough Plan Review

In June 2019, NBBC adopted the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan (Borough Plan).
However, in July 2020 it was agreed o undertake a review of the Borough Plan principally
in order to take account of changes to the NPPF, some of which relate to housing need,
and in particular the introduction of the standard method for calculating housing need.

This is the third stage of consultation, following the Issues and Options consultation which
closed in August 2021; and the Preferred Options consultation which closed in July 2022,

The Publication Draft of the emerging Local Plan seeks to establish that the plan period
will run from 2021 to 2039 and includes strategic and development managemenl policies
that seek 1o quantify, address and aid the delivery of local employment and residential
development needs, including through the provision of additional housing allocations,
almost all of which are non-strategic.

The Publication Draft will be subject to an independent examination into its soundness
and legal compliance. The tests of soundness are presented in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NFPF). This notes that Local Plans are sound only
if they are:

. Posilively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the
area’s objectively assessed needs and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where
it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;

. Justified - an appropriate strategy taking into account reasonable alternatives, and
based on proportionate evidence;

. Effective - deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matiers that have been deall with rather than deferred, as
evidenced by the statement of common ground; and

. Consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable development
in accordance with the policies in this Framework,

In this context, NBBC will be aware that Richborough has an interest in a parcel of land
to the north of Nuneaton to the west of Higham Lane (hereafter referred to as "Land west
of Higham Lane" or “the Site"),

Richborough Is promoting this land as a potential draft allocation and can demonstrate
that the site is capable of sustainably delivering around 700 dwellings which will meet the
needs and aspirations of the area. It will make an important contribution 1o meeling the
needs of NBBC, as well as offering benefits to the area, including affordable homes,
opportunities for leisure and recreation, and new highways infrastructure.

An outline application (Ref: 038602) for up to 700 dwellings with access to be taken from
a new roundabout junctian off the A5 was submitted in January 2022 and refused in May
2023. The lllustrative Layout includes for a significant area of open space and improved
linkages across the A5, including to the MIRA Technology Park.
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Richborough is keen to work collaboratively with NBBC, the local community and other
stakeholders to explore, expand and refine the potential developmeant opportunities.

Richborough previously promoted the land on the opposite side of Higham Lane which
gained planning permission in 2018 and is now being buill out successfully by Redrow
Homes. The sale to Redrow Homes was achieved within elghteen months of Richborough
first acquiring the site, which demonstrates a strong track record of delivery, and the
majority of the policy compliant scheme for 200 dwellings is now developed. Richborough
also secured outline permission on the allocated site at Hospital Lane, Bedworth in August
2023 and are in the process of selling the site.

Structure of Representations

Richborough's representations to the Preferred Options consultation are comprised of the
following documents:

. Written Representation (this report)

. Distributing the Unmet Housing Needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing
Market Area (appended to this report)

. llustrative Masterplan (appended to this report)
. Landscape Seguential Assessment (appended to this report)
. Consultation Response Form(s)

This report addresses the strategic and development management sections and Policies
chronologically as presented in the consultation statement. This report is structured as
follows:

. Chapter 2 Vision and Objectives

. Chapter 3 Strategic Policies

. Chapter 4 Development Management Policies

. Chapter 5 Land west of Higham Lane, Nuneaton

. Chapter 6 concludes this representation.
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Vision and Strategic Objectives

Vision
The stated "Vision' is set out at the beginning of chapler 4 of the Publication Draft and is
provided as follows:

“By 2039 Nuneaton and Bedgworth Borough will be a8 place of sustainable economic
growth with diverse job prospects, offering quality housing to meet all our residents needs
and supported by an integrated infrastructure network. People in the Borough will live in
healthy, safe and inclusive communities wivich provide opportunities for people fo be
active and healthy.

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough will be a place where businesses want lo invest and
people want 1o live, work and visit, The natuwral and built environment of the Borough will
be improved through greater susiainable transport options, more accessible and higher
qualify open spaces and leisure facilifies, increased iree planting and reduced poliution
levels, whilst conserving and enhancing the historic environment. The Borough will have
addressed the climate change emergency as far as possible through the planning
process.”

Paragraph 11a of the NPPF is clear that plans should ‘positively seek opportunities fo
meel the development needs of their area™and 11b states that “strategic policies should,
as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well
as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas”.

Paragraph 59 of the NFPF also requires that “a sufficient amount and vaniety of land can
come forward where it s needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing
requirements are addressed”.

Richborough is therefore of the view that the 'Vision' should be allered to acknowledge
the need to meet the development needs in full, including for housing. This should not be
limited to meeting needs of residents of the Borough,

As currently drafted, the Vision is not sound as it not justified, effective, positively prepared
or consistent with national policy.

The level of housing completions since the beginning of the plan period for the adopted
Borough Plan (2011) has been consistently well below the adopted housing requirement.
The Borough Plan housing target in place at the time has not been exceeded once in the
eleven years up to March 2022, even allowing for the adopted stepped trajectory.

Overall, new completions total just 5052, which is only 75% of the aggregated
requirement of 6,762 dwellings - equivalent to a shortfall of 1,710 dwellings'. As a result
of the stepped trajectory, which was confirmed through the ABP, this level of shortfall is
equivalent to 2,78 years of supply (6,762 dwellings / 11 years).

! Authority Monitoring Report 2021-2021, NBBC
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NBBC were granted relief from meeting the annualised average housing figure across the
twenty year plan period to facilitate a step change in housing delivery. Despite this relief,
housing delivery remains well below the intended trajectory. If delivery is compared
against the annualised average of 703 dwellings, the shortfall of is equivalent to 3.8 years
supply (7,733 dwellings / 11 years). This lower level of delivery has only exacerbated
issues in regard to affordability through the lack of supply and lower levels of affordable
housing delivery. The figures also highlight the difficulties that NBBC will face in trying to
catch up on supply later in the plan period.

An Affordable Housing Background Paper was prepared in 2016 by GL Hearn in order to
support the examination of the adopted Borough Plan, Table 5 confirmed that the overall
identified affordable need figure at that time was 920 affordable dwellings. If this figure is
to be met by the end of the current plan period (which equated to a 16 year period when
the Paper was prepared - 2015-2031), in addition to the estimated annual newly arising
need, the annual affordable requirement is 195 net completions per year,

The evidence produced in the relevant AMRs confirms that since 2015, in the seven
monitored years, only 793 affordable completions have taken place in total. This is
equivalent to an average delivery of 113dpa, which has increased the backlog of
affordable housing since 2015 by a further 574 dwellings. This significant shortfall in
affordable housing delivery should also be seen in the context of the poor overall
performance against the adopted housing trajectory and the lack of an evidenced five
year supply.

There is evidence of the negative social impact of the fallure 1o deliver sufficient housing
in the NBBC over this period, with the house price 1o income ratio in the Borough
deteriorating from 5.51in 2013 to 8.09 in 2022°. Propartionately, this is significantly more
than Warwickshire as a whole, which has worsened from 7.37 to B.BE in that time. The
under-delivery of housing has contributed to deteriorating affordability in the Borough.
Affordability is a critical social component of sustainable development that acts as a
barrier 1o local people being able to access housing, The research paper published by
LPDF titled ‘The Housing Emergency’, highlights that 1 in 5 adults regard housing issues
as negatively impacting their mental health. It should be accepted that there is an urgent
need to boost housing delivery within NEEC,

A step change in both delivery and approach is required if housing needs are 1o be met
going forward. This requires the spatial vision for the Borough Plan Review to evalve and
acknowledge where the Borough Plan has failed 1o date.

Strategic Objectives

Objective 4, which is sel oul below the Vision relates to housing and aims:

"To provide a steady and adequate level of suitable housing which meels the needs of
existing and new residents. "

The eguivalent objective included within the Borough Plan is provided in full and states:

? House price lo residence-based earnings ratio, ONS (2023)
* The impact of housing prablems on mental health, Shelter (2017)
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“To provide the size, type and mix of housing that meets the specific needs of the borough.
In particular:

Aspirational housing that wilf attract residents who can make a significant
investment in the development of businesses in the area,

Affordable housing of different tenures fo meet identified housing need.

Housing options to meet the needs of the increasing number of older people in the
borough,

Providing smaller properties in Nuneafon, family housing in Bedworth and
supporting the private rented sector across the borough.

Continued regeneration and investment in areas where there is poor housing stock
lo improve energy efficiency, reduce fuel poverty and fo bring emply properties back

info use,

Adeqguate provision to meet the identified needs of Gypsies and Travellers,”

Paragraph 60 of the NPPF not only establishes that housing needs should be met but
also sets out the Government's objective of significantly boosting the supply of hames. In
light of the failure to so far meet the housing targels set out in the Borough Plan, the
objective 1o deliver a level of housing which is “steady and adequate” fails to acknowledge
the under-delivery that has occurred during the current plan period. The objective should
be expanded to account for the full range of need for new housing, as well as integrating
a focus on deliverability.

Richborough is of the view that draft Objective 4 is not fit for purpose and the equivalent
objective in the Borough Plan should be revisited and amended to acknowledge the need
to ensure that needs, including those with specific requirements, are mel and housing is
delivered.
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Strategic Policies

Policy DS3 - Overall Development Needs

Draft Policy DS3 seeks to establish the development needs for the plan period (2021 to
2039), including an overall housing requirement of 9,810 dwellings. This has been
established through a document titled ‘Towards a Housing Requirament for Nuneaton and
Bedwaorth (2022)', published by lceni, and which identifies an annual requirement of 545
dwellings per annum (dpa). This exceeds the current standard method calculation for
NBBC, which is 442 dpa.

Paragraph 6.22 of the Publication Draft identifies that the Iceni Report models a Planned
Economic Growth Scenario to support the Borough's economy and align planning for
homes, jobs and infrastructure. Paragraph 6.21 of the Repon also acknowledges that
affordable housing need in the Borough has been considered in reaching the housing
figure. However, crucially it does not include an uplift for meeting any unmet needs of
neighbouring authorities. This is addressed in more detail below.

The adopted Borough Plan sought to deliver at least 14,060 new homes across the 20
year plan period, 2011 to 2031, at an average of 703 dpa. This figure was made up of
annual demographic based needs (423 dpa) with uplifts to support economic growth (73
dpa) and improve deliverability (6 dpa), as well as a further 201 dpa uplift to accommodate
unmet need in Coventry, under the Duty to Cooperate.

In concluding that the 73 dpa uplift in the adopted Borough Plan was sound, the examining
Inspector made the following comment in the Final Report:

“It is clear from the issues facing the Borough that there does need fo be an increase in
knowledge-based employment opportunities, a re-balancing of the extent of out-
commuting fo work in Coventry, other parts of Warwickshire and Leicestershire and a
need o address issues of deprivation and low wages in the Borough. The 2015 SHMA
considers the level of housing needed lo support workforce growth indicated by
employment forecasts would be 4896 dwellings per annum equaling a 73dpa uplift on the
demographic starting point.”

Richborough Is of the view that many of these issues remain and have only been
exacerbaled by the poor level of market and affordable housing delivery since the
preparation of the 2015 SHMA which was a key evidence base document at the point of
adoption, Given the impacts of Brexit and the pandemic, Richborough is of the view that
an uplift to support economic growth should be retained within the local housing need
figure as it is critical to NBBC's ability to realise it's Vision.

Paragraph 61 of the NPPF confirms that the standard method should comprise the
‘minimum’ figure, and states:

“To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in
national planning guidance - unless exceplional circumstances justify an alternative
approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals.
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In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannol be mel within
neighbouring areas should also be laken into account in esiablishing the amouni of
housing fo be planned for.”

Itis clear therefore that there are circumstances whereby a higher figure could be adopted
over and above the standard method. The PPG provides further clarification on when it
might it be appropriate to plan for a higher housing need figure and states*.

“The govemnmen! is committed to ensuring that more homes are bullt and supports
ambitious authorities who want fo plan for growth, The standard method for assessing
focal housing need provides a minimum starting paint in determining the number of homes
needed in an area. It does not attempt to predict the impact that fulure govemment
policies, changing economic circumstances or other factors might have on demographic
behaviour. Therefore, there will be circumsiances where it is appropriate fo consider
whether actual housing need s higher than the standard method indicates.”

The guidance explains that circumstances where an uplift will be appropriate include, but
are not limited to, where growth strategies are in place and where an authority agrees to
take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities.

It is important therefore to recognise that the need figure generated by the standard
methodology should be considered as the 'minimum’ starting point in establishing a
requirement for the purposes of plan production. The calculation currently relies on
household projections which focus solely on past growth trends and do not include a
specific uplift to account for factors that could affect those trends in the future. Where it is
likely that additional growth (above historic trends identified by household projections) will
occur over the plan period, an appropriate uplift may be applied 1o produce a higher need
figure that reflects that anticipated grawth.

Richborough support the preparation of additional evidence on the assessment of needs
and is of the view that the figure produced by the standard method, plus the affordability
ratio - 442 dwellings - represents only the ‘starting point'. In accordance with paragraph
G1 of the NPPF, as well as the 2015 SHMA, there are exceptional circumstance which
justify an uplift, including a requirement o take the needs of neighbouring authorities into
account.

However, Richborough would also suggest that there are additional reasons that would
support the local housing figure being even higher than 545 dpa. The plan-led system
requires Councils to proactively plan to meet the needs of their community. This means
that there Is a need lo provide a range and choice of sites, a need for flexibility and viability
considerations to be taken into account, and a need to consider whether higher levels of
open-market housing are required in order to secure the delivery of affordable housing
and/or support economic growth,

Affordable Housing

In respect of affordable housing need, the Nuneaton and Bedworth HEDNA confirms an
annual need of 653 affordable homes per year, taking account of current affordability and
the existing stock position. Paragraph 7.110 of the report confirms that ‘provision of new

* Paragraph 1D: 2a-010-20201216, PPG
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affordable housing is an important and pressing issue in the area.. affordable housing
delivery should be maximised where opporiunities arise.”

As noted elsewhere in paragraph 7.110, the affordable housing need is not directly
comparable with the overall housing need, although the annual need for this tenure clearly
needs o be addressed as parl of the Local Plan Review.

Paragraph 5.15 of Towards a Housing Reguirement for Muneaton & Bedworth confirms
that the evidence points lowards an increasingly urgent need for affordable housing
delivery and that setling a lower housing requirement would see overall housing delivery
fall relative to recent trends constraining the ability to deliver affordable housing.

Paragraph 5.17 confirms that the needs evidence would support setting a higher
proportion of overall development as affordable homes, but the viability evidence shows
that this is not realistic and would not support higher delivery as a percentage of overall
housing provision,

Richborough is of the view that the need for affordable housing should be addressed by
factoring this need into an increased housing land requirement and allocating more
residential sites.

Duty to Cooperate
The Publication Draft includes a section titled "Duty to Cooperate” at Paragraph 1.11.

The Duty to Cooperate was introduced by the Localism Act 2011 and is set out in section
33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The National Flanning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (2023) confirms that local planning authorities are under a duty to
cooperate with each other on strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries® and
identify relevant strategic matters that need 1o be addressed in their plans®. Paragraph 26
confirms that:

“Effective and on-going foint working between strategic pollcy-making awthorilties and
relevant bodies is infegral to the production of a positively prepared and justified sirategy.

In particutar, joint working should help fo determine where additional infrastructure is
necessary, and whether development needs that cannol be met wholly within a particular
plan area could be mef elsewhers.”

The NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) confirm that early engagement with
strategic policy making authorities and public bodies is required and that a Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG) is required to provide a written record of progress made in
addressing cross-boundary issues. The Inspector, as part of a Local Plan examination,
will assess compliance with the duly to cooperate taking the submitted SoCG into
consideration. Paragraph 1D 61-010-20190315 defines this as:

“_.a written record of the progress made by strategic policy-making authorities during the
process of planning for strategic cross-boundary matters. Il documents where effective
co-operation is and is not happening throughout the plan-making process, and is & way

5 Paragraph 24, NPPF (2023)
® Paragraph 25, NPPF (2021)
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of demonsirating at examination thal plans are deliverable over the pian period, and
based on effective joint working across local authority boundaries. In the case of local
planning authoniies, it also forms part of the evidence required o demonsirate that they
have complied with the duty fo cooperate.”

Furthermore, the PPG clarifies that authorities are expected to have due regard to the
Duty to Cooperate when undertaking a review of a plan to assess if new evidence is
available to inform the review’.

NBEC form part of the Coventry and Warwickshire Sub-Region authorities® and have a
well-established track record of preparing joint local plan evidence base work including
collaborative approaches to the Duty to Cooperale. lceni were instructed to prepare a
Sub-regional Housing and Employment Developmen! Needs Assessment (HEDNA),
which was published in October 2022,

As set in Paragraph 6.18 of the Publication Draft, the Sub-regional HEDNA utilises the
latest Census data which was released in June 2022 and looks across a 10-year
economic cycle. Table 2 of the Publication Draft identifies that the figure calculated for
NBBC was 409 dwellings per annum (dpa), whilst for Coventry City Council (CCC) it was
1,964 dpa.

A similar sub-regional assessment of housing development need was undertaken to
support the adopted Borough Plan. Through the plan-making process, CCC
demonstrated that it was unable to accommodate its full housing need and as a result,
NBBC agreed to deliver 4,020 additional dwellings in line with the Duty to Cooperate,
which equated to 201 dwellings per annum (dpa).

Paragraph 10.7 of the Nuneaton and Bedworth HEDNA (2022) confirms that there ‘s a
reasonable prospect that an unmet need will again arise" in CCC, which “given the strong
functional relationship between Muneaton and Bedworth and Coventry” maybe “an
important consideration in considering overall housing provision within the Borough Plan
Review",

Table 2 of the Publication Drafl sets out the minimum housing requirement for the six
Coventry and Warwickshire authorities, as established using the standard method, with
the 2023 affordability uplift. CCC has the highest annual minimum housing requirement
figure at 3,247 dwellings and as referenced above, there is a reasonable prospect that
the remaining five authorities will again be required to take on additional housing delivery
to comply with the legal duty to cooperate.

CCC undertook an Issues and Options Regulation 18 consultation during summer 2023,
concluding on 29 September.

The consultation document addressed the matter of housing nesds and included the
following table within Chapter 3, setting out the various alternatives at Table 1,

7 Paragraph |1D: 61-068-20190723, PPG
! Coventry, Morh Warwickshire, Rugby, Stratford-on-Avon, Warwick and Nuneaton and Bedworth.
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Table 1: summary of housing nead alternative calculations

Government default | HEDMNA method HEDNA maethod with
Standard Method (using the 2021 359 Uplift removed
[using the 2014 Census data)
Population
prajections)

Dwellings per annum | 3,188 1,964 1,455

Total nead over the | 63,760 39,280 29,100

20 year plan period

2021 - 2041

CCC's preferred scenario is number 3 and is of the view that this represents the true need
and is based on the best available evidence. On this basis, no reference is made within
the consultation document to neighbouring authorities meeting unmet needs.

The Briefing Note provided at Appendix 1 of this representation was prepared by
Lichfields on behalf of a Consortium, which includes Richborough. This seeks to consider
how the unmet housing needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area
could be sustainably distributed amongst the constituent authorilies, based upon the
functional relationships between the authorities,

It considers the Sub-regional HEDNA (2022) and the Consortium's alternative
assessment of Coventry's projected household population and housing need, sel out in
their Housing Needs Assessment (HMA), which s appended to the Note,

The Consortium contends that CCC's approach, whereby the 35% uplift should be
discounted fundamentally lacks any justification. It is argued that this Is al odds with the
HEDNA, and the evidence produced by the Consortium, which suggests that, in all
likelihood, the Coventry's OAHN is between the HEDNA's 1,964 dpa and the HNA's 2,529
dpa.

Given that CCC has historically been unable to meet its needs in full, Richborough is of
the view that it is likely that there will be significant unmet housing needs arising from
Coventry up to 2041. The Briefing Note contends that based on Coventry's current land
supply it is likely that there will be an unaccounted for shortfall of between c. 14,100 and
£.39,780 dwellings up to 2041 - or .25,420 under the HNA's altemative projections.

Lichfields has also considered how this unmet need could be distributed amongst
neighbouring authorities based upon the functional relationships between those
authorities. The model provided at Appendix 1 of the Note indicates that a reasonable
distribution would see NBBC lake 40% of Coventry's unmet needs up to 2041, which
would equate to a contribution between ¢,5,650 and ¢.15,910 dwellings. This would be in
addition to the requirement identified in Policy DS3.

Richborough is therefore of the view that the current approach taken within the Publication
Draft is not sound as it is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with
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national policy. Additional allocations are required so as (o allow a sufficient buffer that
will ensure the unmet needs arising in Coventry are addressed.

The examination into the Charnwood Local Plan was adjourned in summer 2022 due to
the failure 1o meel Leicester's unmet need through the submitted plan. The examination
was ultimately suspended for a significant period of time so as to enable the Inspectors
to consider the apportionment as well as to allow Charnwood to identify how additional
supply could be accommodated and the implications for the Plan. A similar situation
should be avolded here, and the Regulation 19 consullation should be undertaken once
the sub-regional housing and employment needs are finalised and discussions between
the six Coventry and Warwickshire authorities have taken place and a Memorandum of
Understanding is agreed.

Plan Period

Paragraph 22 of the NPPF makes specific reference to timeframes for development plans
and states:

‘Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, fo
anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising
from major improvemenis in infrasiructure.”

According to the latest LDS produced by NBBC in July 2023, adoption of the Plan is likely
to occur in June 2024 (subject to no Main Modifications consultation), which is well into
the monitoring year, 2024/2025.

This scenario wouldn't allow for a full fifteen year plan period at the point of adoption and
the timetable is considered severely optimistic in any case.,

In light af this, Richborough is of the view that the Plan should look ahead to at least
203972040 in order to ensure that the Plan meets the requirements of Paragraph 22.

To ensure the Plan |s positively prepared a modification to the plan period will need o be
reflected in the suppaorting evidence base in respect of employment and residential land
requirements. Richborough is of the view that the strategic policies should be amended
1o look ahead to 2040 at the earliest, which would mean planning for additional dwellings.

Strategic Policy DS4 - Residential Allocations

Stralegic Sites

As set out in these representations, the level of housing completions since the beginning
of the plan period for the Borough Plan (2011) has been consistently well below the
adopted housing requirement. This is particularly the case for the larger strategic sites
which have been slow to develop when compared to the housing trajeclory.,

The latest housing trajectory, published to support the five year supply calculation,
indicates that up to 31 March 2022, only 1,299 dwellings had been delivered on Strategic
Sites in the previous six years, an average of just 216 dpa. The trajectory table below is
provided within the Adopted Borough Plan and highlights that delivery was expected to
rise significantly from the year 2019/2020, as strategic allocations were due lo be
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delivered. In 2021/22, it was expected that almost one thousand dwellings would be
developed on Strategic Sites, in that year alone.

Figure 3.1:  Adopted Housing Trajectory

Housing Trajec Lory
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Source: NBBC BP, NBBC (2019)

The 2022 trajectory anticipales that 7,753 dwellings will be delivered on Strategic Sites
between 2022 and 2031, which is an average of 861 dpa. Despite this, the Publication
Draft includes limited detail in respect of why the Strategic Sites have been slow o delivar
homes, and more importantly why the sites will now come forward at an accelerated rate.

Richborough has previously supported a detailed review of allocated sites in order to
assess their suitability for allocation with a view to understanding why they have under-
delivered. Richborough are also of the view that this wark should have been expanded in
order to review the sites which have delivered to gain a better understanding of the
characteristics. This would have assisted the Borough Plan Review in identifying
deliverable sites and avoiding the failures of the Borough Plan. The evidence in the latest
AMR confirms that 33% of completions in the year to April 2022 took place in the
Weddington Ward and a further 19% in St Nicolas ward, both of which are to the north of
Nuneaton®. It is clear that the northern part of Nuneaton represants an area which viable
to deliver new dwellings and is atiractive the market.

A Viability Assessment has been prepared by Dixon Searle Partnership and published as
part of the Regulation 19 consultation. In regard to testing the viability of Strategic Siles,
it Is acknowledged at Paragraph 2.14.3 that the level of infrastructure costs likely to be
specific to each scheme were not fully developed, “meaning that there are kely fo be

® Figure 8, AMR 21/22, NBBC
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other cosis incurred which have not been reflected by assumptions within the appraisals
at this siage”.

Richborough is therefore concemned that the retained allocations from the Adopted
Borough Plan have not been subject to a sufficiently robust assessment, in regard to being
developable.

Reasonable Alternatives

NBBC identified seven alternative strategies for the delivery of housing and tested these
through the Sustainability Appraisal (SA).

These included housing requirements ranging from of 646 dpa to 712 dpa and spatial
sirategies which included rolling forward the existing approach as well as the addition of
new Strategic Siles.

Paragraph 7.3.1 of the SA acknowledges that continuing the existing strategy in the
Adopted Borough Plan would in most respects have neulral effects because there would
be litlle change, although “if could be negative in ferms of housing as several of the
sirategic sites have not come forward readily”.

Two of the alternatives (Options 3b and 5b) proposed directing further growth to strategic
locations north of Nuneaton, which is where Richborough is promoting land interests.
Whilst these two options perform relatively well in the overall assessment provided in
Table 7.1, it was noted that minor negative effects are recorded in respect of 'Economic
Factors' and "Air Quality’ topics. For both topics it was judged that whilst large scale
growth proposed to the north of Nuneaton is relatively close to the main centre within
Nuneaton and enjoys relatively good access via the AS and A444 to the rest of the
Borough, it is fairly distant from the main strategic employment locations in the south of
the Borough and therefore not optimal in terms of addressing some of the accessibility
issues currently experienced with respect lo employment sites,

This ignores the fact that the northern part of Nuneaton is in close praximity to major
employment sites in Hinckley and Bosworth, including MIRA Technology Park and
Dodwells Industrial Estate, There would be no negative effects from future residents
travelling to work in these areas. It is therelore clear that the SA has undertaken the
assessment on basis that NBBC is an isolated 'island' authority rather than considering
that the Borough forms part of a wider economy and that arbitrary council boundaries
don't inform decisions on where people live and work,.

On this basis, Option 3b and 5b have been wrongly assessed and should have been
scored neutral for Air Quality and moderate positive for Economic Faclors. This changes
the balance of the overall assessment and may have impacted on strategic decision
making.

Housing Trajectory

In light of the acknowledged difficulties in delivering the larger Stralegic Sites,
Richborough is of the view that a detailed Housing Trajectory should accompany the
Publication Draft to demonstrate how and when housing site will be developed. Paragraph
74 of the NPPF s clear that strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating the
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expected rate of housing delivery over the plan period and if appropriate to set out the
anticipated rate of development for specific sites.

At present, the Publication Draft includes ‘Table 3', titled ‘Housing Delivery’, which
identifies only the sources of supply which make up the claimed figure of 12,127
dwellings. The Housing Trajectory provided at Appendix B is also insufficiently detailed
and provides only a graphical representation of the trajectory with no evidence to justify
how the conclusions have been reached. Given the hisloric slow rate of delivery on
allocated sites, the requirement for site by site evidence is justified and will allow for
performance to be sufficiently monitored in the future. In order to be considered sound
and justified, a detailed housing trajectory including evidence for specific sites should be
inserted into Appendix B.

Furthermore, a buffer for pon-delivery should be added to the overall housing
requirement, rather than just small sites, to allow for uncertainties in sites being delivered,
This should also factor in assumptions for lead in times and delivery rates and is a
common appreach which has been adopted elsewhere, including the Aylesbury Vale
Local Plan which was adopted in September 2021, This will require the identification of
additional allocations to ensure that the higher requirement is met.

Windfall

Windfall development is defined in the NPPF as “sites not specifically identified in the
developrment plar™". Paragraph 70 provides background to windfall development and
sets out the following guidance on when an allowance might be appropriate:

“Where an allowance is fo be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there
showld be compeliing evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. Any
allowance should be realistic having regard fo the strategic housing land availability
assessment, hisforic windfall delivery rates and expected future frends.”

Table 3 of the Publication Draft identifies that in the estimation of NBBC, small windfall
sites will deliver 630 dwellings up to 2039, and this is based on an allowance of 42 dpa,
applied betwean 2024-2039. This is justified In the Small Sites Windfall Study (2022),
which is included within the evidence base.

As noted in these representations, the Strategic sites allocated through the Borough Plan
have been extremaly slow to come forward, There have also been occasions since the
beginning of the plan period in 2010 where NEBC have not been able to demonsirate a
five year supply of deliverable sites. Richborough is of the view that any assessment of
historic windfall development should be cognisant of such matters, only recording siles
that would have come forward under any circumstances, otherwise the Local Plan Review
is effectively planning to fail.

Paragraph 6.5 of the Study highlights that the period where there was no adopted
Borough Plan in place impacts on the historical data as it is likely some small sites would
have been included in the Plan as non-strategic sites. This justifies a deduction of 9 dpa
from the average net small site completions over the last ten years. However,
Richborough does not feel that this adequately represents the points raised above in

" Glossary, NPPF (2019)
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respect of the tilted balance. The delivery in the year 2020/21 is clearly an outlier (net
figure of 117 dwellings) which should be removed from consideration given that it is nearly
double the delivery of the second highest year. This tallies with the period in 2018 when
NBBC acknowledged that it could not identify a five year supply of deliverable housing
sites and may have arificially inflated the figure. Richborough is of the view that the
windfall allowance for small sites should be reduced by at least a further five units in order
to be justified and considered sound.

Footnote 25 of the Publication Draft confirms that windfall sites are included in the supply
from 2024-2039 to avoid double counting. However, Table 2 includes the committed
supply from a base date of 1 April 2023. Therefore, in order to be justified and avoid
double counting with small sites included as commitments within the supply, the windiall
allowance will need to be pushed back to 2026 - three years from the base date. This will
need to be reviewed each time the base date for the committed supply is reset.

MNon-Strategic Sites

Paragraph 68 of the NPPF is clear that: “planning policies should identify a supply of..
specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where
possible, for years 11-15 of the plan®.

The Glossary of the NPPF {(Annex 2) includes a definition of 'developable': "to be
considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing development
with a reasonable prospect that they will be available and could be viably developed at
the point envisaged" (emphasis added).

The PPG provides further guidance on these aspects and the identification of sites,
generally.

In regard to assessing the availability of a site, it is stated at paragraph: 019 Reference
ID: 3-019-20190722 that:

A sife can be considered available for development, when, on the best informalion
available (confirmed by the call for sites and information from land owners and legal
searches where appropriate), there is confidence that there are no legal or ownership
impediments fo development. For example, land controlled by a developer or landowner
who has expressed an intention to develop may be considered available”.

The PPG provides guidance (paragraph; 018 Reference ID: 3-018-20190722) on
assessing site suitability, noting the following factors in assessing whether locations are
appropriate for development:

. national polfcy;

. appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development
proposed;

. coniribution to regeneration priorily areas,

. potential impacts including the effect upon landscapes including landscape
features, nature and heritage conservation.
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Viability is a major factor in whether a site is achievable and developable. The PPG
requires a plan-making body to assess the economic viability of a site, and the capacity
of the developer to complete and let or sell the development over a certain period'’.
Supporting evidence in regard to the viability of sites will therefore be required.

Palicy DS4 identifies fifteen non-sirategic sites with a total combined capacity of 689
dwellings. On behalf of Richborough, an assessment of the developability of non-strategic
sites has been undertaken, based on the national guidance noted above.

The assessment has identified that seven of the fifteen sites (NSRA1, 2, 3,7, 8, S and 14)
are the subject of planning permission. It is notable that Table 3 of the Publication Draft,
which sets out the sources of housing supply, includes 4,207 dwellings in the committed
supply and 689 for non-strategic housing allocations. The lack of evidence for the supply
means that it is not possible to assess whether there is double counting across these two
sources and provides further justification for the provision of a detailed Housing
Trajectory.

NSRA4 - Vicarage St Development Site, Nuneaton (claimed capacity of 68 dwellings). An
Outline planning application has been submitted on part of the site for 65 dwellings (ref:
039175). The applicant is Warwickshire Property and Development Group and the target
determination date is 31 October 2023. There appears to be an outstanding Historic
England objection relating to the loss of a non-designated heritage asset (a library) as
part of the proposed development. The SHLAA 2021 confirmed that submissions had
been made to locally list the library. The outstanding objections from Historic England
relate to the principle of residential development at the site and therefore the site cannot

be deemed developable at the present time. The site should be removed as an allocation
and supply reduced by 68 dwellings.

NSRAS - Burbages Lane, Ash Green (claimed capacity of 47 dwellings) The site
predominantly comprises rear gardens of around nine properties and a small area of
pasture, meaning there are potential issues in respect of multiple ownership. The
Publication Draft refers 1o the potential for the site 1o be impacted by slow worm
populations that require protection. The Publication Drafi also highlights the site
assessmant in the SFRA Level 2 which identified ponding onsite during periods of flooding
"which could limil access/egress 1o the site”, The site Is technically challenging in respect
of access, ecology and flooding and there |s no evidence that there are willing
landowners. The capacity of the site has increased from 30 dwellings since the Preferred
Options consultation in summer 2022. There is no justification for this increase capacity
and the developability of the site has not been adequalely evidenced. The site should be
removed as an allocation and supply reduced by 47 dwellings.

NSRAG - Bucks Hill, Nuneaton (claimed capacity of 40 dwellings). The Publication Draft
highlights concemns regarding topography and states that careful consideration is to be
given to the design of any development. The Publication Draft also highlights the site
assessment in the SFRA Level 2 which flags the site as having some surface water risk
and ponding during flood events, concluding "The provisions for safe access and egress
must also address the potential increase in sevenity and frequency of flooding.. The
Report concluded that both Sequential and Exception Tests are required for this site."The

" Paragraph |D: 3-020-20180722, PPG
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technical site constraints are clearly significant and raise fundamental questions around
the claimed capacity and overall developability of the site. The site should be removed as

an allocation and supply reduced by 40 dwellings.

NSRA10 - Land at Bermuda Road, Muneaton (claimed supply of 25 dwellings). The
Publication Draft refers to the former Bermuda Landfill Site, which is in close proximity,
and highlights that the Environmental Health department will need to be satisfied that
there are no threats from landfill gas. Any application will also need to demonstrate the
GP surgery, which is the subject of an extant permission is no longer required (approved
by planning permission: 031064). The Phoenix Centre (including parking area), existing
drainage features and landscaping are all identified as needing to be retained on site. The
Publication Draft also states that the site has the potential to be of ecological value at a
county level if sensitively managed. The developability of the site is therefore drawn into
question as a result of these technical challenges which restrict potential developable
area and raise significant viability concerns. The SHLAA 2021 refers to an extant planning
permission submitted by Taylor Wimpey. However, given that a national housebuilder has
not developed the site it can be reasonably concluded that the technical challenges facing
the redevelopment of the site may not be overcome, There are significant issues in
respect of the claimed supply and suitability of the site for residential development. The
sile should be removed as an allocation and supply reduced by 25 dwellings.

NSRA13 - Armson Road, Exhall (claimed supply of 16 dwellings). The Publication Draft
confirms that the site is the subject of a planning application for 15 dwellings. The site
should be removed as an allocation and supply reduced by 1 dwelling.

The contested sites have a total capacity of 181 dwellings, meaning the yield from Non-
Strategic Sites should be reduced to 408.

Policy DS7 - Monitoring of Housing Delivery

The policy states that NBBC will monitor the delivery of housing and publish progress
against the Housing Trajeclory shown in Appendix B. As noted elsewhere in these
representations, the Housing Trajectory in Appendix B does nol provide sufficient detail
to evidence that the supply is deliverable, or to enable robust monitoring to be undertaken.
Therefore, in order 1o be sound and justified, a detailed housing trajectory, providing
evidence on a site by site basis should be inserted into Appendix B,

The policy is currently worded as follows:

"The Councll will monftor the delivery of housing and publish progress againsi the
trajeclory {as shown in Appendix B), Where it is apparent that delivery rates are falling
short of what was anticipafed, then the Council will take the necessary action to address
any shortfall. Such action may include (but are not limiited fo).

o  Working with developers and site promoters, parficularly of the two largest
strategic sites, to review the requirements and phasing of infrastructure provision,
where such re-phasing would assist with viability.

e« Working with developers, sife promoters and ofher inferested parties fo help
uniock potential sources of funding for identified infrastructure, or;
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- considering the use of compulsory purchase powers to help address known
land acquisition issues; or

- bringing forward additional sites where it can be demonsirated that such sites
will assist with delivery to address short-term npeeds.

Where additional housing sites need to be brought forward, initial priority will be given to
sustainable sites, including town centre redevelopment opportunities in Nuneaton and
edge of setflement sites, unless the adverse impacis of doing so would sigrificantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.”

The wording of the policy is almost identical to that of Policy DSB in the adopted Borough
Plan. The contingencies set out in Policy DS8 were recommended specifically by the
Examining Inspector through Main Modification MM29' in order to make the Plan 'sound’
through formalising a positively prepared approach to monitoring housing delivery and
stimulating action where necessary.

Paragraph 194 of the NBEC Borough Flan Inspector's Report addresses the paint of
‘contingencies’, should monitoring reveal that housing delivery has fallen below the
trajectory, This includes the release of additional sites, including at the edge of
seltlements in accordance with the settlement hierarchy, where there is a need to deliver
in the short term.

Given the long term lack of housing delivery since the adoption of the Plan, without
significant action taken by NBBC, it is clear that the Policy has not been applied as
envisaged by the Inspectar.

Despite good intentions by the Inspector to formalise a positively prepared approach, the
final wording suggests greater weight will being given to the re-phasing of siles o assist
viability and secure external funding, rather than the other two options which include
releasing more sites, Granting planning permission Tor additional new homes is likely 1o
be the most effective way 1o address any delivery of housing and the policy wording
should be more explicit on this paint.

Richborough are also of the view that NBBC should allocate additional sites and reserve
sites in the Plan that could be released if monitoring continued lo show under delivery,
This would enable the issue to be addressed promptly, without the need for a full or partial
review of the Plan, The additional sites could be considered as a way of addressing the
uncertainty around unmet needs for CCC.

Richborough is of the view that Policy DS7 should be re-emphasised so it clearly
eslablishes that if monitoring shows that the Plan is not delivering housing as required,
then NBBC will grant permissions for additional housing; release reserve sites; and
undertake other actions to help bring schemes forward, in that order. The Policy wording
should also sel strict deadlines for publication of monitoring each year and failure 1o do
so would trigger the contingencies. The end of the calendar year is a reasonable time
frame for monitoring data to be collected and published and should be identified as the

2 Paragraph 194 of the Inspectors Report
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deadline within the Policy. It is imponant for any under-delivery of housing o be
addressed as soon as possible,

As currently drafted, Policy DS7 is not considered to be sound as it is not justified,
effective, positively prepared or consistent with national policy.

Policy DS8 - Review

Policy DSE establishes when the Plan will be reviewed (either wholly or in part). In addition
to the requirements set out in national guidance the following circumstances when a
quicker review may be required, are also identified:

. If there is clear evidence that the Borough's local housing need or employment need
has changed significantly since the adoption of the plan. Updated evidence or
changes to national policy suggest that the overall development strategy should be
significantly changed,

. Any other reason that would render the plan, or part of it, significantly out of date.

Richborough is of the view that this policy should be re-phrased so that the two sentences
in the first bullet are split into separate bullets. This would demonstrate that all factors are
of equal weight and each would trigger an early review of the Plan.

Furthermore, additional detail is needed in regard to the triggers for the review as they
are currently too vague to be effective,

The specific circumstances and factors which would be taken into account should be
referenced in the policy, whether it be the Monitoring Report or the Housing Delivery Test.

The time period for a review should be established along with the level of variance in
respect of housing or employment needs which would trigger an early review.

As currently drafted, Policy DS8 is not considered to be sound as it is not justified,
effective or consistent with national policy.
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Development Management Policies

Policy SA1 - Development Principles on Strategic Sites

Policy SA1 establishes several criteria which strategic sites are expected to mest,
caovering matters such as landscape impact, ecological preservation and mitigation, as
well as green/open space provision and general delivery points.

The first criteria states that residential development must meet 95% M4(2) and 5% M4(3)
standards and meet the requirements set out in other relevant SPDs. Compliance with
this optional national standard is also referenced in Policies H1, H2 and BE3.

These standards are optional national standards for accessible and adaptable dwellings
and footnote 49 of the NPPF confirms:

“Planning policies for housing should make use of the Government's optional technical
standards for accessible and adaptable housing, where this would address an identified
need for such properties.”

A policy requirement for M4(2) and M4(3) dwellings must be justified and the Council has
failed to evidence a local neead that would result in the application of these standards.

The PPG (Paragraph ID: 56-007-20150327) sets out the evidence necessary to justify a
policy requirement for optional standards and includes:

. ‘the likely future need for housing for older and disabled people fincluding
wheelchair user dwellings).

. size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced
needs (for example retirement homes, shellered homes or care homes).

. the accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock.
. how needs vary across different housing tenures.
. the overall impact on viability. "

The Council should provide robust justification for the implementation of this optional
standard and ensure thal the policy takes into account other elements set out in the PPG
including viability and site specific factors. As currently drafted, Policy SA1 is not sound
as it not justified or consistent with national policy.

Policy NE1 - Green and Blue Infrastructure

Policy NE1 outlines expectations for new developments to protect, maintain and enhance
ecological networks, The Policy refers o specific ecology corridors to be protecled,
including rivers and canals and expands on the required easements to ecological
features, The adopted Borough Plan includes the requirement for an 8m easement to
main rivers. Paragraph 5 of the draft Policy states:
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“Where development proposals have a walercourse classified as a8 main river within their
boundary, as a minimum, developers should set back development 8m from the fop of the
bank or landward toe of any fiood defence. The same easement will also be required on
smaller walercourses 1o maintain waler elements, ecology and wildiife corridors. Greater
witlths are appropriate where forming green infrastructure, open space or ecological
cornidors such as 50m buffers for ancient woodland, 30m buffers around all semi-natural
woodiand and broad-leaved plantation woodiand and dm buffers either side of inlact

hedgerows.”

The additional easements listed in this paragraph are not justified or effective. There is
no evidence to suggest these easements have been recommended by statutory
authorities such as Natural England and Richborough considers them to be too stringent.

Developers prepare masterplans based on the advice of professionals as a result of
ecological, drainage and arboricultural assessment work undertiaken on a site by site
basis, The requirement for an easement 1o a main river or sewer as part of a Local Plan
is reasonable and can be justified, although there is no evidence to suggest a need for
this degree of protection to other ecological features. The vehicle for agreeing an
adequate offsetting distance between ecological features and built development should
remain as through negotiations with statutory consultees, such as Natural England, during
the determination of an application.

The wording of adopted Folicy NE1 should be retained and reference to additional
easements removed from the draft Policy. As currently drafted, Policy NE1 is not sound
as it not justified or consistent with national policy.

Policy NE4 - Managing Flood Risk and Water Quality

Policy NE4 includes a section on Sustainable Urban Drainage strategies, NBBC have a
requirement for new development to Ymplement appropriate, above-ground, sustainable
drainage systems”. The requirement for SUD's features to be above ground is a new
element of the Policy that is not included within the adopted Borough Plan.

The emerging Policy further states:

“Above ground SuDS features must be included within alf development in order to bring
wider sustainability benefits including improved water qualily, enhanced biodiversity and
amenity/leisure valve..”

Richborough supports the principle of promoting the use of above ground SUDs features
in new developments but does nol consider it an effective Policy to require all SUDs
features to be above ground. This requirement may restrict the development potential of
some housing and employment sites, particularly brownfield sites, when some below
ground SUDs fealures may be necessary and appropriate.

Richborough consider it necessary to modify the wording of the Policy to support above
ground sustainable drainage features where possible. As currently drafied, Policy NE4 is
nol sound as it is not effective or justified.
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Policy BE3 Sustainable Design and Construction

Policy BE3 seeks to secure additional design and building standards as part of any
developmenl proposals. The following points of compliance have been added to the
parallel policy of the adopted Plan:

. the latest Mationally Described Space Standards (NDSS)
. Building for a Healthy Life

. Future Homes and Buildings Standard

. Mational Design Guide

The draft Policy also now includes reference to achieving net zero carbon emissions and
providing homes that are adaptable/resilient to climate change.

Footnote 49 of the NPPF confirms:

“Policies may also make use of the nationally described space standard, where the nesd
for an internal space standard can be justified.”

The inclusion of NDSS requirements in local policy needs to be justified. The PPG states
that in justifying the use of NDSS, local planning authorities should take account of local
need, viability and the potential impacts on affordable housing, and the timing of the
adoption of the policy - to ensure a there is a transitional period to enable developers to
factor the cost of space standards into future land acquisitions ™,

Richborough consider a modification to the Policy is needed to remove the requirement
to comply with Building for a Healthy Life and instead state that its use as a guide for
developers should be encouraged,

Richborough is of the view that rigorous viability work needs 1o be provided that tests all
maodified development management policies, including changes to Building Regulations
and likely changes 1o the NPPF, so as lo clearly evidence thal they do nol result in
onerous requirements that would prohibit much needed sustainable development being
brought forward. Local planning policies should not restrict the growth aspirations and the
evidenced demand for new suslainable development including the delivery of market and
affordable housing.

As currently drafted, Policy BE3 is not sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent
with national policy.

Policy BE4 - Valuing and Conserving our Historic Environment

This Policy has been expanded from that within the adopted Borough Plan, A number of
points have been added lo sirengthen the adopted Policy, including the following
sentence: “Where there are likely to be valuable archaeological remains, french surveys
are likely lo be reguired prior to the determination of any planning application.”

3 Paragraph |D: 56-020-20150327, PPG
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The requirement for trench surveys prior (o the delermination of an application is not
justified. It would be unsuitable and premature for the submission of trench surveys before
the determination of an outline planning application. Trench surveys can take a number
of months to complete, be disruptive to the existing use and are relatively expensive,
Outline planning applications typically aren’t submitted by the end developer of a site and
therefore will not usually undertake these works. Land promoters and private individuals
will instruct a technical professional to underlake a site sssessment and prepare a
Heritage Statement to inform an outline planning application and subsequent sale of the
site to a developer. Once in ownership of a developer, the trench surveys will be
undertaken to inform the final site layout which will be approved as part of a reserved
matters application, This approach would not prejudice the integrity of any preserved
remains.

Richborough recommends the removal of this sentence from the emerging Policy to
ensure there are no constraints to the delivery of sites being brought forward via an outline
planning application.
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Land West of Higham Lane

The land under Richborough's control is identified on the lllustrative Masterplan which is
appended (Appendix 2) to these Representations and shows that the site is capable of
accommodating around 700 dwellings. The site is owned by a single entity with a clean
Title and comprises 42 7ha of land to the southwest of the AS and to the west of Higham
Lane. It occupies the area of land between the HSG1 Strategic Housing Allocation
(currently subject to a live planning application) and the A5, The adopted Policies Map
indicates that the site is not located in the Green Belt but classed as greenfield land.

An outline planning application (Ref: 038602) was submitted by Richborough and a
summary of the proposals is pravided below:

. Up ta 700 residential dwellings (including 25% affordable housing delivered in
accordance with current adopted planning policy - equivalent to 175 dwellings);

. Delivery of a new three-arm access roundabout junction off the A5, with a bus-only
access from Higham Lane, the potential for a pedestrian/cycle/emergency access
to Higham Lane, possibly inclusive of a bus gate-control to facilitate bus penetration
of the site the polential for emergency access to the AS in the north-wesl! of the site;

. Structural landscape planting 19.18 ha of green infrastructure (excluding SUDS
areas) including general greenspace, formal park, equipped play space, allotments
and new woodland planting; and

. MNew access arrangements including footway/cycle links and improvements to
public rights of way.

The application was refused on 30 May 2023 and included six reasons for refusal, which
made reference to the following issues:

1. The proposals would resull in additional housing being localed outside of the
defined settlement boundaries which would undermine the Council's strategic
housing aims;

2. The application fails 1o demonstrate that the development would not have a
detrimental impact on the safety, operation or capacity of the local highway
network;

3. The findings setl out within the submitted Noise Impact Assessment are considered
o be inadequate and fail to assess the noise impacts arising as a result of the
adjacent allocated site E4;

4, The application would resull in a biodiversity nel loss, and it has not been
demonstrated that the biodiversity mitigation hierarchy has been followed and
whether the potential to avoid, minimise and restore has been fully considered;

5.  The application is not supported by an archaeological site evaluation which enables
a proper and detailed assessment of the character and extent of any archaeoclogical
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deposits of importance likely (o be threatened by the proposed development and
possibly worthy of conservation in whole or in part or of being fully investigated and
recorded; and

6. The application would resull in the loss of Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile
agricultural land which would amount to a ‘large scale of impact’ owing to the size
of the site is question.

An appeal against the refusal of permission has now been submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate (Ref: APPAN3T10/W/23/3329913) and evidence is being prepared lo

address these points.

The site was also assessed within the Housing and Economic Employment Land
Availability Assessment (HELAA) (2023) under reference WED-3. In the concluding on
suitability the assessment states:

“The site is located fo the north of Nuneaton and is on the periphery of the setffement,
there are issves regarding access o local faciliies. The site would alse increase waffic
on the busy AS which may cause problems to the highway network. The olher main
consiraint (s the landscape sensitivity which has been assessed as high sensitivity.”

The Issues raised within the reasons for refusal and the HELAA are addressed below:

Highways, Sustainability and Access

The site is located in close proximity to numerous residential developments in various
stages of planning or construction, These include a range of facilities including a local
centre as well as primary and secondary schools at Top Farm (HSG1). An Qutline
application (Ref: 035279) was approved in November 2022 which included details of the
local facilities which took the form of food retail, community halllhealth facility/other
services and a public house (combined floor area of 3,500m") and are o be located in the
northemn area of the site, immediately adjacent to the boundary with the promoted site,

An application (Ref: 039440) to discharge the phasing of the development includes a
Phasing Plan and Cover Letter which suggest the intention Is o starl development of the
secondary school by the end of 2023 and the Local Centre by January 2025, Flanning
applications for the secondary school (Ref: 039665) and the link road (Ref: 035698 have
been submitted and are pending determination,

To ensure ease of access to these facilities the development at the promoted site will
promote active trave| links to Weddington Walk and will also provide active travel links to
the local facilities planned in the Top Farm development to the south,

It is noted that several residential developments in a similar location to that planned have
been granted planning permission in recent years; notably development immediately to
the easl, accessed off Higham Lane. The sustainability of this location for development
has therefore been established and likely 1o be improved with facilities delivered through
other schemes in the immediate locality as well as improvements to bus services which
will be facilitated through the appeal proposals.
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The access roundabout has been designed to meet guidance set oul in the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB). The proposal for the primary access o the site
includes the provision of an additional lane on the westbound approach to the roundabout,
running betwean the AS/Higham Lane junction and the proposed roundabout. A Toucan
crossing is also proposed on the western arm of the AS on approach to the roundabout.
This provides a link from the site to the existing footway/cycleway that runs along the
northern side of the A5,

Through the appeal, it will be demonstrated that the development will meet acceptable
levels of design and traffic impact on the strategic and local highway network with
appropriate mitigation measures in place. A GG 104 Safety Risk Assessment has been
undertaken for the proposed vehicle access at the request of National Highways and a
Road Safety Audit brief and Stage 1 Road Safety audit will be submitted for the A5 access.

Traffic forecasts for the proposed sile access have been undertaken using a validated
traffic model prepared on behalf of Warwickshire County Council (WCC) and agreed as
appropriate with National Highways. Detailed traffic modelling of the proposed site access
has been undertaken for the proposed roundabout access resulling in a proposal for a
signalled roundabout access to optimise capacity and safety.

The Transport Assessment (TA) submitted the application concluded that the additional
level of traffic associated with the development will not result in an unacceptable impact
on highway salety. As par of the evidence to be prepared for the appeal, it shall be
demonstrated that not only will the proposed site access work in a safe and suitable
manner but alsa that suitable mitigation can be provided to ensure that the nearby
strategic road network can operate in a sale and suitable manner.

The proposals will not prejudice options which may be available for the A5 Hinckley to
Tamworth Road Investment Strategy scheme (RIS3). A considerable offset from the built
form of the development is provided from the A5 such that any widening scheme,
including any improvement to the scale of the site access roundabout, can comfortably
be accommodated, The land required for any RIS3 scheme can be secured as pant of any
planning permission on site, just as with the Padge Hall Farm proposal o the east of the
appeal site.

Landscape

In landscape terms, the site is unremarkable within the landscape and does not form a
prominent or important parl of the appreciation of the wider open countryside, The
intervisibility between the site and the wider urban setilement of the Nuneaton means
there is a stronger relationship with the urban setting than the wider open countryside
beyond the AS Walling Streetl. The sile's boundary with the AS would be formally and
informally landscaped with new planting. This would introduce a variety of native planting
and valuable habitat creation which would positively contribute to the character of the
area, as well as protect and inlegrate the development into |ts setting. Existing and new
landscape fabric would be approprigtely maintained for longevity to conserve and
enhance the local landscape character and facilitate bio-diversity improvements.

The LVA for the submitted application highlights the significance of future development
which is due to take place o the south and west of the application site. This includes the
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HSG1 allocation to the south and & 42ha site on the opposite side of Weddington Walk,
This forms part of an employment allocation within the recently adopted MNorth
Warwickshire Local Plan to extend the MIRA Technology Park south of the A5, In due
course, the result will be that the application site will be sandwiched between existing and
new residential, mixed use and employment built form. Consequently, the scheme would
be experienced on the then expanded settlement edge of Muneaton (with the full
implementation of HSG1 adjoining the site to the south, and employment development
west of Weddington Walk) with the scheme situated within an extensive landscape of
green corridors, and swathes of green infrastructure and public open space like individual
neighbourhoods across the development sile area,

It is considered that the site is situated within the perceived built limits of Nuneaton and
within the physical confines of the setflement and the robust physical element of the A5
main arterial route. Consequently, the development will be viewed within the context of
the existing settlement, and not divarced from Nuneaton in the open countryside beyond.
It will facilitate a logical infill development between allocated residential and employment
land.

The proposal therefore comprises a logical urban extension reflecting the wider allocation
to the existing built-up area of Nuneaton. The development represents an appropriately
scaled feature, which is designed 1o be in keeping with the local landscape character and
landscape setting. The development would result in a very limited number af material
landscape or visual effects.

During the course of determining the application, NBBC sought an independent review of
the submitted LVA, and instructed FPCR to undertake the assessment based on an
agreed scope. The LVA review was provided on 16 August 2022 and concluded at
Paragraph 3.11;

‘Overall, the appraisal is adequate for the purpose of accompanying planning application
of this nature and identifving the overall landscape and visual effects. The findings can
feed through to a consideration of the planning balance.”

The Officer Report confirms that it Is not considered that the scheme could be resisted on
landscape impact grounds and no refusal reason on this issue has been included.

The Officer Report highlights that Policy NES explicitly states that outside of the strategic
sites and urban area, developers must show they have sequentially considered
development opportunities in areas of least landscape value first, prior to any
development proposals being permilted in higher value landscape character areas,
However, the Officer Repont goes on to acknowledge that the Council recognises that the
Landscape Character Area has been subject to a significant amount of change since the
characler assessment work was underiaken with extensive new areas of development
having taken place between Nuneaton and the AS, as well as the site to the west being
allocated for commercial uses within the Morth Warwickshire Local Plan.

MNevertheless, the Appellant has undertaken a Sequential Appraisal of available land in
the Borough, outside of the settlement boundary, in regard to suitability for residential
development in landscape terms. The Appraisal, which is appended to these
representations (Appendix 3) concludes that the subject site s sequentially preferable to
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all of the open land beyond the seltlements. The proposals would therefore be in full
compliance with Policy NE5S.

Richborough is therefore of the view that the HELAA assessment against landscape
sensitivity is incorrect and not based on a detailed, site-specific LVIA thal has been peer-
reviewed and deemed robust. The site has nol specifically been reviewed through the
Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Sensitivity Study (2023), which is included in the
evidence base, and the HELAA methodology (Table 2) for assessing the suitability of sites
does nol set out how the conclusions have been reached. Given that the submitted LVA,
has been independently assessed and a landscape refusal reason could not be
substantiated, the scoring of the HELAA on this point should be reassessed.

Noise Impact

The Application was supported by a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) dated February
2022, The NIA assessed exisling noise impacts from the employment uses lo the north
of the site as well as traffic noise from nearby roads including the AS5.

NBBC's Environmental Health Officer provided comments in March 2022 raising no
objection to the proposed development, concluding that:

‘road fraffic is the dominant noise sowurce in the area as identified in the Noise
Assessment, the report has specified some mitigation and provided the housing is built in
the focation as specified on the plans and the proposed mitigation, | have no objections...”

The Officer Report raises concermn with noise impacts from the employment allocation to
the west of the site, which is within NWBC. An outline planning application was submitted
in September 2022 for B2 and B8 uses on the 59ha site (NWBC application reference:
PAP/2022/0423).

Since the application was determined, an updated NIA has been prepared which includes
an assessment of the adjacent employment site and this was submitted with the recent
appeal. The updated NIA confirms that the noise effects from the proposed employment
sile are unlikely to be noticeable due to the intervening distance and existing ambient
noise levels. When noise from road traffic and noise associated with the employment site
are assessed cumulatively, the noise level is predicted to increase by 1dB for a small
number of dwellings on the western boundary. However, the NIA confirms thal given the
low noise levels, it is likely that windows could remain open and internal noise level criteria
achieved.

Ecology

The Application was supporied by an Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA), which
incorporated protected species surveys, Biodiversity Net Gain calculations were also
provided in respect of the DEFRA 3.0 Metric and the Warwickshire Metric.

Contrary to the wording of the refusal reason, the EclA highlights how biodiversity
hierarchy has been considered through the design process. This includes identifying the
high value receptors, including the hedgerows, the southern corridor and Weddington
Walk, and detailing how they have been retained and enhanced through the provision of
additional planting and inclusion within landscape buffer zones,
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The EclA outlines how the scheme allows for substantial terrestrial habitat enhancement;
protection for roosting bats through the protection of all trees with roosting potential; and
the inclusion of enhancement measures by incorporating a habitat buffer. The biodiversity
enhancement stralegy also includes additional wildflower planting; refuge areas 1o
enhance replile habitals; and the addition of bird boxes suitable for several bird breeds
including swifts and swallows.

The Appellant has evidenced within the EclA that the biodiversity hierarchy has been
followed in preparing the application and this is also communicated thraugh the lllustralive
Layout, Landscape Strategy and Parameter Plan. The latter will form the basis of
development parcels for a future reserved matters application.

In regard to the biodiversity net gain calculation, an updated baseline condition
assessment has been compiled for the site against the updated condition assessment
protocols, and the Biodiversity Impact Assessment (BIA) re-calculated within the DEFRA
Metric 4.0. A version of the BIA has also been presented in the Warwickshire Metric, a
predecessor to the DEFRA Metric. & BIA Technical Note in the form of a letter has also
been prepared and was submitted with the appeal which presents the results of the two
calculations as well as the necessary background to the methodologies.

Following input into the DEFRA Metric 4.0, it has been considered that there will be a
quantified net gain in biodiversity of 11.79 habitat units (12.62%) and 4.72 linear units
(13.14%) across the site. Furthermore, the trading rules within the DEFRA Metric 4.0 are
also satisfied, following the implementation of the proposed habitat and hedgerow
creation on site,

Archaeology

The Application was supported by a Heritage Assessment which incorporates an
archeeological assessment at Section 6.

WCC Archaeology provided a consultation response in February 2022 that suggested site
evaluation was required to “define the characler, exltenl, state of preservation and
importance of any archaeological remains present and will also provide information useful
far identifving potential options far minimising or avaiding damage to them. "

Following receipt of this consultation response and during the determination of the
application, the Appellant sought agreement from the NBBC Case Officer thal the site
evaluation could be secured via a condition requiring the works to take place prior to
submission of a reserved matters application. The applicalion the subject of this appeal
was determined before a conclusion could be reached.

Richborough's heritage consultant, BWB, has been in contact with the Archaeology
Officer at WCC and prepared an updated Herilage Assessment which was submitted with
this appeal. This confirms that the results of the 2022 Geophysical Survey have been
used to agree a specification for trial trenching with the Officer. The Geophysical Survey
and the specification are included within the updated Heritage Assessmenlt. The results
of this evaluation should be used to determine if any further archaeological mitigation
such as strip, map and record excavation is required in consultation with the Archaeoclogy
Officer.
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Agricultural Land Classification

An Agricultural Land Classification Report has been prepared in response to the reason
for refusal and was submitted with the appeal. This concludes that all 38.9 hectares sit
within subgrade 3b, due to wetness/workability constraints and means that none of the
land is considered to be best and most versatile agricultural land, as defined by the
glossary of the NPPF.

Flood Risk, Drainage and Utilities

According to the Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning the site is located entirely
in Flood Zone 1 (land at Low Prabability of flooding from rivers or sea). The nearest extent
of Flood Zones 2 and 3 (land at Medium and High Probability respectively) is
approximately 850m southwest of the site boundary, where levels are approximately 4m
lower than those al this site. The nearest Environment Agency Main River (o the site is
the River Anker, located approximately 1.2km south of the site.

There are two ordinary watercourses within the Site, excluded from the Flood Zone
mapping; therefore, a hydraulic modelling exercise was undertaken which predicts that
for all events there is to be an overland flow route through the centre of the site, adjacent
to the drainage ditch. For all events, there is also a small area of encroachment at the
southwest of the site upstream of the blocked culvert beneath the Weddingtan Walk
(former railway line). Under the proposed scenario, with mitigatory measures accounted
for, the site is shown to be at a low risk of fluvial flooding. However, it is recommended
that the finished floor levels of any buildings should be raised to @ minimum of B00mm
above the nearest reported 1 in 100-year +22%CC flood level.

Aside from the risk associated with the overland flow through the centre of the site, there
is a very low risk of surface water flooding. This flow path is 1o be managed through the
proposed Surface Water Drainage Strategy that also accompanies the application.

It is proposed that the development will continue lo discharge surface water 1o the local
walercourse al the equivalent greenfield QBAR rate. Altenuated surface waler slorage
will be provided with capacity for the 1 in 100-year storm with an allowance for climate
change. |l is proposed that foul waler is drained separately from surface walter,

The studies supporting the application have therefore confirmed that the site is suitable
for residential development without being subject to significant flood risk. Moreover, the
development will not increase flood risk to the wider catchment area subject Lo suilable
management of surface water runoff discharging from the site. The proposals therefore
accord with the relevant section of the NPPF,

A Utilities Assessment has also been prepared by BWB 1o support the application. After
an enquiry was made to Severn Trent Water, they have confirmed that there are sultable
connection points for foul water in the locality, although due to the size of this development
sewer modelling may be required to determine the impact on the public network
downstream.

However, through these discussions it has become apparent that there is a requirement
for a new foul water trunk sewer to pass through the site with the aim of improving the
sewer Infrastructure in the local area. The subject proposals have therefore been
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designed to accommodale a suitable route through the site with consideration given to
long-term mainlenance easements and accessibility for Installation. The timescales for
the sewer implementation are not confirmed at this stage but Richborough Estates will
work together with Severn TrenUFisher German 1o ensure the project is delivered
efficiently.

Additional capacity supply responses have been procured by BWE for the electricity, gas
and clean/waslewater networks, confirming capacity within the respective networks to
supply the development subject to relevant upgrades, diversions and reinforcement.

Design Characteristics

Whilst the planning application is made in outline, the lllustrative Layout shows how the
site could accommodate a scheme that would retain the local character of the area and
existing residential properties. It will create an enhanced community for Nuneaton,
supported by existing connectivity and transport routes, coupled with cross-site
connectivity, linking spaces and places and integrating into the existing settlement.

This formation of linkages and routes along with the wvehicular routes defines the
development blocks provides clear links through the development. The continuity of the
sireel pattern assists in defining the public realm, promotes an active street scene and
helps to create a safe and attractive environment. This will help focus social activity and
interaction in public spaces. The roules established within the masterplan will incorporate
good lighting, overlooking from dwellings and the creation of level well designed crossing
points.

The lllustrative Layout demonstrates how a hierarchy of streets can be used o define a
legible mavement framework within the silte which contributes to the character of this new
place. A series of street typologies are shown on the lllustrative Layout which seek to
define a transition from primary, secondary to tertiary routes which contributes to the
legibility of the place. Shared private driveways have also been shown at the edges of
development zones.

Dwellings along the western and northern edges of the site will be set back from the
boundary allowing for landscaped green buffers. The interface with the AS seeks to
provide a gateway to the site. Building heights in the eastern part of the site are restricted
to a maximum of 2-storey, whilst buildings in the southern and westem parts of the site
are limited to 2.5-sloreys. Hedgerows and trees will be retained and incorporated into the
development where possible. The submitted Parameter Plan establishes the key
principles and will provide a structured framework for securing the final design.

Availability

The HELAA assessment of the WED-3 site applles an ‘amber’ score under ‘current use’,
‘intentions’ and 'legal’.

As noted within these representations, Richborough have promoted the site through three
stages of plan-making and submitted an oulline application for development of the whole
site. It is clearly the intention of the landowner to sell and develop the land and there is a
party in place which is capable of ensuring the site is developed. There are also no
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agricultural lenancies in place which would mean that the current use could affect the
likelihood or the timescales for develapment.

Richborough previously promoted the land on the opposite side of Higham Lane. NEBC
granted outline planning permission in 2018 and that site is now being built out by Redrow
Homes. This area of the Borough is clearly viable for new housing development and the
principle of sustainable location has already been established. The sale to Redrow
Homes was achieved within eighteen months of Richborough acquiring the site, which
demonstrates a strong track record of delivery, and it is understood that most of the site
is now developed. Richborough also secured outline permission on the allocated site at
Hospital Lane, Bedworth in August 2023 and are in the process of selling the site.

It is clear that the site should be scored 'green’ for availability.

Summary

The promoted site is available for development, suitable, sustainably located and
development would be achievable with the scheme being completed in full well before the
end of the plan period, with a significant contribution to delivery in the first five years.
Moreover, there are no known viability issues and any scheme would provide a policy
compliant suite of planning obligations in respect of affordable housing as well as
providing on-site open space for the benefit of new and existing residents. Such benefits
would have a significant material positive effect on the local community.

The proposals have been landscape-led, to the satisfaction of Development Management
Officers and independent landscape consultants, with the emphasis on accommodating
development in a8 manner which would not cause significant harm to the wider
countryside. An extensive landscape buffer along the northermn edge of the site,
incorporating new tree planting and public open spaces, will provide new recreational
opportunities and maintain the sense of separation to the north. The proposals also
include opportunities for the reinstatement of historic hedgerows, thus creating new
opportunities Tor biodiversity,

Through the assessments undertaken on behalf of Richborough's consultant team, no
insurmountable environmental or technical constraints exist which would impact on the
delivery of the site.
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Conclusion

NBBC is currently undertaking a review of the Borough Plan, and the current consultation
comprises the Regulation 19 Publication Draft stage, This representation reviews the
available consultation material and proposes modifications to the wording of draft Policies
where appropriate as well as highlighting areas where the Publication Draft is not sound
in approach.

The level of housing completions since the beginning of the Borough Plan period has
been consistently well below the adopted requirement which has exacerbated issues in
regard to affordability through the lack of supply and lower levels of affordable housing
delivery. Richborough is of the view that NBBC should look 1o develop a Barough Plan
which focuses on the deliverability of new housing and the benefits which flow from this
including affordable housing and investment in local infrastructure.

It is almost cerain that N&BBC will need to allocate additional residential sites to
accommodate Coventry City Council's evidenced unmet need; the same duty to
cooperate with neighbouring authorities applies now as it did when the Borough Plan was
adopted.

In light of this, Richborough is firmly of the view that additional consultation, before the
Publication Draft is submitted to the Planning Inspectorate, will be necessary to seek
views on additional proposed residential allocations. This approach could avoid more
significant delays or repercussions during the course of an examination.

As set out in the preceding chapter, Richborough confirms that the land at Higham Lane
is avallable for development, suitable, sustainably located and development is achievable
with the scheme being completed well before the end of the plan period. The submission
of an oulline planning application demonstrates the deliverabllity of the site and
Richborough's commitment to helping to meet the Borough's housing need. The
lllustrative Masterplan has been prepared with a landscape-led approach and
investigation work indicates thal there are no technical constraints that would prevent
development.
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Introduction

This Report has been prepared by Lichfields, on behalf of a consortium of housebuilders
and land promoters, comprising Gladman Developments Ltd (“Gladman™), St Philips Land
Ltd (“St Philips”) and Richborough (i.e., “the Consortium”), to consider how the unmet
housing needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area [HMA] ("C&W
HMA") could be sustainably distributed amongst the constituent authorities based upon the
functional relationships between the authorities.

The purpose of this Report is to consider the levels of unmel housing need arising in
Coventry in light of the Council's objectively assessed housing needs [OAHN], set out in the
'Coventry & Warwickshire Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment
(November 2022)' [HEDNA] and the Consortium's alternative assessment of Coventry's
projected household population and housing need, set out in their Housing Needs
Assessment [HNA] (Appendix 2). This Report is not an ‘OAHN’ report. It has been
prepared in support of each member of the Consortium’s respective representations to
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council’s (*the Couneil”) forthcoming Publication Draft
Plan (“the PDP") consultation on the Borough Plan Review.

It is important to note that the Consortium welcomed the Couneil’s previous commitment
to assisting in addressing the unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA through the Borough
Plan 2011-2031 (adopted June 2019) (“the Borough Plan”), as agreed through the 2017
C&W HMA Memorandum of Understanding [MoU]. However, the purpose of this Report is
to demonstrate to the Council that the currently proposed withdrawal from the MoU is
inappropriate and would not accord with the National Planning Policy Framework's (2021)
[NPPI] clear instructions that loeal planning authorities [LPAs] should work together to
identify and meet (where it is sustainable to do so) housing needs across neighbouring
areas, underpinned by adequate, relevant and up-to-date evidence now, rather than
deferring these matters (Paras 11b, 31, 354 and 35¢) — and is, therefore “‘unsound’.

As such, the Consortium considers that there is a clear and cogent need for the Council to
work alongside the other C&W HMA authorities to ensure that the HMA's existing unmet
housing needs up to 2031 are addressed alongside the likely emerging unmet needs up to
2041 and beyond.

It should be noted that in Consortium's representations to the Council's Preferred Options
[PO] consultation on the Borough Plan Review held between 13 June and 22 July 2022, the
Consortium recommended that the Council considered undertaking analysis that
considered the functional housing market relationship between the various local authority
areas, taking account of: the degree of migration and commuting linkages within the C&W
HMA, opportunities to capitalise on sustainable transport links and improve affordability,
and the degree of environmental and physical constraints which might impede on an
authority’s ability to accommodate unmet housing needs.

In this regard, this Report seeks to further justify this approach and demonstrates how this
analysis would, ultimately, illustrate the functional linkages between the authorities within
the C&W HMA, the origins of the unmet housing need, and how Coventry's unmet housing
needs could be sustainably distributed across the C&W HMA and within Nuneaton and
Bedworth.

PE1
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Structure
This Report Update is structured as follows:

Section 2.0 — Sets out the Council's proposed approach to addressing the unmet
housing needs of the C&W HMA through the emerging Borough Plan Review;

Section 3.0 — Defines the extent of the C&W HMA;

Section 4.0 — Sets out the current unmet housing need position across the C&W HMA,
explores the genesis of, and the quantum of the need, and defines the potential scale of
unmet housing needs within Coventry to be met up to 2041;

Section 5.0 — Sets out the approaches taken by other authorities to distributing unmet
housing needs, the need for an evidence-led approach, and Lichfields' approach to
modelling the location of where Coventry’s unmet housing needs should be addressed;

Section 6.0 — Sets out Lichfields’ step-by-step analysis of key indicators to conclude on
how much of Coventry's unmet housing needs should be addressed within Nuneaton
and Bedworth; and

Section 7.0 — Provides Lichfields’ conclusions on the quantum of unmet housing needs
that the Council should be testing and planning to meet through its Borough Plan
Review,

Fp
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The Council’s Current Approach

As the Council will be aware, as a part of the preparation of currently adopted Loeal Plans
across the C&W HMA a series of Joint Strategic Housing Market Assessments [SHMAs]
were produced between 2013 and 2015 for the C&W HMA, which assessed the housing
needs of the C&W HMA over the 2011 — 2031 period.

Importantly, the 2015 Joint SHMA! underpinned the Coventry Local Plan and was
endorsed by the Inspector at the Coventry City Local Plan Examination in Public [EiP]. For
Coventry, the 2015 Joint SHMA identified an OAN for the 2o11-2031 Local Plan period of
42,400 dwellings or 2,120 dwellings per annum [dpa]. However, Coventry's Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment [SHLAA] only identified capacity for ¢.25,000
dwellings.

Consequently, Policy H1 (Housing Land Reguirements) of Coventry City Couneil’s *Local
Plan 2011-2031" (“the Local Plan”) set out that provisions would be made for a minimum of
24,600 additional dwellings over the plan period (2011-2031) within the Council’s
administrative boundary, with the 17,800 dwellings shortfall to be met elsewhere within the
C&W HMA.

To distribute Coventry’s unmet housing needs up to 2021 and demonstrate the Duty to
Cooperate [DtC], the C&W HMA authorities prepared and signed the 2017 MoU, which
required each LPA to prepare a Local Plan that reflected the agreed distribution (Para 6) —
the Council subsequently signed the 2017 MoU on 23 January 2018. For Nuneaton and
Bedworth, the 2017 MoU identified that the Council should make provision for 4,020
dwellings up to 2031. To this end, consequently, the Council made provision for these needs
within the 2019 Borough Local Plan,

However, the Council has expressed its concerns regarding the adopted existing level of
unmet needs arising from Coventry, owing to inaccuracies in Coventry’s population
projections and mid-year population estimates and the consequences this has on Coventry's
unmet housing needs up to 2031. As such, the Council has expressly stated that it intends to
withdraw from the MoU and re-negotiate its contribution because of this.:

Notwithstanding this, although the Coventry Local Plan Review Issues and Options [10]
consultation indicates that the Council’s OAHN is markedly lower than the Standard
Method [SM] figure — discussed further below — it is considered that it is extremely likely
that there will still be an acute level of unmet housing needs arising in Coventry in the
future as the current round of plan-making extends plan periods beyond 2031 and up to
2050 in some instances,

Indeed, the Council’s own ‘Nuneaton & Bedworth Housing & Economic Development
Needs Assessment (2022) (“the Nuneaton HEDNA™) clearly stated that there “is a
reasonable prospect that an unmet need will again arise” in Coventry, which “given the
strong functional relationship between Nuneaton and Bedworth and Coventry™ may be
“an important consideration in considering overall housing provision within the Borough
Plan Review" (Para 10.7). Moreover, the HEDNA, although not explicitly stated, suggested

! Updated Assessment of Housing Need: Coventry-Warwlckshire HMA [September 2015)
" ntps:/ fedemocracy.coventry.gov.uk/ mpAiaspyID=34061
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that some of the C&W HMA authorities would need to consider unmet needs arising from
the C&W HMA (Para 15.8).

Despite this, the Council’s previous PO consultation and PDP consultation make no
commitment to a contribution towards the unmet needs of Coventry. Whist the PDP is
silent on the matter, the PO stated that this was on the basis of uncertainties surrounding
Coventry's housing need with regards to ongoing doubts regarding the 2014-hased
household projections for the eity (Para 7.25). As such, the Council's emerging Borough
Plan Review is not seeking to make provisions for the unmet housing needs of Coventry
bevond 2031 — quantified and discussed further below.
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3.2

34

The Housing Market Area

As indicated above, the Council falls within the C&W HMA. The extent of the HMA was first
established in the joint Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment
in 2013 (“the 2013 Joint SHMA"), prepared by GL Hearn and Justin Gardner Consulting,
which was commissioned jointly by the authorities for the functional housing market area.
The purpose of the Joint SHMA was to (inter alia) bring together the evidence base
necessary to make policy decisions on overall housing requirements within the HMA.

In defining the HMA, the 2013 Joint SHMA utilised a *best fit’ approach, which uses LPA
boundaries, and concluded that the C&W HMA comprised 6 LPAs.” Notably, the C&W HMA
is also contiguous with the Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership
[CWLEP].

Figure 3.1 CLG Strateglc Housing Market Areas

COALVILLE

Source: 2013 Joint SHMA (GL Hearn)

The 2013 Joint SHMA was subsequently updated in 2014 and again in 2015 to reflect the
publication of new population and household projections since the publication of previous
versions of the Joint SHMA. Nevertheless, the spatial extent of the C&W HMA remained
unchanged throughout these subsequent updates. Although not explicitly, as set out in the
Coventry’s Local Plan and Stratford-on-Avon ‘Core Strategy 2011-2031" (“the Core
Strategy”) Inspectors Reports, the Inspectors accepted the scope and extent of the C&W

' Coventry City Council, Nuneaton and Bedwarth Borough Council, North Warwickshire Borough Council, Rugby Borough Coundtil,
Warwick District Council and Stratford-on-Avon District Council

4 2012-based Sub-National Population Projections & Economic Forecasts: Implicatlons for Housing Need in Coventry &
Warwickshire (September 2014)
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HMA (IR 21 and TR13 respectively). In essence, the C&W HMA has been endorsed by
Inspectors through the examinations and adoption of the currently adopted Local Plans
across the HMA and therefore represents a long-established functional strategic HMA.
Indeed, the HMA was adopted as the framework, and starting point, in the 2017 Mol for
distributing Coventry’s unmet housing needs and it is settled that the area comprises the
geographic extent of ‘neighbouring areas’ from which the NPPF requires unmet needs be
addressed. Moreover, it is considered that the C&W HMA remains an appropriate HMA
geography, with the HEDNA reviewing the HMA and conecluding that:

“Whilst functional geographies do not in reality precisely fit onto local authority
boundaries, Coventry and Warwickshire remains an appropriate ‘best fit" Housing
Market Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA).” (Para 1.9)
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4.1

4.3

4-4

4.5

4.6

The Origins and Scale of Unmet Housing
Needs

As set out above, the Coventry's Local Plan confirmed an unmet housing need of 17,800
dwellings up to 2031. These needs were met within respective adopted Loeal Plans
throughout the C&W HMA, as agreed through the 2017 MoU; albeit there are legitimate
questions as to whether this need was fully addressed.

Indeed, the 2017 Mol agreed distribution of growth implied that ¢.3,800 dwellings of the
shortfall had not been accounted for within the distribution, Warwick adopted a shorter
plan period (2011-2029) resulting in a 664 dwelling lower contribution and Stratford-on-
Avon deferred addressing these needs to a future Site Allocations Plan [SAP] which now
does not propose to make any provision for the unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA. As
such, on the face of it, there remains an unaccounted shortfall of 4,464 dwellings up to
2031.

Notwithstanding this, it is important to note that as authorities within the C&W HMA begin
to review their Local Plans, these reviews will need to be undertaken in accordance with the
revised NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance [PPG].

As the Council will be aware, Coventry's Local Plan Review should have regard to policy
requirements set out in the revised NPPF, including calculating its local housing need
[LHN] figure using the SM. Indeed, the NPPF is clear that LPAs should, as a minimum,
provide for the OAHN of the area (Para 11b), which should be informed by the SM for
calculating LHN (Para 61), However, Coventry has sought to demonstrate that *exceptional
circumstances’ exist that would justify an alternative approach to the SM (i.e., Para 61 of the
NPPF), which are set out in the HEDNA and Coventry 10.

Whilst this may be Coventry's position, the Consortium contends that Coventry's approach
to caleulating its OAHN would not accord with the NPPF, nor the Government’s ambitions
to significantly boost the supply of housing and focus development in the top 20 major
urban areas of the country — and is, therefore ‘unsound’ — which is discussed further below.
When taking the correct approach, and when coupled with the underbounded nature of
Coventry, it is considered highly likely that Coventry will continue to face further significant
land capacity and availability pressures (i.e., more unmet housing needs up to 2041), which
the Couneil and other C&W HMA authorities will need to assist in meeting. In this regard,
there are several housing need scenarios arising in Coventry which need to be considered
when determining the likely level of unmet housing needs arising in Coventry:

1. The Standard Method

As the Council will be aware, on 24 July 2018, the Government published the revised NPPF,
which amongst other things, introduced the new standardised methodology to assess LHN,
which took immediate effect. As such, for the purposes of plan-making in the C&W HMA,
the SM applies for the C&W HMA authorities, unless ‘exceptional circumstances’ justify an
alternative approach.

Notably, and as the Council will be aware, the SM is calculated — for the vast majority of
local authorities — based on the 2014-based household projections, uplifted where
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4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

appropriate to address the latest median workplace-based affordability ratios, and in
certain instances, capped at a level 40% above the annual average housing requirement
figure set out in existing up-to-date policies.’

However, following the consultations received in relation to the Government's proposed
changes to the 8M, as a part of the ‘Changes to the current planning system’ consultation, in
December 2020 the Government revised the SM. The PPG* was revised to include a further
stage within the SM which applied a 35% uplift for those urban local authorities in the top
20 cities and urban centres list; which includes Coventry.

As a consequence of the new SM, as of August 2023, Coventry's minimum annual housing
requirement is 3,247 dpa (“Scenario 1"). This is markedly higher than the OAHN of 2,120
set out in the 2015 Joint SHMA Update, and previous LHN figures for Coventry. Ultimately,
this is because in December 2022, the Coventry Local Plan became more than five years
old, and as such, the 40% cap no longer applies to the Loeal Plan requirement. Instead, it
applies to the household projections. This is important, as the 40% cap on the Local Plan
requirement artificially lowered housing needs within Coventry by virtue of the Local Plan
being unable to meet its housing needs. This is tacitly accepted in the PPG?, which states
that the “cap reduces the minimum number generated by the standard method, but does
not reduce housing need itself".

Maoreover, the current SM figure for Coventry includes the 35% uplift for those urban local
authorities in the top 20 cities and urban centres list. Nevertheless, the above represents
the NPPF's and PPG's starting position for Coventry's minimum housing requirement for
the 2021-2041 Local Plan Review period.

2. The HEDNA’s Approach

Given concerns regarding Coventry’s population projections and mid-year population
estimates with regards to perceived inaccuracies in respect of the impacts of the student
population on the housing need figures — a point which the UK Statistics Authority has
acknowledged® and ONS have indicated would be reviewed® — the HEDNA sought to deviate
from the SM's use of the 2014-based household projections; as required by the PPG.% In
particular, the HEDNA considered that there were two main considerations justifving a
departure from the 2014-based projections, which comprised:

“s Firstly that demographic data on which projections are based is demonstrably wrong
and cannot realistically be used for trend-based projections on which the Standard
Method is based; and

' PPG ID: 2a-004: “Where the relevarnt strategic policies for housing were adopted maore than 5 years ago ot the paint of making
the calculotion), the local housing need figure is capped ot 40% above whichever Is the higher of: a. the projected household
growth for the orea over the 10 peor period identified in step 1; or

1. the overoge aniupl housing requirement figure set out in the most recently odopted strotegic policies if o figure exists).”

5 PPG |D: 23-D04

' PPG ID-22-D07

¥ Review of population estimates, and projections produced by the Office for National Statistics [May 2021], UKSA,

¥ Awallable at:

https: /S voww oms.gov.u kil peoplepopnintionandeom ionestimates, articles, futur
eplinsforresearchonpopulationestimatess mlpmlm_l;ln\jgu,l-ug-,;u

1 pPG |D: 2a-D05
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4.15

4.16

» Secondly that demographic trends have changed so much that it is unrealistic to use a
set of projections based on information in a trend period to 2014, which is now over 8-
years old,” (Para 5.16).

On this hasis, the purpose of the HEDNA was (inter alia) to consider the overall housing
need within the C&W HMA between 2021 and 2041 and up to 2050, having regard to the
SM, an interrogation of demographic trends and other relevant considerations including
economic growth potential. It should also be noted that the HEDNA has also considered the
demographic analysis and modelling of housing needs capturing initial Census data
released on 28th June 2022.

When having regard to the PPG’s guidance that an alternative approach to the SM can be
taken in ‘exceptional circumstances',* the HEDNA deviates away from the main SM's
required use of the 2014-based projections and prepares its own ‘trend-based projections”.
In this regard, the HEDNA derives its own sub-national population projections based on
several different datasets to reflect a 10-year migration trend. Namely, it has utilised the
population/migration trends from the 2018 Sub-National Population Projections [SNPP]
and applied adjustments to reflect the Mid-Year Estimates and 2021 Census on
births/mortality and migration.

These projections are then applied to the househalds as of 2021 recorded in the Census,
with the 2014-based Household Representative Rates, to derive a new household projection
for each authority, The HEDNA then runs these baseline population projections through
the SM framework (i.e., an uplift for the median affordability ratio), and, importantly, the
35% Urban Centres uplift is applied. Consequently, the HEDNA concludes on an OAHN of
1,064 dpa for Coventry (“Scenario 2") — which was 1,224 lower than the then 2014-based
LHN (utilising the then 2021 Median Affordability Ratio) and is 1,283 lower than the
current SM for Coventry.

3. The Consortium’s Alternative Approach

The PPG states that an alternative approach to the SM can be take in ‘exceptional
circumstances’, stating that:

“Ifit is felt that circumstances warrant an alternative approach... authorities can expect

this to be scrutinised more closely at examination. There is an expectation that the
standard method will be used and that any other method will be used only in exceptional

circumstances. ™ (Emphasis added)

And goes on to state:

MMlmnﬂmﬂm&smeMmmﬁiﬁﬂMﬂ&anwm
using the standard method, the strategic policy-making authority will need to
demonstrate, using robust evidence. that the ﬁaure is bﬂsed on realistic ﬂssumnhﬂns aof

demographic growth and th

deviating from the standnrd methud T'.'usw:ﬂ be rested' r:tt P_rammtmj

I PG |D: 2a-003
Y pPG ID: 2a-003
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4.17

4.18

419

4.20

4.1

Any method which relies on using household projections more recently published than the
2014-based household projections will not be considered to be following the standard

method as set out in paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework. As
explained above, it is not considered that these projections provide an appropriate basis
for use in the standard method.™ (Emphasis added)

It is therefore clear that the SM should be used for the purposes of calculating housing
needs, unless ‘exceptional eircumstances’ justify an alternative approach. In this regard,
prior to the HEDNA being published, the Consortium commissioned the HNA (Appendix
2}, prepared by Lichfields, to provide the Consortium’s alternative assessment of Coventry’s
projected household population to be used as a basis for calculating the level of housing
need arising from the city in the future.

As required by the PPG,* the SM still utilises the 2014-based household projections.
However, the Consortium was acutely aware of the concerns expressed by the Couneil in
respect of the challenges to Coventry’s population projections and mid-year population
estimates with regards to perceived inaccuracies. Therefore, as a part of the HNA, it was
concluded that the principle of deviating from the 2014-based household projections, but
utilising the SM framework was acceptable in principle — an approach the HEDNA
subsequently took. As such, the Consortium accepts, in principle, the derivation of
independent population projections and agrees with the HEDNA's approach of utilising the
broad SM framework in calculating an OAHN for Coventry.

In this context, the HNA prepared its own alternative projections for Coventry, which had
regard to the 2021 Census population and household data, published on 28 June 2022, and
made adjustments to the official 2018-based projections to take account of the differences
in migration over the 10-vear intercensal period. As such, when the HNA's alternative
population and household projections were run through the SM framework, including the
35% uplift, this resulted in a minimum LHN figure of 2,529 dpa ("Scenario 3").

4. Coventry’s Approach

Coventry is currently consulting on the 10, which sets out Coventry's views on its housing
requirement for the 2021 to 2041 plan period. Drawing on the HEDNA, the IO states that
the Topic Paper has set out three housing needs options for the 2021-2041 plan period:

1 Scenario 1: SM for LHN - a total minimum need of 63,760 new homes — or 3,188 dpa;

2 Scenario 2: The HEDNA's 2021 Census ‘trend-based projections’ which are run through
the SM's framework (Inc. 35% Urban Centres uplift applied) - a total of 39,280 new
homes — or 1,964 dpa; and

3  Scenario 3: The HEDNA's 2021 Census ‘trend-based projections’ which are run through
the SM's framework (Exe. 35% Urban Centres uplift applied) — a total of 29,100 new
homes — or 1,455 dpa.

Ultimately, the 10 concludes that "Scenario 3 represents the true need for Coventry, as it is
based on the best available evidence. The Council, therefore, considers that this is the
figure that we should deliver and is seeking views on this approach.” In particular, the 10

1 ppG |D: 2a-015
14 PRG ID: 2a-005
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4.24

states that the Council disagrees with the implementation of the SM's 35% Uplift, stating
that "the figure is not justified and appears entirely arbitrary, having no relevance to
addressing local need.” Fundamentally, whilst the Consortium accepts that it is appropriate
to deviate from the 2014-based household projections in this instance, the Consortium
considers that Coventry's proposed approach would not accord with the NPPF, nor the
Government's ambitions to significantly boost the supply of housing and focus development
in the top 20 major urban areas of the country — and is, therefore ‘unsound’. To this end,
the Consortium has made representations to the 10 which set out the Consortium’s
concerns with this approach. As such, the Council’s 10 approach should be disregarded at
this time.

Available Land Supply

As a part of the Coventry Local Plan Review, Coventry has now updated its evidence base,
and prepared a ‘Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment’ (2023) [HELAA]. It
is understood that the HELAA was prepared within the context of the jointly prepared
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Methodology in September 2021,
Crucially the HELAA updates the Council's information in respect of available housing land
supply and sets out the projected delivery of new housing between 2zo21/22 and 2040/41.
The purported housing land supply comprises several components, including:

Figure 4.1 Coventry's components of housing land supply

Housing land supply Number of Homes

Past net completions 3,818 (2021 /22 manitaring year)
1,620 (2022 / 23 monitaring year)

Call for brownfield sites | 1,200 (approx.)

Sites with planning permission (includes those | 11,914
under construction but not completad)

Local Plan allocations — remaining capacity 3,151

City Centre Area Actlon Plan Remalining 455

Allocations

Windfall 3,000 (2026 onwards)"
Total 25,158""

Source: Tahle 5, Coventry 1D Consultation

As such, as of 31st March 2023, Coventry has confirmed a supply of 25,158 dwellings. As is
shown above, a large proportion of this supply is already permitted; albeit, a large majority
of this existing permitted land supply relates to flatted PBSA or flatted schemes on
previously developed land.

The HELAA supply also indicates that ¢.3,000 windfalls would occur between 2026 and
2041, equating to an annual rate of 200 dpa. This is, of course, an optimistic position,
which assumes that existing trends will continue bevond 2031. For example, it may become
apparent that there is a lack of windfall sites suitable for redevelopment in the future
because brownfield land is, by its nature, diminishing in supply, which would consequently
impact the likely Local Plan windfall completions. Notwithstanding this, at present, the

 Coventry and Warwlckshire Sub-Regional Joint Method Statement Housing and Econamic Land
Availability Assessment — Methodology September 2021
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above supply represents a reasonable starting point for considering the likely unmet
housing need in Coventry up to 2041.
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4.26

4.27

4.28

Coventry’s likely level of Unmet Housing Need

Table 4.1 demonstrates the likely range of Coventry’s shortfall across the 2021-2041 period.

Table 4.1 Likely Housing Shortfall for Coventry up to 2041

3,247 1,964 2,539
{based on 2014-based fﬁ:::::m,mjt:bﬁ:’ {based an 2015-based
Minimum Annual Need (p.a) LHM figures and fremint m‘:: i Lichfields adjusted LHN
including 35% Urban 359% Lirban C tng figure and including 35%
Centre Uplift) :Jpl:;l ] il Lirban Centre Uiplift)
Minlmium Howslng Need over Plan Perod
bl 64,540 39,280 50,580
Total Supply (2021.2041) 25,158
| Minimum Shortfall ! 39,782 J! 840 1 25422

Source: Lichfields' analysls

The above suggests that, based on the SM, there would be a minimum shortfall of ¢.39,782
dwellings over the 2021-2041 period. This would markedly reduce if the HEDNA OAHN
was utilised, falling to c.14,122, which is still an acute level of unmet housing need within
the C&W HMA. However, if an alternative approach was utilised, which draws on the 2018-
based household projections adjusted to reflect 10-year intercensal migration trends and
re-run through the SM ealculation, there would be a minimum shortfall of c.25,422
dwellings over the 2021-2041 period.

It is important to note that the NPPF and PPG are clear that the LHN figure generated by
the SM is the minimum starting point (i.e., a “policy-off’ housing need) and it very well may
be that Coventry needs to explore further uplifts to these minimum figures. Therefore, these
shortfalls should be seen as the minimum level of unmet housing need, which does not take
into consideration whether higher levels of growth would be required.

On this basis, a key hurdle for the Council, and indeed all authorities in the C&W HMA, will
be the need to once again strategically and collaboratively grapple with how these unmet
housing needs can be addressed through the raft of emerging Local Plan reviews to ensure
that the Council and HMA can demonstrate that it has complied with the DtC. In this
regard, the Consortium strongly contends that the Council, alongside other C&EW HMA
authorities, should work together to identify and meet (where it is sustainable to do so0) the
housing needs of the C&W HMA, underpinned by adequate, relevant, and up-to-date
evidence now, rather than deferring these matters.
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5.6

Distributing Unmet Housing Needs

The NPPF is clear that:

“Strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for
housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring

areas” (paragraph 11b) (Emphasis added)

It goes on to state that:

“The preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-
date evidence. This should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting
and justifying the policies concerned, and take into account relevant market signals.”
(paragraph 31) (Emphasis added)

It is also clear that Local Plans should be:

“based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been

dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground”
(paragraph 35¢) (Emphasis added)

In essence, the NPPF is clear that local planning authorities [ LPAs] are required to work
together to identify and meet (where it is sustainable to do so) the housing needs of the
relevant HMA, underpinned by adequate, relevant and up-to-date evidence.

The Need for an Evidence-led and Functional Housing
Market Relationship Approach

At present, due to a slow-down in plan-making, it is unclear whether any of the C&W HMA
authorities will work together to address the likely unmet housing needs arising from
Coventry up to 2041. This is despite, as noted above, the Council’s Nuneaton HEDNA and
the HEDNA recognising that there is a reasonable prospect that an unmet need will again
arise in Coventry, which “given the strong functional relationship between Nuneaton and
Bedworth and Coventry” maybe “an important consideration in considering overall
housing provision within the Borough Plan Review™ (Para 10.7, Nuneaton HEDNA). It is
considered that Coventry's approach to determining its OAHN, set out in the 10, is
fundamentally inappropriate. As such, even if, subject to exceptional circumstances,
Coventry seeks to use alternative projections rather than the SM (i.e., Scenarios 2 and 3),
Coventry’s own evidence base on land supply indicates that there is likely to be unmet
housing needs arising from Coventry.

On this basis, as required by the NPPF, the Council will need to work alongside other C&W
HMA authorities to address these needs — per the IMC. In this context, whilst the NPPF is
clear that LPAs should meet their own housing needs and the unmet needs of other
authorities where they cannot be met (Para 11b) based on up-to-date evidence (Para 31) and
cross-boundary joint working (Para 35), it does not explicitly set out a single, or definitive,
approach to distributing this unmet need. How, therefore, should the C&W HMA
authorities seck to address the unmet housing needs of Coventry within the HMA and how
much (and what proportion) of those unmet needs should that location seek to plan for?
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Il 35 clear thal. Lor many HMAs, a ‘[air share” approach wouldd nol work as sorie adlhoritizs
iy be nearly ag eonstrained as the origin of the winet housing neceds in the first place,
alhcit in respect of Tootnote 7 constrainks rather than administrathqe boundarics. Suceh an
approach i also unlilkely Lo be suppocled Iy evidence (ie., Para 1) Indeed, Lhis was an
issue faced by North Wanwickshire, who initislly utilised a 10% figure for their contribulicon
towards the GREBCTTMAS unmet need, with the Tnspeetor stating that:

2R Althiogb estaddisticng frousirag reeds Bt an exocod scioace, 1P pocagropf 790
cxplains that NWB has tasted delivering 10% of that restdual (3,070 ernes), wchich s
referred to i e LP s an aspiration”. Whilst that aspiration s significant i pro-rofo
fevwns oy Pire erenaebier o e fro e wastfd e The Grrealer Birminghiorm Housing Medoe!
Aredi (“(CRIIMA Y, the justifeation for o flgure af 3036 15 not readify apparent,” (Tnspectonr's
Preliminary Note Ref: INSP1)} (Emphasis added)

Furthormore, there is little peent ooking bevoned the C&W HRA, as thore are likely to be
fow soeio-cennomic linkages between the origin of the vnmaet housing needs and the
respeclive aulhorily. Again, an Inspecter al the Suatlord-on-Avon Core Siralagy EIP staled,
“there is ne point trying toc meet the unamet needs of Binmingham in Glasgow beeause the
socio-ceonomic links would be lost” {IR&1, Inspectors Report), Moreover, given the wider
West Midlands unmet housing need issues, it is un ikely that many authorities beyond the
CEW TINA wonld e in a position to offer mch assistance inany event.

In This resavd, oz The Conoel will be awsre, ab the very heavl of the approach adopled by 1he
CEW TINA authorities to distribute Coventry's anmet honsing needs through the 2on 7
MoU was a functional relationship {e.g., migration and commusing} that also attributed
peonomic uplifls to mdividual avdorites, 1 should Be noted thatl bie Consorlium, aod
developmcal Iadusley miore widely across Lhe Wesl Mudlamds, has lnog suppocled e CEW
IIELA authoritics’ approach to dealing with this matter in this way, The preparation of the
2017 Mol hased on ajoinl evidence base, enabled a consislenl approach o plan-making,
anel addressing these neecds quickly arrnss the HMA which dealt with. rather than deferred,
this important and stratepge cross-boundary matter. Cracially, the Inspeetors at the Eibs
cndorsed this approach too see for example the Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy (2017)
Inspector’s Report. '

MNotably, other authorities have deawo oo the H¥A S Funetional Relationship approasch.
Indeed, to help address the unmet honsing needs of GRBCHMA, North Warwickshirve
considercd the proxdmity, conncetivity, ard strength of functional inter-relationships with
Birminghim in deterrnining its contribution towards addeessing the unmet hous'ng needs
ol Lhe GEECHMAL U'his was nalucally sinnilar Lo Lhe approach Llakeo by O&W HMA aod,
again, was an approach that the Inspector supported.’? More recently, in comsidering how
the nnmet housing reeds of Leicester — another city subject to the 3354 urban centres uplift
—conld be addressed theaaghont the Teicester and Teicestershire Honsing arlet Arag
|ILLHMA| ¢ similar tunchonal relztionship approacs was utilised. Alboit this approach
differed slightly and drew on considerations of ceenomic alignment and market capacity,

Whilst the NFPT and PPG prowide no formal mechanism to undertake this task, it is elear
that the iniHal froctions] celationship approach taken by the C&W HMA authositics, which
was endorsed by Tnspectors, has now 2een utilised elsewhere within the country as a critical

** |Ked, Irspectars Haport
-UIRL29, s pectors Report
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mechanism for evidencing the apportionment of unmet housing needs. As such, the
Consortium contends that there is a elear and cogent need to explore distributing the unmet
housing needs of Coventry based upon the functional relationships between the authorities
to provide an evidence-led approach to addressing this matter now. In the absence of this,
there is a very real risk that Coventry's housing needs may not be fully met, that the DtC
cannot be sufficiently evidenced and that the Borough Plan Review may be found
‘unsound’.
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Lichfields Methodology

The NPPF requires housing needs to be met, it does not explicitly set out a single, or
definitive, approach to distributing this unmet need. Whilst the Consortium welcomes the
proactive approach taken to date by the C&W HMA authorities (e.g., the 2017 MoU), it
nevertheless is clear that this issue will once again be at the fore of DtC discussions as the
C&W HMA authorities review their adopted Local Plans under the current NPPF.

The key question, therefore, is where outside of Coventry will those needs arise and how
much (and what proportion) of those unmet needs should that location seek to plan for? To
this end, Lichfields has developed a three-stage ‘Functional Relationship and Gravity
Maodel’, which builds on the foundations of the functional relationship approaches taken by
the C&W HMA and LLHMA, which is as follows:

1 Stage 1: Quantifying Linkages — It is important to begin by identifving and
analysing the functional linkages between the C&EW HMA. This draws on an analysis of
out-migration and in-commuting flows,* which are then converted into a percentage of
the total flows into and out of Coventry. A blended average is then taken. This then
represents a baseline degree of housing market linkage (“baseline share™) that an area
has with Coventry and forms the starting position;

2  Stage 2: Sustainability and Market Signals Adjustments — There is a need to
consider how, and whether, additional factors might influence the proportion of the
baseline share that an authority has. Stage 2 includes adjustments for:

a  Sustainable rail links: Authorities that benefit from good public transport links
to Coventry can enable the promotion of sustainable commuting patterns. This is
particularly important as the NPPF is clear that plans should actively manage
patterns of development to support sustainable transportation.* The adjustment
utilises the guickest train travel times from a station within the District to
Coventry;

b Sustainable bus links: As per the above, this adjustment utilises the percentage
of a district within 45 minutes travel time, at peak times, from a District to
Coventry; and

¢ Affordability pressures: Higher affordability ratios are a core indicator of a
worsening housing market. It is necessary to consider how some areas (i.e., with
greater affordability pressures) should be expected to do more than their ‘'share’, as
pressures are more pronounced. Doing so could reasonably be expected to improve
affordability and ensure that housing needs are met. This adjustment utilises the
ONS median workplace-based affordability ratios (i.e., the 2022 ratios®) and the
SM’s affordability adjustment.=

3 Stage 3: Environmental, Policy and Physical Constraints — The NPPF is clear
that strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for
housing and any unmet housing needs, unless it is not sustainable to do so.2 There is a
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need to consider whether environmental and physical constraints could prevent
development. The Stage 3 analysis includes adjustments for:

a  Fundamental environmental constraints: The analysis maps fundamental
constraints (e.g., NPPF footnote 7 environmental constraints) and considers the
proportion of the distriet's area that is fundamentally constrained; however, this
excludes Green Belt;

b Policy constraints: The analysis maps Green Belt and considers the proportion
of the District’s area that is covered by Green Belt designations; and

¢ Under-bounded authorities: Some authorities” urban areas have grown to the
extent of their administrative boundaries and have limited available land to
accommodate the pressure for further expansion. These authorities are considered
‘under-bounded’ and are unable to accommodate significant further growth.

6.4 A summary of the Stage 2-3 adjustments is shown in Table 6.1 below. As a part of Stage 3,
authorities that are under-bounded are excluded from the analysis; accordingly, a -100%
adjustment factor is applied to these authorities. In addition, the final stage accounts for
existing/emerging commitments in Local Plans and includes the application of a cap that
limits the increases any one individual local authority can face up to 25% and rebalances
the proportions accordingly. However, in instances where the HMA only comprises a small
number of authorities, a 25% cap may not be appropriate as the implications of applying a
‘cap’ could unreasonably and unjustifiably shift higher contributions on to authorities with
much weaker social-economic links. The model then summarises the proportion of the
overall sub-HMAs unmet housing needs that each of the C&W HMA authorities and others
should seek to meet through their Local Plan Reviews.

Table 6.1 Stage 2-3 adjustments applied to each district’'s base share of unmet nesds

+20% <10 mins >20% >20% <10% <15%
«10% 10-20 mins 15-20% 15-20% 10-2 25-50%
% 20-30 mins 10-15% 10-15% 20-30% 50-70%
-10%: 30-40 mins 5-10% 5-10% 20-40% T0-50%
-20% =40 mins 0-5% <5k =40 >80
6.4 Importantly, Lichfields’ model reflects the key choices people make in respect of where they

live and work and utilises this to demonstrate how far, and the degree to which, this
impacts on the authorities within the HMA and beyond. Fundamentally, the model is
weighted towards locations and communities that can accommodate greater levels of
growth across the region, but it also ensures that each authority would still take a ‘fair
share’ and would not be disproportionately impacted by the outcomes of the model.
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7.4

Nuneaton and Bedworth’s Functional
Relationship

Stage 1: A baseline degree of Linkage

As a result of some residents being unable to find appropriate housing in Coventry, this will
place additional pressures on those areas that are linked in housing market terms to the
city. This is because, compared to past trends, this will result in either more migration out
of these areas (as people move to seek a home) or less migration into these areas as people
cannot find a home to move to and therefore choose a different location but commute to a
place of work. As such, areas that are strongly related to Coventry will face greater
pressures from the unmet needs. Identifving how inter-dependent a location is within the
C&W HMA is a function of movement, both to live (migration) and to work (commuting).

1. Migration

In respect of migration patterns for the C&W HMA, Lichfields' analvsis of migration flows
between 2012 and 2020 show that whilst Coventry is a major inward migration destination,
it also sees significant levels of outward migration to neighbouring authorities reflecting
different stages of life and living preferences. In particular, just over half of all of the city's
outward migration into the C&W HMA is into Warwick (c.50%), with a majority of the
remaining people migrating to Nuneaton and Bedworth (e.27%).

It is therefore clear that Coventry exerts a significant migration pressure on these areas, to a
much greater extent than it does the other areas such as Rugby (e.13%), Stratford-upon-
Avon (e.4%) and North Warwickshire (¢.4%). This may be the result of both Districts having
large towns in close proximity to the city, such as Kenilworth in Warwick, and Bedworth in
Nuneaton and Bedworth. Moreover, it may have been the result of Coventry to Nuneaton
and Coventry to Leamington Spa Railway Lines, which provide direct access from these
areas to Coventry that were upgraded in 2016 and 2019,

Importantly, this gross outward migration flow over the 2012 to 2020 period provides an
indicator of the spatial extent of the geography that Coventry’s unmet housing need might
impact. As shown in Figure 7.1, it is clear that Coventry exerts significant housing pressures
on the Warwick and Nuneaton and Bedworth authorities collectively.
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7.0

Figure 7.1 Gross out-migration (from Coventry)

D HMA Boumndary

Local Authority
Boundary

Coventry Local
Authority

% of Gross Out-Migration Flows
from Cowentry to Districts in
Housing Market Area

0%+

5% - 29%
20% - 24%
15% - 19%
10% - 14%

<10%

Senitoe; DG Migration Extimates
{20912-2020 Totaly

Source: Lichfields analysis based on ONS Migration Estimates (2012-2020 Total)

2. Travel to Work

With regards to the travel to work patterns, Lichfields' analysis demonstrates that
Coventry’s economy is relatively wide-reaching across the C&W HMA and beyvond into
Birmingham and parts of Leicestershire, with a gross inflow of ¢.10,800 commuters into
Coventry every day. As a result, the city’s economic opportunities in education,
manufacturing, retail and healtheare are placing pressure on local housing markets in areas
where there is good commuter access.

In this regard, Lichfields’ analysis shows that, in general, the travel inflows within the C&W
HMA tend to correlate with the above-mentioned migration patterns. However, the 2011
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Census showed that the strongest travel inflow from within the C&W HMA into Coventry
arises from Nuneaton and Bedworth (c.41%), rather than Warwick (c.29%), with most of
the remaining people commuting in from Rugby (e.18%). Conversely, as was seen in
migration flows, more rural areas, such as North Warwickshire (¢.6%) and Stratford-upon-
Avon (e.7%) see significantly weaker inflows of residents commuting into the city daily.

Figure 7.2 In-commuters (bo Coventry)

D HMA Boundary

Lecal Authority
Bourndary

Caventry Local
Autharity

% of In-Commuters from
District in the Housing Market
Area to Coventry

e+

25% - 29%
20% - 24%
15% - 19%
10 - 14%

<10%

Souroe: Cenpus 2011 Table WUDIUK

Spurce: Lichfields analysis based on 2011 Table WUO3UK

Baseline degree of linkage

Drawing on the analysis of out-migration and in-commuting flows into and out of Coventry,
which is converted into a simple percentage and then averaged out, we can determine a
percentage for each District (adding up to 100% for the whole of the C&W HMA). This
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percentage represents the baseline degree of housing market linkage an area has with
Coventry and therefore represents its starting share of their unmet needs that will need to
be met. For Nuneaton and Bedworth, Lichfields’ analysis results in a baseline starting point
share of ¢.34.5%, which the Stage 2 and 3 adjustments will be applied to.

Figure 7.3 Base share of Coventry's unmeat needs

w
D ——

Local Authority
Boundary

Coventry Local
Autharity

Baseline Functional Link
with Coventry

30+

15% - 9%

20% - 24%

15% - 19%

10% - 14%

<10%

Source: Lichfields analysis
Stage 2: Uplift and Restraint Factors

7.8 When accounting for the Stage 2 adjustments, the Borough's baseline share for the C&W
HMA would increase to 48.3%. The detailed analysis for the Stage 2 adjustments is set out
below in more detail;

P 22



Distributing the unmet housing needs of the CEW HMA : Functional Housing Market Analysis

79

710

711

1. Sustainable Rail Links

The NPPF sets out an approach to sustainable development patterns that specifically
identifies support for patterns of development that facilitate the use of sustainable modes of
transport. In this regard, it is noted that the HMA benefits from a regional railway network.

In this context, Lichfields has reviewed the fastest train times between all stations within
the HMA and Coventry (as shown in Figure 7.4). Notably, although only having two
stations, the Borough does provide rapid access to Coventry within 12 minutes. Although
there are some authorities within the HMA that offer faster rail access to Coventry, such as
Rughy and Warwick, the Borough is one of the most accessible authorities for access to
Coventry.

Accordingly, Lichfields’ model has aseribed a 10% uplift to the baseline degree of linkage as
the fastest commuting times is between 10 and 20 minutes. Other authorities across the
CEW HMA offer much slower commuting times to Coventry, which aligns with some of the
other more rural authorities in the C&W HMA, such as Stratford-upon-Avon and North
Warwickshire, as these authorities have a slower commuting times and multiple changes.
As such, the Borough's rail-links with the city are stronger than both of these authorities
(ascribed a -10% and -20% adjustment respectively). Conversely, and logieally, those
authorities closer to the city, such as Rugby and Warwick, have faster access to the city and
are therefore ascribed a 10% or 20% uplift.
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Figure 7.4 Fastest Train Times to Coventry

I HMA Boundary

| Lecal Authority
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Authority
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Sowrce: Trainfine

Source: Lichfields based on the Train Line

2. Sustainable Bus Links

Whilst the HMA does benefit from a rail network, the rail network has a particularly strong
emphasis on connections with Birmingham, rather than to and from Coventry. By way of
example, areas such as Stratford-upon-Avon and North Warwickshire do not benefit from
direct trains to Coventry, despite having several stations throughout the District. As such,
there is a need to change up to two times to enable travel to Coventry. There are similar
issues throughout the HMA, whereby authorities have some stations that offer direct
access, but others that don't — such as Warwick.
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7.1

Howewver, the HMA also benefits from relatively strony aceess to the strateeic road network
[SEN] (e, the M, M6, and A5) and a regivnal Dus nelwork, Tadesd, the Nalicnal Bxpress
Coventry cperates 48 Bus rontes in the Wast Midlands with 1,328 bus stops. As sat out
alwve, Lhe NPPF encourages supporl for palierns of developiment thal facililate the use of
susimivable oiodes of ramspoo, which includes buses. Moreover, where Crreen Bell release
is eomsidered necessary, paans should pive frst consideration o land that has been
previously developed and/or is well-served oy public transport.e: Te this end, Lichficlds has
mapped oul the percenlage of an authorily lhal is wilhin 45 minules bus lravel, at peak
comunuting fimes, to Coventry eity ecntre.

As shown  Figure 7.5, the bus network covers a majority of the eity and extends out to
some parts of Warwiek, Bughy and Kuneaton and Bedwosth. Notably, whilst muaeh of the
HEA is not able to reach Coventry by bus, logical v parts of those anthoritics closer to the
city, such uz Bedwaorth and Kenilworth do, mdeed, of 41l of the HMA authorities, st least
15% of the Borongh's area can access Coventry oy s in under 45 minates, compared to
c.g% of Warwick and c.2% of Rugby. By virtue of Bedwarth's proximity to the city,
Muneaton and Hedworth s considersd The mos) accessible anthorily within the HRA Tore
acecss to Coventry by bus and is thorefore aseribed 2 10% uplitt.

* Parag-aph 138
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Figure 7.5 Areas within a 45 minute bus journey ta Coventry at peak times
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3. Adjusting for Affordability

7.15 Higher affordability ratios are a core indicator of worsening housing market pressures. In
this regard, the 2022 median workplace-based affordability ratio for the Borough is B.0g,
which is the highest ratio to-date, Following the worsening, and doubling, of the Borough's
affordability between 1997 and 2005 - from 3.13 to 6.24 - the Borough's ratio did begin to
see an improvement following 2005, with a 4-year downward trend up to 2009 (5.11).
Despite this, it has subsequently begun to increase again, reaching higher levels than those
seen in 2005.
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7.168

Figure 7.6 Nuneaton & Bedwaorth's Median Affordability Ratios [1997-2023)

Nuneaton and Bedworth

A & 5 O & S S
&£ FF '-Sfp FFF 'EP‘. o "Efj“ﬂ@ 15& '\‘5& M O

Source: Lichfields based on the ONS 2022 median workplace-based affordabdility ratios

In the context of the C&W HMA, as shown in Figure 7.7, the Borough is considered to be
one of the more affordable areas, with a median affordability ratio below the national
average (8.28) in 2022, Half of the C&W HMA authorities could also be considered more
affordable than the national average, such as North Warwickshire (7.79) and Rugby (7.17).
However, Stratford-upon-Avon (11.22) and Warwick (10.44) both have particularly acute
affordability pressures. Nevertheless, based on an affordability ratio of 8.09, the
affordability uplift to the baseline 2014-based household projections in the SM would be
c.26%. Accordingly, Lichfields’ model has ascribed a 20% uplift to the baseline degree of
linkage. Similarly, all other C&W HMA authorities affordability uplifts exceeded 20% and
were also ascribed a 20% uplift to the baseline degree of linkage, with the exception of
Rughy, which was marginally below 20% and therefore ascribed a 10% uplift.
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Figure 7.7 C&W HMA Median Affordability Ratios (2022)

I HMA Boundary
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5.50+
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B.00-B.49
7.50-7.9%
7.00-7.48

Source: ONS 2031 Medan Work-place
beed affordadihy matios

Source: Lichfields based on the OMNS 2022 median workplace-based affordability ratios
Stage 3: Environmental, Policy and Physical Constraints

717 When accounting for the Stage 3 adjustments, the Borough's baseline share following the
Stage 2 adjustments would increase to 58% The detailed analysis for the Stage 3
adjustments is set out below in more detail:

1. Environmental Constraints

7.18 Applying this factor to the gravity model needs to distinguish between those constraints
which are fundamental and ultimately would prevent development appropriately being
allocated through a Local Plan process (e.g., fundamental NPPF footnote 7 environmental
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constraints*) and those that are policy choices (such as Green Belt). By mapping Footnote 7
environmental constraints across the C&W HMA for each district, the proportion of the
district’s area that is constrained is identified.

Lichfields' analvsis shows that very few if any, districts are fundamentally constrained by
environmental designations to the point where they cannot accommodate any additional
growth, Whilst constraints will cover parts of a district, in most areas there are also less
environmentally sensitive areas that could potentially accommodate development. Except
for Stratford-upon-Avon (14%), none of the other authorities has more than 14% of their
remaining land constrained by NPPF Footnote 7 constraints. Indeed, of Nuneaton and
Bedworth's land, only €.4% is constrained by statutory environmental designations.
Accordingly, Lichfields” model has ascribed a 20% uplift to the baseline degree of linkage.

 Footnote T of the NPPF: “The palicies referred to are those in this Framework [rather thon those in development plans) relating
te: habitats sites (ond those sites listed in paragraph 176) ond/ar designoted os Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated
as Green Belty Local Green Spoce, an Area of Outstanding Motural Beauty, @ National Park {ar within the Broods Authority) or
defined as Heritoge Coast; irreplaceahle habitots; designoted heritoge asseis fond other herftoge assets of orchoealagicol in terest
referred to in footnote 63); ond areds af risk of floading or coastal chonge.”
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7.0

7.1

Figure 7.8 CEW HMA Footnate 7 Constraints

L

HMA Boundary

Local Authority
Boundary

.

Flood Fonss
2E13

Footnote 7
Constraint

. Urban Extent

© Matural Emglend, 2027
© Historlc Englamd, 2123
© Enwiraremant Agency, 2022

Source: Lichfields analysis based on Maturzl England, Histeric England and Magic Maps

2, Policy Constraints

Green Belt is not exercised as a fundamental environmental constraint within the model.
This is because the Green Belt is a function of the Loeal Plan process, where there will be

legitimate reasons for reviewing its boundaries, such as the acuteness of unmet housing
needs=,

Adjustments on this basis would also unsustainably burden authorities with no Green Belt
land, shifting need onto districts that may be less sustainable. As such, if those areas with
Green Belt are excluded, the implications for those areas with no Green Belt become stark;

B Nottingham City Council v Calverton Parish Counell [2015] EWHC 503 (Admin) (02 March 2015)

Fg 30



Distributing the unmet housing needs of the CEW HMA : Functional Housing Market Analysis

T2

7.29

meaning that no authorities within the C&W HMA would be expected to contribute to
Coventry's unmet needs.

Even if we focussed growth in areas where the Green Belt covers less than half of a district's
area, such as Stratford-upon-Avon, this would still have a similar effect, meaning that
districts with a weaker socio-economie linkage with Coventry would be bearing the majority
of the burden, promoting unsustainable patterns of development.

Recognising the need to promote sustainable patterns of development within the Green
Belt, by mapping Green Belt land across each of the districts, the proportion of the district's
area that is covered by it is identified. For Nuneaton and Bedworth, ¢.68% of the Borough’s
remaining land is covered by a Green Belt designation — a level broadly consistent with
Rughy, North Warwickshire and Warwick. Accordingly, Lichfields' model has aseribed a
0% uplift to the baseline degree of linkage.
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7.24

7.25

Figure 7.9 CEW HMA Green Belt Coverage
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Source: Lichfields analysls based on Magic Maps
3. Physical Constraints

It is important to acknowledge that a significant challenge for Coventry is that, although not
overly constrained by Footnote 7 designations, it has largely grown to extent of its
administrative boundaries and has limited available land to accommodate the pressure for
further expansion. Authorities such as this are considered ‘under-bounded’ and this is,
arguably, the reason why Coventry is unable to meet their needs.

In this regard, reflecting the problems such areas face meeting their own needs, any such
district is ascribed a -100% adjustment factor, essentially meaning that the ‘gravity model’
assumes these areas will be unable to help meet Coventry’s unmet needs. However, in this
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7.08

7.29

7.30
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regard, no authorities within the C&W HMA, including Nuneaton and
Bedworth, are considered under-bounded.

Rebasing

As the above steps and adjustments are applied individually to each LPA in the C&W HMA,
the final stage is to bring them together into a single distribution. This is done by rebasing
the distribution between each LPA such that it collectively adds up to 100%, but in the same
proportions as arises from the application of the model stages. This is what is referred to by
‘rebased proportion’ and ensures the outeomes tally across the whole HMA (and that the
full unmet need, not more or less, is being distributed by the model).

Outcomes

Lichfields’ model has analysed the degree of migration and commuting linkages within the
CEW HMA, opportunities to capitalise on sustainable transport links and improve
affordability, and the degree of environmental and physical constraints which might
impede on an authority’s ability to accommodate unmet housing needs.

Drawing on the above analysis, Lichfields' model coneludes on the functional linkages
hetween the districts and the C&W HMA. From this, it shows how Coventry's unmet
housing needs could be sustainably distributed to Nuneaton and Bedworth.

However, whilst regard should also be had to whether an authority has already made a
commitment through an adopted Local Plan or is progressing a contribution towards these
needs that is higher than Lichfields’ model would suggest, this is not the case in the C&W
HMA. This is because authorities within the HMA have only just begun the Local Plan
Review process.

In addition to this, whilst the fundamental aim of Lichfields’ model is to apportion these
needs to areas with higher levels of socio-economic linkages with the origin of the unmet
housing needs, there is clearly a need to ensure that each authority would still take a ‘fair
share’ and would not be disproportionately impacted by the outcomes of the model. Much
in the same way that the NPPF's SM utilises one, Lichfields' model typically ascribes a 25%
‘cap’ to authorities that the models indicate would exceed this figure, with the other
authorities experiencing a commensurate increase in their contributions. However, given
the fact that the HMA only comprises 5 authorities beyond Coventry, the implications of
applying a ‘cap’ would unreasonably and unjustifiably shift higher contributions on to
authorities with much weaker social-economice links. By way of example, applying a 25%
‘ap’ in this model would result in areas such as Stratford-upon-Avon going from
accommodating 5% to 15%. As such, a ‘cap’ has not been implemented within this model.

When accounting for the above, Lichfields’ model indicates that to address the likely unmet
housing needs of the C&W HMA, a reasonable distribution would see Nuneaton and
Bedworth accommodating c.40% of Coventry's unmet needs up to 2041, This
would eguate to a contribution of between ¢.5,650 and ¢.15,910 dwellings towards
Covenltry’s unmet needs* above the Borough's own housing needs — see Appendix 1 for
a detailed caleulation.

% Based on an estimated unmet need of between c.14,100 (Scenarlo 2) and 39,780 dwellings |Scenario 1) up to 2041 In
Coventry,
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Table 7.1 Likely Housing Shartfall for Coventry up to 2041

Coventry's Minimum Shortfall
Muneaton and Bedworth's Share of
Coventry's Unmet Housing Nesd 2041 (Re-
Balanced if Commitments exceed model)

Source: Lichfields' analysis

Figure 7,10 Distnibution of CE&W HMA's unmet housing needs up to 2041

D HMA Boundary

Lol Authar ity
Boundary

Covantry Local
Autharity

Mesting Coventry's Unmet
Meeds - additional supply
by authorlty
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0% - 39%
20% - 19%
10% - 19%
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Souce: Lehfslds analysin

Source: Lichfields analyiis
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Conclusions

The NPPF is clear that LPAs are required to work together to identify and meet (where it is
sustainable to do so) the housing needs of neighbouring authorities, underpinned by
adequate, relevant and up-to-date evidence.

Although Coventry's Local Plan Review is at an early stage, and contends that the 35% uplift
should be discounted, the Consortium strongly contends that Coventry fundamentally lacks
any justification for proposing its current housing requirement. Fundamentally, this is at
odds with the HEDNA, and the evidence produced by the Consortium, which suggests that,
in all likelihood, the Coventry's OAHN is between the HEDNA's 1,064 dpa and the HNA's
2,529 dpa. In either event, both point to a markedly higher level of need than the Coventry
has proposed to date, Given the underbounded nature of the city and that it has historically
been unable to meet its needs in full, it is likely that there will be significant unmet housing
needs arising from Coventry up to 2041.

Indeed, under both the PPG compliant SM caleulation, or the HEDNAs SM caleulation
based alternative household projections, based on Coventry’s current land supply it is likely
that there will be an unaccounted for shortfall of between e.14,100 and ¢.39,780
dwellings up to 2041 — or e.25,420 under the HNA's alternative projections.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the C&W HMA has historically sought to take a collaborative
‘evidence-led’ approach to address the HMAs housing needs, the Council’s current position
appears to disregard this approach and is not seeking to effectively grapple with this issue.

To date, there has been no commitment from the C&W HMA authorities to address any
unmet needs from Coventry in the likely event that they arise from this process. Moreover,
as a result of this and the fact that the Council’s emerging Borough Plan Review is
particularly advanced, there is a very real risk that the Council ends up electing to defer
making a contribution towards the C&W HMA to another Borough Plan Review which
won't be completed for up to five vears post-adoption of the current Borough Plan Review
and ignores this important cross-boundary matter which should be addressed now, per the
requirements of the NPPF.

If the Council fails to address these needs, the implications are that those needs will not
simply disappear; they will either result in increasingly negative housing outcomes for
people living in the city, or they will mean households will have to look elsewhere to meet
their housing needs. The practical implication is that unmet needs in Coventry will mean
greater net outward migration than the ambient trends accounted for within the population
projections, which will affect those areas in close proximity, particularly Nuneaton and
Bedworth.

In this regard, the Consortium considers that there is a strong and cogent need to distribute
the C&W HMAs unmet needs based on functional relationships between the authorities; an
approach that aligns with the C&W HMAs previous approach, and which was endorsed by
Inspector’s at the C&W HMA respective Local Plan EiPs.

To this end, Lichfields, on behalf of the Consortium, has prepared this Report and
accompanying model to demonstrate how the C&W HMA's needs could sustainably be
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distributed amongst neighbouring authoritics based upon the functional relationships
Delween those aulhworilivg,

By For uncaton and Bedworth, Lichficlds” model indicates that to address the unmet housing
needs of Coventry, a reasonable distribution would see Wuneaton and Bedworth take 40'%
of Coventry's unimet needs up ta 2041, above the Borouzk's own housing needs. Omea the
basis of the likely level of unmet housing nesd arising in Coventiry belween 2021 and 2044,
this would equale Lo g contribution between c.g5.650 and c.a5,010 dwellines, This
highliphts that the Counei’’s eurrent approach sct out in the PIXP would cleacly not fully
grapple with this strategic matter now.

AT It is important to note that the ahovementioned apportioned fipaee should be seen as a
starting position, which skonld be tested throngh the Sustainability Assessment [SA]
procass, Nevertheless, (his report and analysis underpinning it demonstrale how an
evidenca-led approach (a.g., funetionzl relaticnships) would strongly sugzast that the
Council should make a e.5.650 and ¢.15,910 dvelling contribution towards mecting the
unmet housing needs of Coventry now, which should be tested through the SA process
accordingly.
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Analysis

Appendix 1 Nuneaton and
Bedworth’s Functional Relationship
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Appendix 2 Housing Needs
Assessment: Calculation Coventry’s
Housing Needs (2021-2041)

Fg 3B









Henpiineg Messdy Assesiment @ Caloulsring Coventry's Housing Meedy (202 2-2041)

Contents
1.0 Intreduction 1
Structure 1
2.0 Context 3
Official Populztion Meacures 3
Coventry's Populazion I
Offiee for Stalistics Regulion Glings 1
Summary 12
3.0 Planning Policy and Cuidance 14
Wational Flanning Policy Framesvork 14
Plaoning Praclice Guidance 14
4.0 Coventry’s Market Signals 17
1. House Sales 17
2, Renta Prices 18
4. Medizn Affordability Ratios [T
4. Complelions o)
5. Overcrowding z2
Summary b
5.1 Lichfields’ Assessment of Coventry’s Future Housing Growth 24
Methodaology phr |
Seenarios assessed un
Cutputs 26
Sununary =5
6.0 Lichficlds’ Asscssment of Coventry’s Housing Need 29
Coventry's TTonsing Needs 20m1-2041 a1
Removal of the Cap 32
Sununary 33

7.0 Conclusions 33






Housing Needs Assessment © Calculating Coventry's Housing Needs [2021-2041)

1.0

1.2

1.3

1.6

Introduction

This Housing Needs Assessment [HNA] has been prepared by Lichfields, on behalf of a
consortium of housebuilders and land promoters, comprising Gladman, 5t Philips Land Ltd
(“St Philips”) Richborough Estates (“Richborough™) and Ainscough Strategic Land
(“Ainscough”) (i.e., “the Consortium™).

This HNA considers the concerns raised by MPs and CPRE - acknowledged by the UK
Statistics Authority® and Office for National Statistics [ONS] — with regards to inaccuracies
with Coventry city’s population projections and mid-year population estimates and the
impacts this has on the housing needs being planned for within the citv and wider Coventry
& Warwickshire Housing Market Area [HMA] (*C&W HMA™) and the potential level of
housing needs arising in Coventry between 2021 and 2041 that Coventry needs to plan for
as a part of the emerging Local Plan Review.

Although the National Planning Policy Framework (2021) [NPPF] requires local planning
authorities [LPAs] to use the Standard Method (Para 61), the Planning Practice Guidance
[PPG] enables LPAs to use an alternative method for caleulating housing needs in
‘exceptional circumstaneces.” In this context, the Consortium is acutely aware that a joint
C&W HMA HEDNA (“Joint HEDNA”) is being prepared to provide an up-to-date
assessment of the housing and employment needs of the HMA and each authority, which
will likely depart from the Standard Method and have regard to the 2021 Census.

However, the purpose of this HNA is to provide the Consortium’s alternative assessment of
Coventry’s projected household population to be used as a basis for ealculating the level of
housing need arising from the city in the future. These alternative projections have regard
to the 2021 Census population and household data, published on 28 June 2022, and make
adjustments to the official 2018-based projections to take account of the differences in
migration over the intercensal period.

The purpose of this HNA is also to inform the Consortium’s wider work on establishing the
extent of Coventry’s emerging unmet housing need and how the unmet housing needs of
the C&W HMA could sustainably be distributed amongst the constituent authorities of the
HMA based upon the functional relationships between the authorities. It has been prepared
in support of each member of the Consortium's respective representations to Nuneaton and
Bedworth Borough Council’s (“the Couneil™) forthcoming Pre-Submission (“the PS™)
consultation on the Borough Plan Review,

Structure
The structure of this as follows:

Section 2 sets oul the context of the concerns rmaised in relation to the household
projections for Coventry;

! Review of population estimates, and projections produced by the Office for National Statistics (May 2021), UKSA
T Avallable at:

https:/ S voww oms.gov.u k) peoplepopuintionandeommunity) popuintio
eplinsforresearchonpopulationestimatesnnd projections/ S o21-07-29
' PPG ID: 22-003

Iationestimates articles/ futur

Pl
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Section 3 sets out the relevant national planning policy and guidance;

Section 4 sets out the various market signals within Coventry including affordability
ratios, property prices, completions, and rental costs;

- Section 5 sets out Lichfields' methodology for calculating Coventry's household
projections for the 2021-2041 period;

Section 6 assesses the housing need for Coventry based on Lichfields' household
projections and the Standard Method; and

Section 7 provides a summary and set of conclusions arising from this HNA.
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Context

Official Population Measures

The ONE &2 responzible (or collecling, analyaing and publishing a vange ol demographice,
housing, laboor market and eeoncimic data tor England. This inelades eensuses (taken onee
every decade, most recently undertaken in 2021} and a wide range of surveys and other
nfficial data and estimates prepared on a monthly, quarterly, and yearls hasis.

In terms o measuring population (znd population change — births, desths and migration]
OWS relies on two main sources:

1 Censuses — these provide a ‘snapshot’ of the population usually resident in an area on
Cengus day Dmost recenlly 219 March 202100 by sex and age (and olier characlerislies).
IL g Lypeally ceparded as Lhe mosl aceaeale measuecs of Lthe popucation available {in
part due te the legal requirement for houscholds to complete ith; the 2011 Census had
an estimate] confidence intereel (93%) of 005% across Fngland and Wales — down
from 0,21% in voo1; and

2 Mid-Year Estimates [MYEs]— these provide estimates of the population on an
annual bagis {in Juce of each vear), based an dala on the number of hirths, deaths and
mgralinn. Recording ol biclhz and dealhs i2 based on ollicial records (which are
comsidored to boe rear-porfoct in the UK whilst mugration cstimates are based on
severdl soarees including the Intermational Passenger SBurvey [1PS], school consus data,
patient register data, state pengion data and higher education data, ONS notes that a
lizaitaticn of the migration estimates is that they invalve combining multplc
adminislrative sonrees managed by olhier oreanisations whose primary purpose is
delivering services (such as healtheare, higher edacation and Denelits) ratber Hhan
collecting data for population statistics. Difficulties also arise, for example, with those
who do not Goleracl’ wilth any of those dala sources bul who nay be reconded in Che
cersns, where paaple move mulliple Lmes wilhin g vear, or aceas. which exaerience
relatively high proportions of non-usnal resident populations and/or international
migration (e.g. arcas with high student populations).

ON S applies a consistent methodologs nationally for its MYLs and decs not adopt bespoke
methodolagics for different local sushorities where there may be errors in the data sourecs
used. This is partly for consistency in appreach nationally {since, for example, over-
recorcling of migratior. in one arca may be acenunted tor by under-recording in the
neighbouc ng are:, and theretore on balanee the impeet is net sero) and to cepeat this even
for g small proportion et alone all) of the 300+ local suthorities wold unlikely be feasible
ohoan annual hasiz. Thevefora. if there are germine “srrors’ in the popuolation estimates Jor
cne area, these will unlikely lead to manmal amendments to the MYFEs by ONS, until the
nex| Cangug.

Unattributable Population Change [UPC]

Following each census MYEs are revised; this is bacause it is tare that MYEs have perfectly
recorded populalion chanze in an ares over Lhe previous 10 vears and therelore some
reviEong are neeesssany Lo rccaltheale’ D popocalioo, ' Tlaese adjusbmenls aec lermoed
‘Unatt-ibutable Population Change TPCY, Le the sunount of population change (hetvern
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brd

cach census — coe hetween 2001 and 2011) which cannot be aceounted for by births, deaths
promigralion recorded by the MY Es o the inlervaning years, This is done al g oations] Tevel
and a local authority level. Thare are three rauses of UPC

1 Lrrorsin the census cstimates (cither at the start yeas, ond year, or both);
2 International migration estimates: and

2 Ineemal migration estimates {at the sub-national level omly).

I s dilienlt Lo attribute Uhis chaoge Lcuny one Tactor, althononeh ONS has preparad an
tmalysis which supmests which factors are more likely than others in cach locel aathority., Tf
UPC natiomally or in g given local acthority is due to crrors in the consus sstimates then
populalion estimaes are vnalecled, because the changa can be accounled for in errors in
the start/end population, razher than the components of change (births, deaths, migration}.
1f the UPC is due to mirration crrors this impoics the data sources cither over-estimazed
migration (if the UIPC is negative, hecause a negative component is needed to calibrate the
estimata) or under-estimarad migration (if the UPC is positive, for the apposite reason ).
there is reason to believe the census estimates are broadly correct and an area has a
snlwban! il amount of UPC {relative oils sized 10 conld sopeest g systemalie mis-
recovrding of migratior.

Oree recalibrated aller each census, subseguenl MYEs ar= based on this revised populalion,
ancd Lhie process repeals wulid e oeal ecnsus, Bocaose coooes coanpound over Lime (hocanse
the population cstimate 1 a given vear is the basis for the estmate of the subscquent year)
this alse means edlimales produced immedialely alter census years are Lypically more
accurate than estimates produoced ir later years, For example, a populazien estimate for
2012 will likely be more accurate than an estimate for 2019, because the 2012 estimace is
unly ong yoar on from the 2011 Census, compared with sight years onin 2014,

It is imporkant to note that for the 2001-11 period ONS docs not make a formal adjostment
for UPC at the nationa] level because the ameoant of UPC is within the margins of erroer of
the censuses. In otherwards, laplang nabionaly, the smount of LIPC in MY 15 ehweean 20n
and 2011 could  intheery  be fully eeccunted by the margin of crvor in the eensuscs, in
which ease there would be implied errors within the estimates of births, deaths and
migralion at the nalional level. 11 s uoknown whelher OS5 will draw Le same conclusions
for the 2011-21 period at the national "evel.

Use of Mid-Ycar Estimatcs in Projections

ILis inpoclanl Lhal MYEs coprescnl a ccasonally acowrale piclure of populabon change —
notahly migration — within a local authority becanse MYTs are the hasis of ONS's
population prijections. ONS prodoces Sub-National Fopulation Projecdions [SKPPs]
ivpically every twa years, masl recenlly he 2enf-hased SKPPs which were published in
sz, SNPPs woere not published in 2oee (these would have been @oeo-based ); these will
ke dolayed allowing for the analvsis of the 2021 Census results,

In its SNFPs, GNS trends ‘orward recent trends of mizgration (in and out, internal and
internationald in an arca. o8 recorded inthe MYEs, Thoerefioee, if there ane any systemice
errors within migration estimares of MYLis in a certain area, they will feed into future
population projections. These population projections form the basis of household



Housing Needs Assessment © Calculating Coventry's Housing Needs [2021-2041)

2.1

projections® which are used within the standard method for assessing local housing needs
as set out in the NPPF (2021) and PPG. Prior to the introduction of the standard method,
these population and household projections still formed the basis of housing need
assessments for local plans, as they are the only official set of centrally produced
projections,

As noted in Section 1.0 above, the NPPF expects that local authorities will use the standard
method to assess their local housing need, exeept in ‘exceptional circumstances’ which
should be tested through local plan examination. As the standard method has only been in
place for a few years there are currently no examples of authorities which have successfully
adopted ‘exceptional circumstances’ to suggest their local housing need is lower than that
suggested by the standard method. However, purported errors within the underlying
population projections and estimates might constitute such circumstances; this is the
position being advanced by Coventry City Council.

Coventry’s Population

The Censuses

The censuses provide a reliable basis for Coventry’s population (it is understood that the
issues raised locally do not suggest the censuses are inaccurate) and there is no reason to
believe that any census figures are over- or under-estimates® of Coventry’s population. The
2021 Census recorded Coventry’s population as 345,300, an increase of 50,321 (17.1%)
since 1991, as shown in Table 2.1. Coventry’s population has grown faster over time,
increasing by just 2.0% in the 1991-2001 period, 5.4% in the 2001-11 period and 8.9% in the
2011-21 period.

Table 2.1 Coventry Population Change — 1991, 2001, 2011 and 2021 Censuses

Census 294,979 300,848 316,960 345,300
- 5,869 16,112 28,340
10-year change up to... 2.0% 5.4% e
20-year change up to... - ) 21,581 L
] e 7.5% 14.8%
- - i 50,321
30-year change up to... - - - TR

Source: DNS

Faster growth in Coventry's population in the most recent decade is not in and of itself
unusual, particularly in the context of international migration trends® which have been
steadily rising in the long-term nationally and Coventry’s relatively high proportion of non-
UK born residents, and in the context of housebuilding trends in Coventry specifically. In
the 2001-11 period Coventry saw 644 homes per vear (net) built; indeed in 2003/04, there
were -8 net additions to the dwelling stock. By the next decade (2011-21) this had doubled,

1 The 2018-based and 2016-based iterations of the household projections were published by ONS; prior to this (Le. 2014-based
and earlier} these were published by DLUHC {formerly MHCLG/DOLE).
¥ Statistically significant

PeS
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with Coventry secing 1,205 bomes por vear (net) built, including a peak of over 2,200 built
in 2oig/20- Therelpre, we would espect Covenlry™s populaion o have grown guickerin
the 2011-21 perod than in the 2001-11 perind, all things being equal. Othar tactors, such as
the expansion of higher education instilulions in Covenlry and economic growth, could @dso
hve eomileibnled.

Mid-Year Estimates

Figure 2.1 shows the BIYEs [or Lhe 1pgi-202) period, tlong wilh the censuses, Estimaies
prior b 200 are revised 1o aceount Toe all census resulls (o 1901 there does however
remain a small margin of error), henee ap to 2011, the MYTs align with the censuses inthe
relevant wears, For the 2001-11 period, this process has already ocenreed; after the results of
the 2011 Census became available, ONS revised ils 2000-11 MYEs 3¢ Lthal Lhe populalion of
Coventry aligned with the Census, This means the MYEs appear to align with the censuses,
hinsever, the chart below does not saow the sigoificant amount of UPC which was required
10 be adided to the estimates (in this case, a negative T,

For the mast recent decads (2011-21) howoeser the BYEs are yor to be revised beeange the
2021 Census resuls have only been available “or o few months, Tr time ONS will revise its
2n1-21 MYTs and will add inoan element of UPE (in this case, negative) so that the 3MYTs
produce a populaton in 2021 which aligns with the 2021 Cenaus. Tigure 2.1 shows that the
MYEs suzeesled Covenloy's population was growing [ar quicker than the 2021 Census has
shawn bo b Lhe case, Wallsl ONS will uolikely allribote WUhis Loa specthic cawse/s (such as
errors in one or btk censuses, internal or international migration), absent any indication
that the cenzuses are inaceurale, e Coureil's view 18 that this is a vesull ol over-recording
nf migradinn (either a result of recording ton many peopls entering Coventry, ton tew
leaving or both], As noted abose, these estimates feed into the populstion and hoosehold
projections which inform the standord methed; the inphcation being that  in the Counal's
view - It histarie population grawth is heing systemicelly over-recarded duae to inacourate
recording of migratior, this wll over-estimate futare pepulation houschold growth and
howsing need.

Tapurce: O_UHC Live Table 122 Nat additions dwe ings oy local autkority
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Figure 2,1 Coventry Population - 1991-2021
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Source: ONS Censuses and Mid-Year Estimates. Note: 1991-2001 estimates were not revised, hence 1991 population does
not match the 1991 Censws.

2,15 Figure 2.2 shows the difference in Coventry's population between the 2020 mid-year
estimates (the latest available) and the 2021 Census. Whilst we would expect minor
differences because they refer to slightly different points in time (June 2020 vs March
2021) the differences are significant, especially amongst younger adults. The 2020
estimates anticipated almost 35,000 more residents in Coventry in the 20-34 age groups
than the 2021 Census showed were actually resident in the City. This is important because
these are the age groups which will form a significant number of Coventry's households in
the near future. By way of illustration, at the national level, 38% of males aged 25-29 form a
household (as of 2021); for those age 45-49 this rises to 75%. Aged on 20 yvears, a cohort of
100 males aged 25-29 today would form 48 households but would form almost double this
number of households by the time they are aged 45-49.
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Figure 2.2 Coventry population - 2020 Mid-Year Estimates and 2021 Census by 5-year age group
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Source: Lichfields analysls af ONS MYEs and Census 2021

Unattributable Population Change in Coventry — 2001-11

To understand what could happen to the 2011-21 MYEs following the results of the 2021
Census, we can assess what was recorded to have happened in the 2001-11 period. As noted
above, the 2001 Census recorded a population for Coventry of 300,848; the 2011 Census
showed that in 10 years this increase by 16,112 (5.4%) to 316,960, MYEs show that
Coventry's population grew as a result of natural change (i.e. more births than deaths),
reflecting its relatively yvoung population. As shown in Table 2.2 Coventry's population grew
by an average of around 1,300 per year (13,400 total) as a result of natural change. The
MYEs also suggested that Coventry saw net out-migration to the rest of the UK (i.e. more
peaple left Coventry for the rest of the UK than moved into Coventry, around -19,000 in
total or -1,900 per year) but saw net immigration from overseas (i.e. more people arrived in
Coventry from overseas than emigrated, around +16,000 in total or +1,600 per year).
Overall, this suggested Coventry's population should have grown to nearly 332,000 by 2011

However, the 2011 Census shows that the actual resident population in 2011 was closer to
317,000; some 15,000 less than suggested by the original MYEs as a result of births, deaths
and migration in the prior decade. As a result, the revised MYEs contain a component of
UPC which totals around -15,000; approximately 1,500 each year, as shown in Table 2.2.
Waorking on the assumption that this error is not attributable to errors in either of the
censuses, this could suggest that the level of overall net migration to Coventry between
2001 and 2011 was over-estimated by around 15,000. As shown in Table 2.2 the total
amount of net migration (internal and international) seen in the 2001-11 period amounted
to an estimated +15,604, therefore a UPC component of -15,017 accounts for almost all of
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the level of net migration seen in Coventry. If these levels of migration are trended forward
(e.g. for the purposes of population and household projections) without any account taken
of UPC, the result could be that future population and household growth is over-estimated.

Table 2.2 Companents of Population Change for Coventry - 2001 to 2011

2002 3601 | 2,894 707 | 11,718 | 14,284 | .2566 | 4,750 | 2,863 | 1887 79 | -1,537 | 301,295
2003 3,676 | 3,004 672 | 13,036 | 14,535 | 1,899 | 5066 | 2,957 | 2109 210 | -1,512 | 300,665
004 3920 | 3.073 Ba7 12621 | 15482 | -2861 | 4821 | 3816 | 1005 | -1B56 | -1482 | 298174
2005 3,041 3,031 910 12,840 | 15,120 | -2.,280 5.657 2,564 3,093 B13 -1,511 | 298,286

2006 4071 | 2918 | 1,153 | 13,747 | 15472 | <1732 | 7179 | 3354 | 3,825 | 2093 | -1503 | 300129
2007 4,241 | 2853 | 13488 | 13,180 | 15955 | 2,775 | 7,293 | 3,087 | 4206 | 1431 | -1519 | 301429
2008 4,550 | 2815 | 1,735 | 13,575 | 15062 | -0.4687 | 6921 | 2,927 | 4,994 | 3,507 | -1,885 | 305,186
2009 4540 | 2,849 | 1,691 | 13974 | 15329 | -1,355 | 6548 | 3172 | 3376 | 2,071 | -1505 | 307393
2010 4,746 | 2667 | 2079 | 14,700 | 15,646 946 7455 | 2,787 | 4,668 | 3,722 | -1520 | 31L674
2011 316,915

4,843 | 2,591 2,252 | 14,802 | 15576 | -T74 8,043 3,837 | 5206 | 4432 | -1,443 .

Toital 42,129 | 28,695 | 13,434 | 134,193 | 152,868 | -18,675 | 64,733 | 30,364 | 34,359 | 15694 | -15017 -
Average (4,213 | 2870 1,343 | 13,419 | 157287 | -1 868 | 6,473 3,036 | 3,437 1569 | -1,502 -

Source:; ONS MYES. *Mast of this 'Other Change' is UPC, however, it includes other adjustments to “special populations’
including armed forces and prison populations. **Population does not match the Census figure because the Census refers
to March and MYEs refer to June.

An alternative way of looking at the 2001-11 change is to assess what the level of overall
implied net migration was. Starting from the 2001 Census population and adding
births/subtracting deaths in each year leaves an amount of change which is assumed to be
attributable to migration. It is not possible to disaggregate this into in/out flows and
UK/overseas llows, however, it provides a simplified method of understanding the likely
level of population change in Coventry which was attributable to migration. This is shown
in Table 2.3; between 2001 and 2011 Coventry’s population increased by 16,112, There were
42,129 births and 28,695 deaths, meaning natural change accounted for 13,434 of
Coventry's growth and implying that 2,678 (the remainder — 16,112 — 13,434) is attributable
to migration. This is substantially lower than the 15,604 total net migration recorded in the
MYEs.

Table 2.3 Implied Met Migration for Coventry - 2001 to 2011

Census Fopulation 300,848 316,960 +16,112
Population Change 16,112
Births 42,129
Deaths N 28,625
MNatural Change 13,434
Implied Total Migration 2,678

Recorded® Migration (MYEs 2001-11) 15,694

Source: Lichfields analysis of Census and MYEs, *Nate MYEs refer to the year to June whereas Censuses are taken in
March; therefore figures are not precisely comparable to each other,

Pga



Housing Needs Assessment © Calculating Coventry's Housing Needs [2021-2041)

Looking at the most recent decade of MYEs (2011-21) shows where the greatest differences
are between change recorded in the 2001-11 decade and the 2011-21 decade. Table 2.4
below shows the components of population change recorded for Coventry in ONS's mid-
year estimates for 2011 to 2o21 (figures for 2zo20/21 have been estimated using trends for
the purpose of this analysis). These figures suggest Coventry's population has grown
significantly from natural change (+16,000 over the decade) and international migration
(+71,000 over the decade) but has declined from internal migration (-16,000). The latest
population estimate for Coventry (for mid-2020) suggested Coventry's population had
grown to nearly 380,000 by 2020; the 2021 Census showed this was not the case, It is
possible that ONS will need to add an element of UPC to the mid-year estimates for 2011-
21, totalling somewhere in the region of 40,000, to reconcile the mid-year estimates with
the 2021 Census.

Table 2.4 Companents of Population Change for Coventry - 2011 to 2021

2012 | 4728 | 2,650 | 2,078 |16,392|17,384| 992 | 7,050 | 2,576 | 4,474 | 3482 | 29 | 322,504
2013 4,559 2,727 1,872 15,671 | 16,267 | -596 7330 | 2,737 | 4.593 3,997 50 328423
2014 | 4513 | 2584 | 1,029 |16912|17,176| 264 | 8,043 | 3,105 | 4938 | 4674 | = | 335018
2015 | 4565 | 2828 | 1,737 |16,774| 17,053 | 379 |10,757] 2,885 | 7,012 | 7533 | © | 344288
2016 4,555 2,755 1,800 17,042 17,543 | -501 | 10416 2,764 | 7,652 7151 -Z4 353,215
2017 4453 | 2,786 | 1,667 |20,125|21,139|-101a | 8674 | 2,368 | 6,306 | 5292 .25 360,149
2018 4,365 2,895 1470 |21,097|23370(-2.273 | 10,999 | 3,369 | 7,630 5,357 =191 66, 78S
2019 il, 266 2,815 1,451 21341 | 25,582 | 4,241 | 11,126 3549 | 7.577 31336 -51 371511
200 | 4118 | 3,105 | 1013 |20,689|23.725| 3,036 | 12,782 3,002 | 9.780 | 6748 | 109 | 379387
021" 4118 3105 1013 20,689 23,725 | -3,036 | 12,782 | 3.002 | 9.780 6, 744 109 = Ene
Yol | agzm0 28,250 16030 |1957 08 62| 99959 29317 | 70642 | 54310 | 0 -

Average | 4,428 | 2,825 | 1,503 | 18,673 | 20,306 1,633 | 9,996 | 2,932 | 7,064 | 5431 | 0 -

Source: ONS MYEs. *Other changs here does not relate to UPC, rather it relates to adjustmaents for ‘special populations’
such as armed forces and prison populations, **Note: ONS has not published estimates for the components of changa for
the 2020/21 year; for the purposes of obtaining a 10-year average for this research the 2019720 figures have been
trended, ***0ONS has not published a population estimate for mid-2021; this will follow the results of the 2021 Census.

Tahle 2.5 shows the total change from each compaonent for Coventry in the 2011-21 decade
compared to the 2001-11 decade. It shows that:

. Births have increased slightly while deaths have remained broadly similar. In a growing
and relatively voung population, we would expect to see these trends. Given recording
of births and deaths is considered to be near-perfect, there is no reason to question this
increase;

.+ Internal migration flows (both in and out) have increased, from around 13,000 to
19,000 inflows and 15,000 to 20,000 outflows. The result is that net internal migration
has inereased only slightly, by 234 (from -1,800 to -1,600). This is small in the context
of the overall gross flows seen (almost 40,000 flows in the 10 years to 2021). However,
it is unknown whether the increase in inflows and outflows is being caused by a
statistical issue (i.e. both in and outflows are being inflated, despite this only increase

" This is estimated based on ONS's mid-2020 population estimate of 379,387 with companents of change trended from 2019/20
added (+1,013 natural change, -3,306 internal migratlon, +9,780 international migratien] giving an estimated mid-2021 population
of 387,753. Compared to the 2021 Census (345,300) this is 41,953 more.

Pg 10
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net flows by a small margin) or whether these flows are accurately representative of
trends in Coventry, and appear to suggest that population ‘churn’ from the rest of the
UK is increasing; and

. International inflows in have increased substantially (by around 50%, from around
6,5000 to nearly 10,000) while outflows have remained broadly stable, resulting in net
international migration doubling from around 3,500 to 7,000. Again, it is unknown
whether the increase in inflows is a result of statistical errors or whether these flows are
accurately representative of trends in Coventry. Some increase in overseas migration
during this period would be expected, given this trend was occurring at the national
level, however, it is not possible to determine the accuracy of the migration estimates.

Table 2.5 Difference between components of change recorded for Coventry - decade to 2011 and 2021

2011 4,213 2,870 1,343 13,419 | 15,287 -1,868 6,473 3,036 3,437 1,569

2021* 4,428 2,825 1,603 18,673 | 20,306 | -1,633 9,996 2932 7,064 5,431

Difference| +215 -5 +260 45,254 | 45,020 +234 +3,523 -105 +3,627 3,862

Source: Lichfields analysis of ONS MYEs. *Note: Compaonents of change for the 2020/21 year have been trended using
2015/20 figures for the purposes of this analysis.

In summary:

1 The result of the 2001, 2011 and 2021 Censuses show that Coventry saw higher
population growth in the 2011-21 period compared with the 2001-11 period. There is no
reason to question the accuracy of the Census estimates in Coventry (at least, to a
statistically significant degree) and indeed we would expect faster growth for a variety
of reasons including higher rates of housing growth, more international migration
nationally, growth in higher education and economie growth;

2 The degree of UPC which was added to the MYEs for Coventry between 2001 and 2011
(following the results of the 2011 Census) suggested that overall net migration could
have been over-estimated. It is not possible to determine which flows
(in/out/internal/international) may have been inaccurately recorded, however, the
inclusion of UPC clearly has a significant impact on Coventry’s population estimates
(and therefore potentially its future projections) given that it equated to ¢.5% of
Coventry's population®; and

3 Information from the 2011-21 MYEs suggests overall natural change and internal
migration net flows have been fairly consistent with those seen between 2001 and 2o11,
however, net international migration flows have doubled. UPC will not be added into
the mid-year estimates until the results of the 2021 have been fully analysed, but based
on current population figures ONS could be required to add in an element of UPC in
the region of c.-40,000 for the 2011-21 period to reconcile the mid-vear estimates with
the Census.

This analysis sets the context for our alternative projections for Coventry, set out in Section
5.0.

¥ Other change accounted for ¢.15,000 of overall growth between 2001 and 2011, companed with a 2001 populstion of ¢ 300,000,
e 5%

Peil
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Office for Statistics Regulation findings

In May 2021 the Office for Statistics Regulation [OSR] published a review® of population
estimates and projections used by the ONS. This review was initiated in response to
concerns raised in 2020 by Coventry City Council regarding population estimates and
projections for Coventry. In short, this review found that ONS's approach was “generally
seen as fit for purpose and is highly regarded internationally”™ but that “one area of
challenge has been migration, where there are limitations in the data available... more
needs to be done to investigate the root and scale of the issue associated with students and
outward migration”, OSR also stated that it would “like to see ONS be more open and
responsive to issues when they first arise and view challenge as an opportunity to
improve outputs and not a criticism of its approach”™, OSR went on to make several
recommendations for improving methods, enhaneing communication and embracing
challenges,

Following the OSR review, ONS has not specifically revised, or re-issued population
estimates or projections, for Coventry or any other authority which raised similar concerns.
This leaves authorities such as Coventry in a difficult position regarding its population
estimates and projections; there appears to be an acceptance from the OSR that population
estimates in areas with high levels of international migration and/or large student
populations may have more limited accuracy due to data limitations. However, improving
such estimates will be an ongoing and long-term process, and no revised estimates or
projections have yet been produced. In the absence of alternative data or revised figures, is
unclear what the migration figures for Coventry should be. However, the 2021 Census does
provide some assistance in terms of assessing the overall scale of population growth seen in
Coventry — of which migration is a key factor.

As such, although not explicitly stated by any of the C&W HMA authorities, the Consortium
understands that the C&W HMA authorities have concerns with using the Standard Method
to calculate Coventry's housing needs, on the basis that the PPG requires authorities to
utilise the 2014-based projections. Indeed, in this regard, it is noted that Joint HEDNA is
being prepared to provide an up-to-date assessment of the housing and employment needs
of the HMA and each authority. It is also noted that this Joint HEDNA will look to take
account of the updated 2021 Census population and household data which has recently

been published.

Summary

Population estimates published by ONS are important for planning (and a variety of other)
purposes as they provide an annual picture of the population in a given area and how it has
changed. The census is an inherently more accurate measure of the population, but lacks in
{requency, only being undertaken every decade. An element of "unattributable population
change’ is required to some degree in every local authority, however, ONS does not consider
it significant enough at the national level to warrant adjusting the estimates or projections.
In most authorities, UPC will also not have a significant enough effect to warrant departing
from the official projections.

0 gyailable herg
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However, the OSR has acknowledged that there can be much larger margins of error in the
estimates (i.e., much more significant levels of UPC) in areas where international migration
flows make up a significant portion of population change, including where there are
significant student populations. In the case of Coventry, it is suggested that flows associated
with students, particularly international students, are not being accurately recorded and are
inflating the number of voung adults in the city. When trended forward in projections, if —
hypothetically — residents are not recorded as out-migrating when they in fact are, this will
over-inflate the population and therefore household growth and housing need in Coventry.

Our analysis shows that, following the zo11 Census, ONS added a UPC element into the
mid-year estimates of over -15,000 - in other words, there were over 15,000 fewer people in
Coventry in 2011 than the estimates expected. Assuming this difference is not accounted for
by errors in either the 2001 and/or 2011 censuses, this would imply the difference is a result
of the mis-recording of migration. Based on the population in the 2021 Census, it would be
reasonable to assume that, once again, ONS will be required to add a significant element of
[negative] UPC to Coventry’s mid-year estimates once again, potentially in the region of -
40,000. However, until ONS publishes these revised estimates and/or makes any changes
to the way it projects population growth in Coventry or similar areas, we must estimate
future change based on scenarios which might be reasonably expected to occur. This is set
out in Section 5.0.

Mz 13
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Planning Policy and Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework

The reviged NPPE was updaled on 2o July 2021 and sels ool Lhe govcrnmenl's plarning
policics for Topland and how these are cxpeeted to be applizd. This revised Framevork
replaces the previous Nitiomal Planming Policy Framework published in Muarch 2012,
revised in July 2en8 and updared in Falrnary aow.

The & PPF s clear that;

"Straterric poficies sheudd, gs o mimnaon, provide for objecively assessed needs for
houstag amd other vses, s well gs omy meeds shat cannot be et within neighbouring
greas” (paragraph b (Emahasis added)

W goes on o state that:

"Fire preparatton and review of all policies shouwld be underpimed By refevant anrd up-to-

dute cvidence, This should be adegrate and proportionaie, foeused tghtly on supporfing
nd justifuitg the poficies concerned, and fafe i wnt relovant market sh

{paragraph ;1) (Cmphasis added)

It 15 alsa clear that Tocal Plana should provide:

u strategy whick, s o minirum, seelks fo meet the area’s objecively assessed needsan
{paragraph 4sa} (Fmphasis acdead)

In terms of housing needs, the NPPE is clear that the (zovemment’s objective is to
Agmificantly boost the supply of homes (Para Ba), Tt goes an to state that:

"To determine the mivimum number of homes necded, strafegic policies shoulid be
irfarmed by o Ioeal hovsing need assessmend, conducted wsing e siandaird maetfiod in

nef fonal planning guidence  unless execeplionad circtumsdances instific an allernative
epprroactt winich elso refleces current and furure dernograpfic trends and rorket sigriols.”
{paragraph 61 (Emphasis added)

Planning Practice Guidance

The PTG provicles further guidaoce on the Standan] Method, which provides an amnusl
number, basec an a 1o-year baseling, which can be applied to the whole plan period = It
ctates that it uses a fonmula to ideatify the minitnwm munbar of homes expacted to ba
planped for, in a way which addresses projeclad bousehold growlh and higloric under-
sy ?

Il goes on o provide guidance ca how e mininum annual local housing need [LHN]
fipure is calealalec using Lhe Standacd Method, which comprises Lhe baseline 2014
hrschold projoctions, the apphication of 2 median affordability-based admstmont, 2 cap to
help ensure that the mininwem LHHN figure caleulited using the standard method 1s
deliverable, and a 5354 urban cenlres uplill fwhere applicable).

W pag o 2012
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Limportantly, the 1'% is clear that for the purposes of celenlating the LHN, the 2014-hased
Tisusehold projections should be ulilised ws e Baseline ousehol] prodections, insiead of
wiore recent datasets “to praide sfahifify for planning authorities and comnminities,
eresure thot historic under-delfvery and declining affordability are reflected, ard (o be
eemasistend otk the Gooernroerd s obfecdioe of signifieonify boosifngg e supply of Bomes ™

In respect of Lhe adlordabilily adjustment, the PPG stales Lhal Uhis is applied toensuree that
the siandacd eoelbod responds to price gipmals cod thatl e minieawm LHN Cuwre slaeks to
address the affordability of homes.: To terims of the cap, the PPG highlishts that:

“Thwr cap veduces the nndowom norrher geeraled by e stondord metieod, fBad does el
redure fowsing need itgeff. Therefore strategn podictes adapted with o cap applfied moy
reguire an eiarly review aied updating to ensure that any housing need above the capped
feved i plonned for as soon as s reasonably possibie,

Where the ninimum annual Iocal vestng need figure is subiect to o cap, constderanion
cart sUH be given to whether o Righer lecel of nteed could realisticalfy be delivered. This
may help pravent authorities from having o undertale an early reviow of the relevont
palicies, ™

Follrsang the consultations received in relation to the Government’s proposed changes to
the standard mocthod, as 4 part of the *Changes to the current plannings system’ consultation,
in December 2020 the Government revised the stardard method. The PPGY was revised to
inchide a farther stage within the standard method waich applies a 38% wplitt for tacse
urban local zuthorities in the top 20 cities and urban centres list.

Crucially, the PPG i clear that e LHIY Ggure generaled by the standard method is 3
mininm starting point (e, actinal honsing need may be higher than this fignee)
Marerver, clacwhere In Lhe guidaoce, Lhe PPG dillevenlales bebscen e mioimuom Cgoo
arrived at lhrough the slandard method aad Lhe ‘aclual’ housing need which ean be higher.
The PPC gocs on to state that it would lxe appropriate for a higher figure to be adopted on
the hasis of emplovment, mirestruchure, affordeble housing or nnmet housing needs. =

However, the PPG s also elear that an alternative approach to the Stendard Method coae be
taken n ‘exceptional cirecumstances’, stating that:

Tt i felt thof cfromstonees worront an olfernutive opproach . authorities con eapedct
Hhs o fe serudmised more olosely at evaryngfion. Theve s an expectaiion that fhe
stendard method will be used and that any other method 10ill be used only in exceptional
pircumstances. ™ (Emphoasis added)

And goes on to state:

¥ pig D 2z-005
1. P13 |0 2=-006
PG D 2&-007
P3G D J5.0RL
B pag o 2a-0m2
Bpag o 2zl
HRG 0 2e-003
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“Where an alternative approach results in a lower housing need figure than that identified

using the gﬂndard me{hnd. the SIT'E!'EQIE pahcy-mﬂkmg ﬂu.'.hﬂmy w:ﬂ need to

Imogr h ith ndrh h — . ional | c f ircum. mn th
deviating from the stondard method. This will be tested af examination.

nmh hich relies on using h h jections m n ished than th
014-based hﬂusehﬂld projections will not be mnmdered tu bE .ﬁ:l!'.!'ﬂwmg the standard

e.\p:'amed abmle. it is not considered thﬂr these pm_;ecnnns pr::-mde an uppmprmm basis
for use in the standard method. ™ (Emphasis added)

H ppG ID: 2a-015
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Coventry’s Market Signals

Market signals can act as an indieator of the balance between the demand and supply of
housing within an area. Prior to the introduction of the Standard Method, the PPG provided
guidance which set out six market key signals; land prices, house prices, rents, affordability,
rate of development and overcrowding/homelessness (albeit the latter is typically
addressed in an assessment of affordable housing needs separately).

To this end, this section reviews the housing market signals and the extent to which they
indicate a supply and demand imbalance in Coventry (and the other authorities in the C&W
HMA) and therefore indicates whether demographic-led needs would be sufficient to
address housing needs, or whether uplifts would be required.

1. House Sales

Average (median) house prices in Coventry as of 2022 are £205,000, which is significantly
under the National average (£270,000) and below the West Midlands average (E220,000).
Compared to the other authorities who form part of the C&W HMA, Coventry is the second
least expensive, at only £2,000 more than Nuneaton and Bedworth. Conversely, areas such
as Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick are markedly higher, at £930,000 and E320,000
respectively. The city is therefore one of the least expensive areas to live within the HMA
and wider West Midlands region.

Figure 4.1 Average (median) house prices - 1996-2022

£400,000 s ENigland

e Wt Midlands

MNorth
Warwickshire
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Rughy
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Source; ONS

Since 1996, house prices in Coventry have typically followed the regional and national
trends, increasing steadily up to 2007, falling sharply in 2008-09 and rising since. Indeed,
even with the effects of the 2008-09 recession, between 2001 and 2011, house prices
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increased by 7% in Coventry — a marginally higher rate than the nations] averaee (06%)
and rpch higher than the other CEW TIMA authorilizs, which runge belwean 6g-Ho's
increases over this same 10-vear pericd. Tlowever, batwaen 2011 and 2021, house prices
euly rose by 68%, with olber areds rising moere instead; such as North Wenwickshive (69%)
arnd Rughby (70%). Nolably, The more rueal aceas of Stealford-on-Avon ol Wenslel saw
inereases of betwesn 47% aned 50% instead, suggesting that over the last 10 years there has
been a market shift towards the urban arcas within the C&W EIMA.

Altheueh the city is one the ost attordable places for howsing within the C&W TTMA, well
below the regional and national average hiouse prices, it is clear that hense prices clearly
represenl 4 ‘warsening trend’ .n Covenliy, having inereased 221% over the 2001-2021
pevind, which ‘s the hichest inorease in average property prices within the C&W ITMA gvar
this same period (raaging from 141-216%).

2. Rental Prices

As ol Seplembior 2o21, Lhe average {mcdian moolhly reol lor all dwellings in Covenlry was
Efo5. Rents in Coventry ave higher than the West Blidlands regional average (£675 por
calendar month [pem]), bul e £60 pen lower Than the nalienal average. Similas 1o inise
priees, rents in Coventry are snme of the cheapeat within the C&W ARMA with the highest
pem rental eosts being in Siratford-on-Avon (£95 pem) and Warwick (2820 pem).
Huwever, both Norlh Wansickshire and Nunealooa amd Bedworlth are cheaper areas 1o renl
rhan Coventiy.

Rends in Coventey have maen by L2060 (40%) since 200 [, which in relative larms s 10 excess
of the regional (which saw a £175 — 35% — inereass) and national averages (which saw a
£150 — 1% — inercase). Of the CEW IIMA authoritics, despite recent inereases in rental
cosls, Covenleys renlal cosls remn relalively low willun Lhe HMA, alongsids Norlh
Waraickshine, Muncalon aond Bedwor boand Rughy, and are sbll somne waws helow the
natiomal averaze.

However, although house prices are relatively o in Coventry, the incraase in prices above
the national rate over he last 20 vears 1s likely to be baving a knock-on impact on private
rents; as fewer peop.e are able to buy, more people move mto the privately rented sector,
Witlout sutficient supply 0 meet demands, the cost of renting increases. Overall, the cost
of rents is a further indicator that the housing supply in Coveatry showld be incrensed to
help aded ress howsing demandd.
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Figure 4.2 Average monthly rents (all dwellings) - 2011-21
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Source: VOA Private Rental Market Statistics

3. Median Affordability Ratios

Measuring affordability involves comparing house prices to earnings; this is known as the
affordability ratio. This indicator, therefore, provides information not only on house prices
but how these prices compare to earnings. These earnings can be resident-based (the
earnings of those living in the District) or workplace-based (the earnings of those who work
in the District, i.e. of jobs).

As of 2021, the median quartile (median house prices to median earnings) resident-based
affordability ratio in Coventry was 5.33 (i.e. median quartile house prices were just over 5
times median quartile earnings). The workplace-based affordability ratio was 5.96 which
suggests those who commute out of the city for work have marginally better earnings and
purchasing power than those who work in the city.

Figure 4.3 shows the median quartile workplace-based ratio between 1997 and 2021.
Affordability in Coventry and the C&W HMA has followed a similar pattern, rising steadily
up to 2008, before falling. In recent years, affordability in most areas, including Coventry
has exceeded the 2008 peak. Whilst national affordability historically remained relatively
stable at around 7.0 since the onset of the recession, as of 2021 it too has increased to 9.05,
Notably, between 2001 and 2011, Coventry saw the sharpest increase in the median
workplace-based affordability ratios, increasing by 62% in this 10-year period - the highest
in the C&W HMA and far higher than the national average increase (51%). However, in the
following 2011 to 2021 10-vear period, Coventry’s affordability ratio previous rapid increase
abated, increasing by only 20%, whereas other areas such as North Warwickshire and
Warwick saw increases in excess of 41%.
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This suggests that over the last 10 years, the increase in development within the city —
discussed further below — has slowed the rate of increase in the median quartile workplace-
based ratio. Nevertheless, the above also highlights that wider issues around affordability
that exist in the region which has worsened in recent years, although is still indicative of
affordability pressures in Coventry.

Figure 4.3 Workplace-based Median Quartile Affordability
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4. Completions

As shown in Figure 4.4 below, dwelling completions since 2001 have been on a steady
increase; albeit, with a noticeable decline in 2003. Again, similar to house prices, rent and
affordability, completions in Coventry have typically followed the HMA, regional and
national trends, increasing steadily up to 2007, falling sharply in 2008-09 and rising since.
However, in Coventry, there is a slight reduction in annual nett completions in 2015,
followed by a rapid jump in completions post-2017. This is likely linked to the adoption of
the Coventry Local Plan and its housing allocations, meaning that it has taken a few years
for the Local Plan's proposals to be translated into completions — hence completions in
2018 returned to a similar level to 2015 and continued up to a peak of 2,241 in 2019. Over
the 2001-2011 period, Coventry was averaging 644 completions per annum, However, from
2011 to 2021, this nearly doubled to 1,205 completions per annum. It is likely that the lower
1o-vear period of delivery prior to 2011 is likely to be largely reflected in the other market
signals (e.g. house prices and affordability) which deteriorated over that same period.
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Figure 4.4 Completions in Coventry 2001-2021
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Source: Table 122, DHLUC

Although not directly comparable, particularly given that Coventry as a city can achieve
higher densities than other C&W HMA areas, Coventry has consistently been delivering a
larger number of dwellings per annum that the other C&W HMA authorities over the 20
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5. Overcrowding

Overcrowding

In 2o, 3% of households in Coventry weare overcrowded, which is higher than hoth the
regional (6.8%) and national (8.75%) averages. It is alsn markedly higher than the nthar
aulhorilies within the CEW HMA, which ranged from 3.4% to 6.5%0. 1L s therelore clearly
thal, as od 200 1L avererowd ing 1o Coveol ey wizs quile aoule. Indeed, the nuinber of
mvercrowded honseholds in the city inereasad by 2,514 hetween 2001 and 20n1, increasing
the number of overcrowvded househelds from 8.5% to 0.5%. Coveatry’s overcrowding rate is
ihe highesl I (he C&EW HMA, with the olher CE&W HMA authorilies well below Lthe nalional

average.

Concealed Families

Az ol 2o, there were ¢.1,074 toncealed fumilies in Coverlry which represenled z.4% ol all
the facnilics in Lhe cily, Dolween 2001 and 2010, Lhe namber of conecaled familics increascd
by ¢.745, 4 rate more severe than other C&W HMA authontics. Simlar to overcrowding, the
rale vl concealed Gamiivs in Coventry is the highestaeross the CEW HMA and exceeds
regiomal (2 9%) and natinnal {1.9%) averages.

SUInNmary

WMarket sighals provide a helpful indicator of the halance between the demand and supply of
housging within an area. For Coventry, over the 2001 to 2011 period, the ¢ty was building an
averare of 664 dwelliogs per annoum. In that same period, Coventry saw ity rates of
overcrowding and concealec Timmilies markedly nerease, resolfing in vates higher thao the
other C&W TTM A guthorites. and both the regional and national averages. This pericd of
lower housing growth also correlated with a pericd in which both workplace-based and
resident-based median allordabilily ralios rose sharpy, al some ol Lhe 2izhesd growlh raley
in Lhe C&W LIKIA and in bhe case ol Lee workplace-based calie, well above Lhe naliomal
average. Azain this perind also saw average house prices inerease Ty 07%. Whilst, on the
[wee ol i, Covenlry appears allurdable by comparison b ey of the olber Ciw HRA
authorities, the zoo1-2o11 period shows a deterioration in atfordability for vesidents of the
city.

However, lavgely linked to the adoption of the Loeal Plan, average completions have nearly
timbled for the 2011 to 2021 period. As 4 resalt, the rate of inerease in hoth average house
prices ardd both workplace-based and vesident-based median aftorcability ratios droppedc to
helow other CEW 1M A authorities and the national lavel. Albeit average meonthly rents
have increasad in excess of other CEW [IMA anthorities 2nd the regional and national
averages between 2011 and 2021, This leead s broadly sinilar Lo the nalional lrend in so far
a5 wimes Covid- g there has beeo reported a e disparily belween sapply and demand in
rental propertics. In any event, as of 2022, average property prices arc £203,000 11
Coventry, the second lowest in the CEW HMA snd fur lowe: than the national average
{£270 000} Similarly, hath atloréahility ratios are the lowesl across The CEW HMA aned
well below regional and natiomal levels, In essene, it conld be argued thal higher levels of
groneth have positively iinpactad on the affordabilite of the city over the Tast 10 voars.
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However, with rents increasing, an uplift in housing needs could be warranted to alleviate
these pressures.

P23
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Lichficlds’ Assessment of Coventry’s
Future Housing Growth

Methodology

The assessment of future population and housing for Coventry nses the indostry-standard
toollit PopGroup, PopGroup s a fimily of demographic models (developed by the
University of Manchaster and owned by the Tocal Government Association) to develop
population, househeld and lahour foree torecasts. Foproup incorporates a cohort
component inelhodology lor ils population projeclion model and o headship rale model for
s humiseholk] propecltion onodel,

PopGroup is used by g luree nuciber of local suthorities in the UK 2nd lis been subjpect Lo
gxlensive enhancement and development over the Last ten years, s widely adopted by
thnse preparing the evidence hasze for local plans o help estahlish esfimates of housing
needs.

Seenarios un threugh PopGronp for the purposes of this report ave "demographic-led’: in
desnographic-led svendrivs, the chiage in populalion Belween eancht year s caleulaled and
basedl an Thig populalion — ineloding s giqe and age sleneture - The nomber ol homes s
calenlated (using inputs on the number living in communal cstablishimoents, houschald
formation rates by sexcand age, and dwelling vaciney rates). Therefore, the number of
homes is an output, driven by demographic change. The number of househoalds and
dwellings is ant only a tunetion of the nverall pepalation change, but the ame structure of
e population feiven thal seenarios will prodoce different aze struelures, and bouselhold
forrmalion varies by sex and apel. A prowing population which 4 relalively young [neloding
with high populations of children) will experience lower honsehold growth relative to
overall population growth compared with o growing population which is relatively old
because lhe average household sive in vounzer populalions 1s larger (e, household

I NEI O RER I A

Demographic scenarios can be driven by

1 An assumed level of overall populaton growth (population-led). In these scenarios, a
target” level of the averall population is inpuf inte the model, which then adjosts (Qe.
ieflatess or congrraing) levels of irths, deaths and migration (raking into aceouat any
Pirth/death rates and migration profiles entered “nfo the model) sa that the gveral’
population matehes the target level, From this population, estimates of houscholds and
hewsing erowlh are calealalec; or

2 Assiuned levels of specific coraponents of change [eomponent-led), in this case, by
levels of migration. Birth and death rates ace fixed (hased cn official projeetions), and
thie levels of migration ace flesoed basod on ditferent agsumptions. Those compononts
drive population growth, which m tum dictates honsehold growth and housing need.

Seenarios aro madellod over the 202041 peried, e uging the 2021 Cengus ay toe base
population and modelling population growth and housing need over 20 vears, All scenarins
usc the 2021 Censns (hy scx and age) as the basc population and apply fortility rates,
morlality rates (ov sex and aged and migration proliles (hy sex and age) sel oul in Lhe ORNS
geyLB-hasedd SM P [or Covenly, The proqeelion of housing necds based oo populalion
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erowth includes an allovwanee for the commune. population (e those living in halls of
residene, care homes, medical institulions, ele), For these under gge 75 (his is held
constant (this means that no comsideration is given to any growth in the student papulation,
which could allecl housing needs=); lor hose age oves oy, this 1s applied as o rale o ensure
thie care home populalion ineresses propartionally io Tine wilh Lhie numiber of eldacly people
in the eity.

Scendarios assessed

Section 2.0 set oul the detailed comdext {for Covenldey™s historic population soowth, cludiog
that from mid-vear esfimates and the Censuses. These form the basis of ftnre population
modeling for Coventry, as follows:

I Populativn-led” scenarios, Based on lrending forsaand basberic Tevels of overall
populatinn growth seen in Covventry, based on Censns data:

i 10 year rate of growth  between the 2011 and 2021 Censuses Coventry’s
population grew by an average of .03 per year, [ Covenlry's populalion
cenbionucd o geew al Lhis rale, 10 would iooply Lhe populaion jocreasiog from
345,300 1 2021 to 417,000 by 2041;

b 2o-vearrale of prvwlh — as above, Tmal ustog The 2o00-20 rate of growith (7%
which wonld Imply the popmlation increasing 1 402, 000 by 2041; and

¢ go-vear rate of meowth as above, using the 19g1-2021 rate of prowth (0.5%) which
would imply the poaulation increasivg to 388,000 by 2041,

2 Component-led’ scenarios, ased on adjusring inpurted levels of migration;

d  International mmigratior 2001-11 trend  in this scenario, intermational migration
flonws (total, in and out) are based on levels seen between 2001 and 2011

¢ 001-11 migration trends and UPE — in this soenario, migration Zows reconded n
the 2001-11 period are adjusted to take inte accourt UPC (app.icd pro-rata across
i/ oulfinlernal/internalional ows) and are Lrended [orward;

r 2oo1-11 implied migration — in this seenario, the level of migration which iz
implied between »n01-11 (based on the 2001 and 2011 Censuses, accounting for
natural change andl assoming any remgining change s sttrbutable to migration} is
trended forward;

o 2n1i-21 implicd migration  as ahove, but usinge implicd lesels o mireation sased
on the ehange between the 2011 and 2021 Censuses; and

[ zoer-20 noplice nupralion — as abwrec, bulusiog, nplied levels of ougralion based
on the change between the @oo1 and o021 Censuses.

L2 0f for ckamp e, the unvorsizies zlarncd on arow'ding additional hallz ef residenze withewtinc-casiag the owerall rurber of
spaces T university, this wolld mowve sone of the yaangar adu t populatiznwha carrently ive in Fauseholds ntocarmunal
rocolmmoc Aty reducing bcas ng neec below vat inclcsted e this ana ysls. 1Fthe unlvers ties p anned fo expand but did notp sn
cr delive-ing halls af rasideqce, tne housing wred would likely be higpher. 1he outcome will dapenc onwhezher any stucent
Eratn is “additiaaal 1o cthe projections a4d Pow chese peopls arz expected o be accommodated (oo nal orin b ouse nelds).

o 5
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Outputs

Figure 5.1 averleaf shaws the surput of the scenarios, alongside historic trends and official
projections tor context.

Mistorice Context

Niztarically, Coventry hasg seen its fastest growth in the most recent decade (20—} with a
population growth of 2,844 per vear (based on the 2011 and 2021 censuses) and housing
growth of 1,205 per vear. In the decude arior, population growth was LGLL per vedr wiln
horsing groswlh ol 64q per year. Over Lhe 200 yeiers, Lhis has an average of 2,229 population

growth and 924 housing growth par vear.

Official Projections

The 2001 8-Trased SNPP — when not re-based o the 2021 Census — suppests Covenlry's
population will grow hy 3,286 per vear up fo 20471 and there will be a need for 1,707
dwellings per veors. This 1s lowoer than the 2014 based houschold projections, which
supgested a need [orapprodmale.y 2,000 dwellings> aver Whe same period. When re-based
boy Lhe zix21 Censos, the eflicial projeclions sugpest oven higher population arowlh al 4,471
pes your, but siaghtly lower Cvelling prowth of 1,521 per year. This is beeause of the
difference in age profiles in the base vear (2021] between the projections, and the impact
this has em futire anplation size and age profile, and anhsecguantly honsehold and dewelling
growth.

Lichfields Scenarios

Tooling at Tichfields scenarios for fiutare growth, the highest of the population-lad scenarin
is the io-vear rate of growth (zoce-21) because thess trends forward the growth of 0.9% per
annum seen in this decode. It sopgrests Coventry’s population will geow by 3,910 per year
ower the next 10 years, with a need for 1,404 dwelings per year. This axceads the historie
tremds in housshbuildicg scen in the decads {1,205 per vear, according to DLUTIC) however
when applving a conslanl vale of growtl e population will grow Tster — in abselute lerms
— Lhao il bas higlosically, and huethermare as Covenlry's popelalion hesins Lo age Lhe rale of
himschold rrowth will begin to aceelerate taster than population growth as houschold size
fulls. The 20-vear rate of growth scenario is slightly lower, af 1,016 dwellings per year and
the so-vear rate of growth is the lnvest at 744 per vaar.

Across the component led seenarios, the lowest growth is scen nnder the scenacio which
trends forward 2001-11 migration trends and fully aceconnt: for UPC. Howevear, this relies
upon absoouse levels of growth which occurred 10-20 vears age and may not be reflective of
trends seen inthe most recent decade, which we know have been taster for @ number of
regsins (hovsebuilding, higher education expansion, ighes inleroational migralivn seen
nationally, etch, For this reason, it would be sensible to focus on secnarios which trend

3 Mote zhat this does not carrespard with the 2018-bazed Sub-Yational Houzehald Prajections “o- Coventry - 1,641 houzeholds
pen araom E0EL 41 — beesane Thre model bes eoneerted - esomilo dwes inge, whoeb akes oo accearel an allens oes Toe vacan sy,
228G 2014 krsed population pro ccticas ans azscciates DLUFC 2014-bascd -auschald zroeczions only run te 2039 and
t1ereore have been t-eqcac thereatar to abtain an estinate far 2031 wel 11g astmate basad on housshold srowth ples a
vasancy rate af 3% based pn Loventry's vacaroy rate at e fime of the 2010 Census. 1his scernaqa has roz kean micdelled tarough

PopGrn.ap.
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forward levels of migration seen either in the most recent decade (2011-21), or a longer
period, such as 20 years, which includes 2011-21 as well as 2001-11.

Comparison with official projections

Notably, the scenario which applies the 2011-21 implied levels of migration (i.e. migration
implied based on the population recorded in the 2011 and 2021 Censuses, less natural
change) yields a level of housing — 1,753 per year — which is broadly comparable to the
latest official projections — the 2018-based SNPP — before they are re-based to 2021, ie.
1,707 per vear, This is despite the fact that the scenarios have significantly different levels of
overall population growth — 2,494 per year compared to 3,386 per year respectively. This
highlights the significant impact that the population age structure (as driven by the base
population and the profile of migrants moving into and out of Coventry) has on household
growth and housing need.

Pg 27
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Figure 5.1 Population/Dwellings per year {or Coventry - Historle, Official Projections and Lichflelds scenarios
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Summary

I our view, il would be sensible 1o adopl a scenaio [or Coventry Lhal:

1 Uses the vo21 Censns as its base population, to veflect that recent mid—rear estimates
Lor Wik cily are likely Lo significan:]y over-estimale Lhe number of voung adults in the
Cily. "This rules oul ol il projections {ooig-hased, 2005-Tusend) which ore nol re-
hazerd ta 2021; and

3 Ulsoy trends which inelude the pericd 2011-21 (as oo minimum), hecouse taeee are
legitimate reasons why Coventey's population growth in the 2011-21 period has been
higher than in earlier decarles and trending forward trends seen in the uoai-11 perind
iy be under-represenbalive of likely luture growth. Seenarios based on longer-ler
lrends (e Those based on the 20 veurs 2000-21, supgesiing 1,016-1,504 dwellings per
vear, or 30-vear trends at 744 per vear) ate based on periods far longer than those
adopted in official projections (typically 5 yoors) and do not picltup on recent trends
which will be imporlant io infooning fulure need in Covenlry, & Lo-vear base period
(zovn-z2) s sullicicol Lo caplure a Tull ceonomic evcle (oo, To lerms ol howsebuildiog)
in the ease of Covenbry,

This would poiol Wwwards Lhe to=vcar vale of growlh sceonario {1,304 dwellings per ycar)
or the 2011-21 implied migration trend {1,752 dwellings per year)  a mid-point of
which would be ¢.1,500 dwellings per vear, The tup end of this range would be hroadly in
line with the latest afficial projections, albeit with lower levels of popnlation growth (a5 2
result of dilfferences n the projected age profile}. Both seendrios are lower than the growlh
snagzested in the 2o14-Eased projections (estimated a1 2,160 dwellings per vesr lur
Coventry), which form the basis of the standand method far assassing LUIN.

It i noded that in the last (0 vesrs Coventry has seen population grimeth of 2,800 perveur
{hased on tha cenmuses) and housing growth af 1,205 per vear, theretore futmire population
growth in the region of 2,500-3,200 and honsing growth in the region of 1,300-1,700 per
yeur 1s nol unreasonable in s conlesl (particularly in the conlext of wider lrends of
ageing, which will accelerale housetold growlh nalionally even ag populalion growlh may
slon ],

This analvsis also illustrates how sensitive population and hoasehold projections can be to
the population age profile of an area, which in tom is largely informed by the profile ot
migrants moving to and from the area (and, subsequently, the fertility and mortalige cates
of those people). This analvsis has been based on the migration profiles (tor
nfoutfinternal finternaticnal flows) set out in the SNPP, absent any alternative data
sources. Therefore, even though the overall flows huve been manually adjusted, these flows
will sL T sulyect to the ape profile sel oul o the SNPP, which will influence the overall
population age profile, honsckaold gronwth and housing necd. Should OMS revise its data in
the [ulure, such thal the profile of migrams moving Lo rom Covenlry 1 signilicazlly
diferenl Lo that seb oul in Lhe 2o t8-based SN 1P, s mitphl cesall ina dilferenl populalion
projection and housing necd than the analvsis sot outin this report, oven it overall
population growth or migration flows comained the same,
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Lichficlds’ Asscssment of Coventry’s
Housing Need

As set out above in Seetion 2.0, the PPO requires that the Standard Method ublises the
2014-hased projections and dees not allow for later population,Tiousehold projections to be
ulilised — this ig by ensure a nalional need and demanel ol goocoon homes s rellecled a8 on
sutput of the Standard Method across the Country, However, it does also highlight that:

*Where an alternafive approach residts in o lower housing need figure than thaf identified
wsirg ife standeond method, the strotegic policy-making authority will need o
dfemomstrate, using robust erddence, thof fire fyure s bosed on realistic assmptions of
demographic growth and that there are exceptional local eiveumstances thar justify
deviating from the standard method ™= (Emphasis added)

O the hasis of Lichfields” analysis in Seerion 5.0, i1 is eonsidered rthat the most recent
demographic trends in migration and the implications of the 2021 Census may provide a
polential vxvertionanl circurmstonee Lo deviale [rom the Standand Metbod, noling the
overastimated migralion rends feeding indao the 2004-based projeclions. However, The PG
does not spocify what an alternative approach should comprise,

Whilzl il 12 underslood Lhal Lhe C&W HRA has rezervations repacding Lhe asccaracy ol Lhe
2014-hased projections, none of the TIMA anthortics has exprossed any comcerns roganding
the use of the Standard Method. Indeed, in the Kuncaton & Bedworth ITousing & Ceenoniic
Developmenl Needs Assessmenl (May 2022), prepared by Ieeni, Lhe Couneil’s own housing
need assessment considered that the recent population growth is higher for Buncaton and
Bedworth than reflected in the 2014-hased houscehald projections, but stll utilised the
Sluandard Method [rarmewirs.

In this regard, Lichficlds eongiders that, althoueh deferring from the 2014-hased would not
align with the PP Stundard Method framework and Lichfielis” 2018-based projections
wantld he lower than the 2i4-basad projections, thera is a eogent and logiea] argnment that
the hroad prineiples of the Standard Method friorework should still be utilised to caleulate
Coventry's housing neesd.

Firstly, privr wo the intreduction of the Standard Method in the XPTF and PTG, hoosing
need was caleclated through Objectively Assessed Housing Needs [DAHN]. At the time, the
PO was elear that thore was no one methodologizal approach oruse of g particulas
datasct(s} that would provide a definitive asscesmient of development need. FHloswever, it did
oulling an overascehing methodology [or prepering need agsessarienls ina Lransparent
manter, basad on the following eriteria:

1 Bepreportionate and not consider purely ypothetical scenarios, only future scenarios
that could reasonably be expocted to ocoor;

@ Be baced on [aels and unhizsed evidence. Conslraints should not be applied 1o the
onverall assessment of need;

2 Ullise howsehold projeclions published by the Deparimenlt lor Comonunilies and Local
Carvermmenl as Lhe slarling peinl estinate ol overal] housing need;

HR3GI0 2e-015
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4 Consider sensitivity testing, specific te local circumstanees, based on alternative
gssumplioms inrglativn W e underlving dermggraghic projections qod bopselold
formasion rates: and

5 Take aceount of employment trends and appropriate market sigrals ineluding market
indicalors oo the balance belween the demand Lor and supply of dwellings and
alloedable houwsing necda.

I ezzenee, al their ecore, QAHN ealeulalions principally assessed projecied household
grovwth over a plan period, bascd on official projections with sensitivity testing o
demopraphic trends (where necessary) and applicd o 'market signals uplift’ ranging
between 10-30%.

In this regard, the use of Lichficlds” projections in the Standard Method tramework woold
ke consistent with the PIMGs Standard Method requirements in so far as it would be being
based on realistic demographic data. wlhich reflects the UK SA and DONS acknowladzament
that the 2014-based projections do coatain some evel of inaccuracy for Coventry.
Fietherrgre, inprinciple, the application of s ‘market sigmals nplift’ s not too dissimilar 1o
the Stzndaved Mothedd, which applios zn atfordability uplift to the haseline household
projections, Which, in Coventry's case wonld be 12.5% — disenssed further below — and
therelore well wilhin the 10-30% markel signal ranges previously ulilised.

Secandly, a5 noled abave in Seclion g0, The PTG was reviged lnnelode a Tuelher slage
wilhin the Standard Method which applies a 55% uplill for those urban local authocities n
the top 20 cities and urban centres list — this was to ensure that the Government achieved
its 700,000 dwellings per annum housing target. Fundementally, the Govermment's
rationale for the uplift was based on three factors: mavimis'ng existivyg infrustructure;
responding to the availability of land arizing trom shmetral change in retail and eommearos,
therely mastunising brownfield vather than greenfield cevelopment; and responding to
climate change by reducing nigh-carbon travel,

ITousing necd is a ecneept that has long been untouched by polier factors that should
prommote oo constrain the delivery of housing in different aress, Indeed, the Gallarher
Fslates Lid v Solihull GIGC judgmenl conlicmed Lhal QALLN i3 an omjeelively asscssed noed
for housing in an arca, leaving aside policy eomsiderations, wherecas a housing regquirement
is a [gure which reflects, nol only (he assessed nesd G bousing Tl slse any policy
ronsiderationg that might require that figure ta be manipulated to determine the actual
housing target for an arca, In essenee, local housiag need is “policy off and a housing
requirement is ‘policy on’,

Huosvever, the Standard Method now incorporates three spatial policy judgements into zhe
asscssment of necd. As such, at its heart, the introduction of the 35% urban contees uphift is
clearly a Govermment-led ‘policy-on” approach 1o calculating hansing needs. Therefore,
Lichfields’ considers that, even if an authority were to defer from the Standad Method, the
application of the 353% uplitt would still be reguired to meet the Government's expectations,

When taken together, even if Coventry were to defer to the previous OATDN-basad
caleulatiors, they would still need to factor in oomarket signals uplift and apply the 35%
urhan cenlees uplifl. To Lhis eod, such an approach would in essence be malerially similar

Ih PPG DO: 2a-004
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in approach k) the curreat Standard Method framewoerk, Therefore, Lichfields considers
that il would Te enlively sensible aod reasonable o coolinue oowoerk williin e lranework
of the Standard Methed but have regard to the realistic demographic data for Coventiy
which reflects the 2021 Census ainl Talest household projeclions (Le. The 2018-based
prosjeclinns).

Coventry’s Housing Needs 2021-2041

O Lhe busis of Lhe lop-end of the above alternalive household projeclions (Le. the 2011-21
imphed wigralion lrend projections], amd when asing the Staodard Blethod calealsting as
set rt in the PP {with the exception of deferrimg from the 2014-hased household
projections), the four step analysis below considers the level of LITN for Coventry over the
2ol b 20l period;

1

Step One: Sefling the Baseline — As noted ahove, Lichiields have derived an
illernalive sel of household projections lor Covenlry, based on the 2008 -based
hemsehald projections and adjosted (o reflect the trends shown in The inlereensal
period hetween 2011 and 2021 to reflect more acenrately the level of migration mto and
out of the city, The bascline houscehold growth of Lichficlds’ 2011 21 implicd migration
Lrend projeclions equates Lo 1669 per anoum {4z apposed Lo the 1,735, which is
hewschalds converled jolo dwellings, shown abovel, As sed cul above in Scelion 3.0, Lhe
PP iz cloar that the LHN, althoueh based on g 10-year poriod, cen “be applivd ti the
ihole pla pertod” in caleulating housing needs;:

Sitep Twon: Affordability Adjusintent — The affordability adjustment has resard
the most recent median workplace-based affordability ratos, published by the ONE,
which provide a baromeler [or the area’s maclel signads (e, reladve allordabilily of
hwsing i Lhe arcak As such, Lhis adjuslmenl increases the boosiog, need where howse
prices are hizgh relative toworkplace incomes, For Coventry, the latest 2021-based
medinn house price te median earnings ratio, publisked in March 2022, s 5.96,
resulting in a 12.25% uplift:

Step 3: The Cap — As sct out in the PPG, there are two secnarios in which the cap is
applied; the [irs., which applies to Covenlry for now, 1= capping Cie need al 40% above
Lha Loweal Plan housgiog requirsment ol 2 Local Plao adopled in Lhe Lagl live vears, aod
second is eapping the necd at 40% ubove the houschold projections in the absence of an
up-to-dute Local I'lan, Co the basis that Coventry benefits from an up-to-date adopted
Local Plan, the cap is applied to Coventry’s Local Plan housing reqoirement. As the
adopted Local Flan requirement is 1,230 dpa, and the projected hoonsehold growth and
utfordability uplift is 1.878, this would exeeed the 40% cap. As such, the initial LHN
Npure is limiled Lo 722 dpa; and

Step Four: Urban Updift = The final step of the Standard Method calealazion ig the
application of the vrhin cortres 35% uplift, which requires the 2o largest urbao areas
i1 England Lo apply within the Standard Method caleulalion. Fondamenlally. Lhe
purpose of this uplift is to ensure that the Governiment's housing target of 300,000 dpa
is met (Lo, a poliey-on approach). As Coventry is listed within the top 20 urban aceas in
the country it is therefore subject to this additional uplitt,

FRIGID 2e-012
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6.13

6.14

6,16

Standard Method Caleculation

A summary of the above Standard Method calculation is set out below in Table 6.1, which
demonstrates that, based on Lichfields” household projections and the Standard Method
caleulation, Coventry’s minimum LHN figure would be 2,325 dpa. Notably, this is the same
as the 2014-based LHN for Coventry, by virtue of the application of the 40% cap on the

Local Plan figure,

Table 6.1 Coventry's Housing Meed — Lacal Plan Cap Applicd

Per annum housshold change 1.669

Affordability ratio (2021) 5.96

Uplift to household growth 12.25%

Initial Local Housing Need 1,873

Cap Yes (40% - Local Plan Housing Reguirement]
172

Urban Uplift Yes — 35%

Total Local Housing Need (per annum) 2,325

Source: Lichfields analysis

Removal of the Cap

A key component of the Standard Method calculation is the application of a cap to the LHN
figure, which applies a 40% cap above the projections or plan reguirement, depending on
the age of the plan (i.e. if adopted within the last five vears).

The consequence of this is that, in many instances, particularly in LPAs which have recently
adopted plans where they were unable to fully meet their housing needs in the adopted
Local Plan, the cap results in an artificially lowered housing need for the LPA. Indeed, by
way of example, as a part of the adoption of Coventry’s Local Plan, Policy 1 (Housing Land
Requirements) confirmed that the Council eould only meet 24,600 dwellings of its 42,400
dwelling OAN over the 2011 to 2031 period. As such, as Coventry’s Local Plan was adopted
within the last five years, the Standard Method cap applies to the lower plan requirement,
and not the Couneil’'s OAN.

Although the PPG recognises this and is clear that the cap “does not reduce housing need”
and LPAs can exceed the minimum LHN if ‘deliverable’,” given the timescales of Coventry's
emerging Local Plan Review, it is likely that the cap would not be applied to the Local Plan.
This is because, in December 2022, the Coventry Loeal Plan will become more than five
years old, and as such, the 40% cap would be applied to the household projections. Asa
result of this change, from December 2022, when following the abovementioned caleulation
but omitting the Local Plan-based cap, Coventry's minimum LHN figure would increase to
2,529 dpa — see Table 6.2 below for a summary of the Standard Method caleulation.

A pRG D: 2a-007
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6.17

6,18

1,10

6.20

Table 6.2 Coventry's Housing Need — Cap Removed

Per annum household change 1,669
Affardability ratio (2021) 5.96
Uplift to household growth 12.25%
Initial Local Housing Need 1,873
Cap NSA
Urban Uplift Yos — 5%
Total Local Housing Need (per annum) 2,529

Souwrce: Lichfields analysis

Summary

In summary, when calculating an authority's LHN figure using the Standard Method the
PPG requires the use of the 2014-based household projections. However, it is ¢lear that an
‘alternative approach’ based on ‘realistic assumptions of demographic growth’ can be used
in ‘exceptional circumstances”. It, however, does not specify how this might be
demonstrated (i.e. a methodology for caleulating OAHN).

As acknowledged by the UK SA and ONS and shown in Section 5.0, there are clearly some
overestimations in Coventry’s population and household growth forecasts on the basis of
inaccurate migration trends. Lichfields has undertaken an analysis of a series of
demographic-led scenarios through PopGroup, which clearly shows that the 2011-21
implied migration trend would be broadly in line with the latest official projections, albeit
with lower levels of population growth (as a result of differences in the projected age
profile) but would result in a lower level of growth than suggested in the 2014-based
projections. In essence, on the face of it, this may provide a potential ‘exceptional
circumstance’ to deviate from the Standard Methaod.

However, Lichfields considers that, although deferring from the 2014-based would not
align with the PPG's Standard Method framework and Lichfields' 2018-based projections
would be lower than the 2014-based projections, there is a cogent and logical argument that
the broad principles of the Standard Method framework should still be utilised to calculate
Coventry's housing need.

In this regard, based on a household growth rate of 1,669 per annum, the Standard Method
framework would generate a minimum LHN figure of 2,325 dpa. Notably, this is the same
outcome of the Standard Method when utilising the 2014-based projections. This is
fundamentally due to the application of the 40% cap on the Local Plan requirement, which
caps growth to 1,722 dpa. As both the 2014-based projections and Lichfields' projections
exceed this cap, when a 12.5% affordability uplift is applied, they are both capped at 1,722
dpa. However, when the Local Plan-based cap is removed in December 2022, the Standard
Method Framework would generate a minimum LHN figure of 2,529 dpa, which is much
lower than the minimum uncapped 3,188 dpa figure generated by the 2014-based
projections.

Pg33
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7.0

Tl

B ad

Conclusions

This TINA Tias Deen pespaeed Ly Lichliehds, on Deliall ol a consaetiom of bonselnilders aml
land promoters, The purpose of this IINA was to consider the eoncerns ruised with regacd
o inaceuracies in Cavenlry cily's population projectiens and mid-vear populaticn estinates
and Lthe impaels Lhis has on lhe heusing needs ealeulations.

Asg aulaarilies within the CEW HMA begin (o prepare Local Flan Review, lhese will need Lo
be underlaken in Lhe conlesl of Lhe revized NPPFE, which now requires aulhorilies Lo ase Lhe
Standard Method (Fara 61), which requires the use of the 2014-based projections — per tac
PG Howesor, the PG enghles LIPAs 0 use an alternative methaod for ealeulating hausing
needs in Cexceptional cirpumstances,” 1t is understood that the fortheoming CEW EHIMA
Jont IIEDNA will look at providing an altcrnative esscssment for Coventiy to rvefleet the
above 2014-based projeclon concerns, As such, this HNA poovides the Consortium with an
allemitive gssessmen! ol Covenliry™s projecied houwsehold popolalion to be wsed s a8 basis
for caleulating the level of housing necd arising from the eity in the future.

Populalion cslimales publisheed by OIS are imporlant for planniog famd a variely of olhor)
purposcs as they provide @n annuaal picture of the population in a given arca and how it has
changed. Whilst an element of ‘unattmbutable population change’ is required to some
degrae in every local aulharily, ONS does nol consider i zigmilizan! enoazhoal the nalinnal
lesel o warrwnt adjusting the cshimates or projections. However, the OST bas
acknuseledged that there can be much larger marging of crrorin the estimates in arcas
where international migration flows make vup a significant portion of population change,
including where thera are signifieant studant sopulations, such as in Coventry. Thiz conld -
hypolheticadly — over-‘nllele the populelion and Lherefore househo.d growll and housing
nead 10 Covenlry.

Oy woalysis shows that, tollowing tae 2001 Census, ONS added o UPMC element inte the
mid-vear estimates of over 15,000 people. Based on the population in the 2021 Census, it
wrnlld be reasomable to assnmc that, enee again, ONS will be required to add a significant
element of [negative] UPC to Coventiy's mid-vear estimates onee agoin, potentially in the
region of -40,000, However, un:id QNS publishes Lhese revised eslimalas and/or makes any
changes to the way it projects population prowth in Coventry or similar areas, we must
estimate future change bagsed on scenarios which might be reasonably cxpectod to occur,

Lichficlds’ analvsis has clso shown that over the last so yvears, Coventry has seen a dramatic
change in its completions ard housing market trends, CGser the 2001 to 2011 3erioc, with
Tower average levels of conplelioes tan currendly, (e cily saw worsening rends in
affordability — inereased honsing rosts and affordability ratins and worsening of
evercrovding and coneealed families. Bost of these negative housing trends were 1o excess
oof the C&EW HMA, regiomal and natiomal trends, Howevir, sinee 2o completions have
nearly douhled, and the rate of worsening in these market signals has deorcased. As of
2022, the city remains one of the most affordable arcas within the IMA and region.
Nolably, complelions have mackedly mereased sines the adoplion of the Local Plan, which
was underaitined by Lhe carlier 2o12-hased projections.

Molwilhistanding Whis, as s2l oul i the PPG, aa alternative assessmenl ol housing needs
shauld be based an ‘rabust evidenee” and ‘realislic assumplions ol demographic grostl'.
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L

Given the concerns around the seeurscy of the 2004-based projections, it is likely that the
‘wxgeplinmal circamsianees” neeessary Lo deviale From e 3acdand WMethod in Cosentry
cold be justified. To this end, Tichfields have assessed the future population and housing
[or Covenley using the induslov-standard locllki: PopGroug, Tlis analysis comprises Lwo
seemiieios — populalion-led sod component-led — rmuesde led over the 2021-41 periodl and
utilising the 2021 Consas as o base pooulation and wider trends from the ONS 2018-based
SNPPs for Coventry.

For Coventry, Lichfickds alteraative assessment of the population includes the period 2011-
21 (ag a minimum), because there are legitimate reasens why Coventry's population growth
in Lhe @e1-21 period haa been higher than in esrlier decades, and leending forward eends
seen in the aumi-11 period may be under-reprasentative of lilkely future Frowth. As such, a
1G-yuar base period [2011-21) is sufticient to capture a full ceonomic cvele (e in terms of
housebuilding} in the case of Coventry, This would point towards the 10-year rate of growth
seenatia (1,304 dwellings per year) orthe 2011-21 implied migration trend (1,753
dwellings per yvear).

Working an the basis of the top-end of the 1w-vear implied migration trend, this TINA has
utilised the Standard Method framewark to caleulate Coventry's housicg needs over a 2a21
Lo 2041 plan period, This s because the P1NG does nol speeily the methodolowy [or @
allernalve asscssnmenl’. Allhough defe-ring Tram U 2o04-Tased woald nol align will L
PP's Standard Method framework and Lichficlds’ 2018-besed projeetions would be lower
than Lthe 2014-based prajections, there is a cogenl and logical argument that (the broad
principles of the Standard Method frameseork should still be atilized to caloulate Coventry's
housing need  particularly the ‘policy-on” urban centres 35% uplitt.

In this regard, basad on a household groswth rate of 1,660 per anmun, the Standard Method
framework would generate a minimum LHE fisure of 2,325 dpa. Notably, this is the same
puteomne of the Standord Method when vtilising the 2014 based projections. This is
fundamentally due to the application of the 40% cap on the Local Plan requirement, which
caps growth to 1,72 dpa. As both the 2014-based projections and Lichficlds’ projections
excesd this cap, when a 12.5% afferdaisi ity uplift is applied. they are both capped at 1,722
dpa. However, when Lhae Local Plan-based cap is removod in December 2oz, Lhe Slandard
Method Framesvork would gencrate a minimm LITN figure of 2,520 dpa, which is much
Toswer Ui Lhe minimurn uncapped 3,088 dpa Ogure generaled by the 2024-Dased
projections.

Lo conclusion, Were aee lezilimele coneeras reganding e populaticn estioales nfoonning
the 2tng-hased projectiong for Coventry. These have heen arknoavledged Iy the TTKSA and
O S, In addition, Lichficlds analysis suggsests a lesel of population growta below the offieiul
figares. However, on the basis of Lichields analyss, Covenory’s minimnm OAHK figore
wanld be 2 2os dpa. Motably, this is the same as the 2014-based LIIN for Coventry, by
virtue of the application of the 30% cap on the Local Plan fisare. [Towever, given that the
40% cap will be romoved in Dececaber 202z, the HNA also assessed the OAHN wita the
40, cap iocludad, which rosolied in Covenlery™s oeinimum QAHN ligure incrcasing Lo 2,520
dpa.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 Zebra Landscape Architects [ ZLA') have been commissioned by Richborough Estates Limited
to prepare a Sequential Test in support of an outline planning application for a new
residential development.

1.2 Dutline planning permission is being sought for the erection of up to 700 residential
dwellings including a new access roundabout, with associated parking, access roads, public
open space, landscaping, sustainable drainage and associated works at land adjacent to
Watling Street, Weddington Wood Farm, Nuneatan (the ‘Site’).

13 The Site comprises of circa 40ha of agricultural land to the southwest of the AS and to the
west of Higham Lane. It occupies the area of land between the Nuneaton and Bedworth
HSG1 Strategic Housing Allocation, the allocated employment site E4 (Land to the south of
Horiba MIRA Technology Park & Enterprise Zone) which has been allocated for 42 hectares
of employment land under Policy LP39 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2021, and the
AS arterial road, The site is situated outside of any strategic allocation for housing as detailed
within the current Borough Plan.

14 Policy NES (Landscape character) of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Borough
Plan 2011-2031 (adopted in 2019) states that Developers must prepare evidence to test the
appropriateness of developing the site area for the proposed development. In doing so, the
Borough Council states the fallowing at Policy NES:

'Major development proposals must toke account of the londscape strategy set out in the
Landscape Character Assessment. Outside of the strategic sites and urban area, developers
must show they hove sequentially considered development opportunities in areas of least
landscape value first, prior to any development proposals being permitted in higher value
landscape character areas, The oreos of search will follow the landscape hierarchy in the
order set out below:

o 'Restore and create

» Enhance and restore

e Enhance

» Conserve and enhance

s (Conserve.”

FLA 1184 Sequestisl Appuuiual
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15 This Sequential Appraisal is directed to draw on data and analysis within the published
landscape character assessment for the Borough, the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape
Character Assessment (2023).

16 The hierarchy which the Policy NES refers to the landscape strategy matrix, or criterion for
guiding landscape judgements and forming management recommendations contained
within the adopted Landscape Character Assessment for the Barough.

1.7 The Local Planning Authority refer to the adopted Landscape Character Assessment for the
Borough to ‘provide a consistent basis upon which judgements can be made. From both
condition and strength of character judgements, the table can be used to identify an
appropriate management strategy.’

18 The definition of this hierarchy is reflective of the combination of landscape condition and
strength of landscape character, and is defined within Section 2 of the 2023 published
MNuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment with ‘Conserve’ defined as good
landscape quality, reducing to poor landscape quantity with Restore and Create, as defined
below:

Conserve — "Where the landscape quality is considered to be good (due to good condition and
strong character) ond there should be an emphasis on protecting or safequarding the key
features ond characteristics of the landscape in their present form.

Creagte — ‘Where the londscope quolity is poor {due to poor condition and weok charocter)
and the original londscope pattern is no longer evident. In such places there is potential to
re-create londscope features appropriate to the area to form new and different landscapes.
An example of this is a landscape which has been heavily influenced by quarrying and
industry, where field pattern and features are no longer evident and the land form is markedly
altered through changes such as new mounding or large woterbodies which prevent the re-
creation or restoration of the former landscape character.”

19 In terms of background, Richborough Estates submitted a planning application for outline
permission for ‘up to 700 residentiol dwellings including o new access roundaobout, with
associated parking, access roads, public open space, landscaping, sustainable drainoge and
associgted works (with access only, oll other matters are reserved)’ [LPA application ref:
D38602)). To support this planning application, ZLA prepared a landscape Visual Appralsal.

1.10  This application was refused by the local Planning Autheority (30th May 2023). The Reason
for Refusal concerned itself with matters other than Landscape. In determining the planning
application, the Local planning Authority appointed an external Landscape consultancy
(FPCR Environment and Design Limited).

FLA 1184 Sequestinl Appmuial
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1.11  In their ‘Review of VA produced by Zebra Landscape Architects’ (August 2022), was
prepared by a Chartered Landscape Architect, who undertook ‘a site visit and a review of
submitted planning documents including the Londscope ond Visual Appraisal ond
Appendices, and the Design and Access Statement. The review also included o study of aerial
photographs and relevant londscope charocter assessments.”

1.12  Their review concluded:

» 'The scope of the appraisal covers the issues normally included in a landscape and
wisuol appraisal and covers and appropriate geographical extent:

» The oppraisal can be followed and generally follows a logical approach. The phato
viewpoints provide a reasonable representation of views and assist in making
Judgments on likely visual effects, which will be mostly limited to an area close the
site itself;

o The LVA is generally carried out in an appropriate manner and (s adeguate in terms
of its quality and comprehensiveness..... Overall, the approisal is adequate for the
purpose of accompanying plonning application of this nature and identifying the
overall landscape and visual effects. The findings can feed through to a consideration
of the planning balonce.’

1.13  Given ZLA's level of understanding of the Site, and Its context. Richborough Estates extended
ZLA's appointment to include the undertaking of this Sequential Appraisal.
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2.0 Sources of Information

2.1 Information has been collated through desk study and field survey to appraise the baseline
situation in relation to landscape character, landscape features and elements and the visual
amenity of people within the study area, A variety of sources have been reviewed to gain an
understanding of the quality, variety and sensitivity of the features and elements that
contribute toward landscape character and visual amenity In order to broadly appraise the
capacity of land surrounding Nuneatan to accommodate new residential development,

22 Information has been collated through desk study and field survey to appraise the baseline
situation in relation to landscape character, landscape features and elements and the visual
amenity of people within the study area. A variety of sources have been reviewed to gain an
understanding of the quality, variety and sensitivity of the features and elements that
contribute toward landscape character and visual amenity in order to appraise the capacity
of each site to accommodate development. The desk study has included a review of the
fallowing sources of information:

» National Planning Policy Framework Revision (revised 20th July 2021);

» MNatural England National Character Assessment;

» Warwickshire Historic Landscape Characterisation Praject Report (2010);

» MNuneaton & Bedworth Berough Council Borough Plan 2011-2031 (adopted in 2019);

o Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (published 2023);

# Ordnance Survey Mapping at 1:25,000 scale;

o Apgrial photography of the site and wider area (Google Earth,
www.maps.google.co.uk);

o Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) interactive
mapping (www.magic.gov.uk); and

» Public Rights of Way mapping published by Warwickshire County Council

(www.warwickshire.gov.uk/rightsofway/).

2.3 Whilst surveying landscape character areas, consideration was also given to their relative
sensitivity and capacity to accommodate change without detrimental effect on their
character. Reference was made to guidance provided in the former Countryside Agency's
Topic Paper 6: Techniques and Criteria for ludging Capacity and Sensitivity and to other
published landscape assessments which address capacity and sensitivity.

FLA_ 1184 Sequestisl Appmial
Luud nfj, Walling Sireet, Nusesss
VS Oclisher 221



W zebra

LANDSCAFE ARCHITECTS

3.0 The Site — Appraised against the Nuneaton and Bedworth

Landscape Character Assessment (2023)

31 Landscape capacity (or sensitivity) refers to the degree to which a landscape can

accommodate change without detrimental effects on its character. This varies with:

Existing land use;

The pattern and scale of the landscape;

Visual enclasure, openness of views, and distribution of visual receptors
The value placed on a landscape

Extent, type and nature of vegetation present within the area.

3.2 ZLA has reviewed the site through a criterion listed below:

Site location — land parcel noted and described relative to existing urban edge or
open countryside, or between existing settlements within the borough whereby
there might be the perception of, or physical, coalescence or ribbon development
along vehicle routes;

Mational or local landscape derived designations;

Public access in terms of Public Access Land, Public Rights of Way which pass
through the land parcel, or a promoted route such as a National Long Distance
Walking Route;

Topography is noted where appropriate i.e. elevated landform, rising landform, flat
landform relative to the approximate height of the landform within Nuneaton town;
Landscape Strategy (as published by the LPA in their Nuneaton and Bedwarth
Landscape Character Assessment: Supplementary Guidance) noted as a broad
Indication of the Intactness of landscape character, landscape condition and
landscape quality;

Landscape Character (as published by the LPA in their Nuneaton and Bedworth
Landscape Character Assessment: Supplementary Guidance) noted for the key
features of the host landscape character, and consideration of the landscape’s
susceptibility to change and its sensitivities to capacity to accommodate change;
Historic Landscape Character (as published by the LPA in their Nuneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment; Supplementary Guidance) noted for its
key landscape fabric to demonstrate If these are a constraint to new development;
and

Flood Constraints noted relative to the land parcel being situated within, or outside of
a flood zone (mapping information supplied via the Environment Agency).
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a3

34

35

3.6

This criterion is reflective of the methodology published within Section 2 of the Nuneaton
and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023). An extract is included within
Appendix ZLA 1 of this appraisal,

Utilizing this criterian, we have reviewed the Site;

Site (land south of the AS Watling Street and the Allocated Strategic Housing Site
(ref: HSG1)

Location: The Site is situated within open countryside on the settlement edge of Nuneatan.
New residential development has been, and is being built out neighbouring the site
(delivered through Strategic Housing Allocation HSG1, see Image ZLA 3.1. Consequently, the
Site is dynamic, in changing from open countryside outside of the town, to that bordering
and adjoining the settlement edge. The site is situated below the route of the AS Watling
Street.

Image ZLA 3.1: Extract from the current Policy Map of the Muneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Borough Plan 2011-2031 demonstrating the cantext for this open land. N.B. ZLA has highlighted the
approximate area of the Site with a dashed red line and translucent red hatch

Designations: The boundary to the e Site is situated outside of the settlement edge within
undesignated open countryside. Through the delivery of Strategic Housing Allocation H5G 1,
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37 Public Access: There is no Public Access Land within the Site. There are no Public Rights of
Way passing through the Site, although Public Rights of Way are situated to the south of the
site, and run along Its south eastern boundary. The Weddington Country Walk runs along
the western site boundary. This is a promoted route.

iR There is a network of Public Rights of Way beyond the AS Watling Street to the north;
however, the discernibility of the Site is limited, or screened by intervening mature
landscape fabric in the wider open countryside, and along the AS Watling Street.

19 These Public Rights of Way would be a constraint to integrating new development, although
as routes do not pass through the site, the constraint Is not significant.

3.10  Topogrophy: The land parcel is situated within undulating landform circa 90m AOD to 85m
ADD; see Appendix ZLA 7. This landform is relative to that of the wider town area, and is not
prominent in general views around the town, or within the wider open countryside.
Landform is nat noted as a potential constraint to development, but not significant.

311 landscape Strateqy and lLandscape Character: With reference to the Nuneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023), the land parcel is found within the Anker
Valley Estates Farmland Landscape Character Area (2). The landscape strategy for the
landscape strategy for this land parcel is Enhance, which is indicative of moderate landscape
strength and conditions, for which the LPA notes (N.B. Emphasis added by ZLA):

"This area is a gently undulating lowland vale comprising arable forming with pasture present

closer to settlement fringes. The strong pattern of hedgerows and clusters of hedgerow trees

in combination with linear woodlands helps to reinforce a rural character and break up and
filter views of the frequent urban edges.”

3.12  The Site is seen in combination with the new housing within the Strategic Housing Allocation
H5G1 (which bounds the Site), and further housing situated off Higham Lane to the east-
north east, The Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment, which states:

'Built development is often visible, however the larger conurbation of Nuneaton is on slightly
lewer ground which, in combinotion with woodlands, wooded streams and trees helps to
break up ond soften the settlement edges often making them oppear as clustered large
villages rather thon a wider single conurbation.
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3.13

3.15

.16

317

318

The lower landform within the site has a clear relationship with the existing settlement edge
as it Is seen In combination, or adjoins the Site. With the narthern site area having mare
open views of the settlement, for which, the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character
Assessment, states;

"From higher ground along the AS views are more extensive towards larger settlement edges.
The presence of woodland and trees helps to saften and break up the scale of development.’

Key landscape features are relatively intact within the Site — these Include the gently
undulating lowland arable and pasture fields, clusters of hedgerow trees, medium scale field
pattern enclosed by linear hedgerows (albeit hedgerows are degraded and gappy in places).
The combination of these features limits views across the wider settlement areas, with small
woodland blocks, linear tree belts and vegetation|especially along AS Watling Street) reflect
the wider landscape character across the open countryside.

Under the heading of Capacity to Accommodate Change, the LPA notes:

"....the landscape is rural with prominent linear woodlands. Urban edges are frequently visible
although to the west around Weddington the land is more rural end retains o village edge
appearance which would be adversely altered if development becarne more prominent in the
londscape.’

The study continues and states:

"Any new development, if not complemented with advanced and established planting, would
be visible in the landscape and could reduce the sense of separation potentially resulting in
the coalescence of the two settlements. This separation is olready diminished as ribbon
development along The Long Shoot extends up to the A5 to the edge of Hinckley. This creates
the perception that the development is part of one settlement when travelling oflong this rood
and the AS into Hinckley from the north.”

Given the foregoing, new development at the site would need to be limited regarding the
potential for coalescence (physical and perceptuall as well as ribbon type development along
the route of the A5 Watling Street, and appropriate measures would reduce the potentiol for

signif I_canr constroints.

Landscape Condition: The landscape condition is considered to be moderate i.e., features

are mostly well managed although in places there |s evidence of decline in management and
loss of key features, The effects of road traffic has a negative effect on landscape tranguillity,
and existing hedgerows within the Site are outgrown, The site is overlooked by existing
residential areas to the north east-east and along the southern boundary. The combination
of these factors reduces landscape condition.
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3.19  Strength of Landscape Charocter: This character area has a moderate strength of character
l.e., the landscape still has a recognisable and distinctive character although it could be
altered or weakened through minor changes in land use or land cover, The features are
generally consistent across the landscape and contribute to a sense of place of a gently
undulating lowland arable landscape. However, the aforementioned landscape degrading
factars are noted to adversely influence the strength of landscape character.

3.20  Key features are the gently undulating lowland vale {between 80 and 100m AOD gradually
rising towards the north east along the AS), a watercourse passes through the periphery of
the land parcel, and typically streams are frequent, and often flanked by narrow linear belts
of riparian trees. Within the wider landscape character area, there are occasional field ponds
in larger fields notable by wooded boundaries, which are seen across the wider area.

3.21 Given our review of the site, features are generally well maintained and contribute to a
positive visual Impression within the landscape. In the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape
Character Assessment: Supplementary Guidance, the LPA specifically states for this location
within the Anker Valley Estate Farmlands:

‘There is intervisibility between the settlement edge of Nuneaton around 5t Nicholas Park and
Hinckley. Any new development, if not complemented with odvanced ond established
planting, would be wvisible in the landscape and could reduce the sense of separation
patentially resulting in the coalescence af the two settlements. This separation is oiready
diminished as ribbon development along The Long Shoot extends up to the A5 to the edge af
Hinckley. This creates the perception that the development is part of one settlement when
travelling along this rood and the A5 into Hinckley from the north.’

3.22  Additionally, the MNuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023)
appraises character of the area, as well as its key characteristics, which are broken down into
sub-heading including Landform and Hydrology, Land Use, Landscape Features (Trees,
Grassland And Woodland), Built Development.

3.23  Of the key characteristics, ZLA notes the differences between the former 2012 Landscape
Character assessment (prepared by the Local Planning Authority), and that now recognised
by the 2023 assessment. With consideration of the Built Development recognises how the
site’s context has altered in the interim period since 2012 through the following:

‘Built development is often wvisible and recent residential developments influence the
character area. The character area has occommodated several medium-large residential
development and further development is planned as part of residential housing allocations,
taking the settlement edge towards the AS to the east ond Weddington Country Walk to the
narth.
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3.24

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.38

The LPA also states provides guidance to developing in this landscape character area, which
is pertinent to assessing this land parcel:

‘Any further development would need careful consideration, in view of the cumulaotive effects
with the recent development on the overall character.”

Given this, in their published landscape management guidelines, the following initiatives
were highlighted, which have relevance to the location of this land parcel, and are worthy of
consideration as part of this appraisal:

» 'Enhance settlement fringes and integrate settlement expansion into the landscape
through appropriate plonting of small-scale woodlands and trees to reduce their
prominence’ [i.e,, The LPA notes: ‘Views across farmlond are often interspersed with
linear woodlands, the most prominent being along the disused railway (Weddington
Country Walk);

e Enhance settlement fringes and integrate settlement expansion into the landscape
through appropriate planting of small-scale woodlands and trees to reduce their
prominence (i.e., The LPA notes: ‘Enclose new development with belts of linear tree
planting, reinforcing the existing field boundaries']; and

s Ensure any new development does not moke urban edges more prominent within the
landscape which would affect rural character fi.e, The LPA notes: The natural
boundaries to further expansion would be the A5 and Weddington Country Walkton
Country Walk’).

Given the foregoing, new development at the site would need to be limited regarding the
potential for coalescence (physical and perceptuall as well as ribbon type development along
the route of the A5 Watling Street, and appropriate measures would reduce the potentiol for

51‘gnfj!cant constroints.

Histaric landscape Character: This land parcel is situated within the Fieldscapes Historic

Landscape Character Area, which s ‘predominantly enclosed land but include medieval open
fields as a previous type'. The published management recommendation states: 'in general
boundaries should not be removed but appropriately managed where possible. Re-instating
boundaries should also be considered carefully in the light of an area's overall historic
landscape character'. This is a potential constraint to realising development similar to that
proposed by the Applicant in this land parcel gs the retention of the existing hedgerow
pattern representative sensitive landscape fabric.

Flood Zone;: No flood constraints.
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329 Summary: Given all of foregoing, there is scope to accommodate new development, but this
would need to be limited to avold coalescence effects and the Impression of ribbon
development along the AS Watling Street. The retention of key londscape features would
enable a development to be integrated and limit harm ta the intrinsic landscape character.
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4.0 Summary of Findings — Appraised against the Nuneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023)

41 The undertaking of the Sequential Test demonstrates the following:

Land Parcel One: Land within the Green Belt outside of Nuneaton town

4.2 Location: This is open land south of the Long Shoot roadway on the eastern of the town and
south of the railway line on the western edge of the town; see Image ZLA 4.1,

43 Designations: This land is situated within the Green Belt. This is demonstrated by the current
Local Plan Policies Map, and also Appendix ZLA 2 (Figure 4.1 of the Landscape Character
Assessment) a significant area of open land is situated within the Green Belt; see Image 4.1:

Imoge ZLA 4.1: Extract taken from the on line Policies Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough
Councll Borough Plan 2011-2031 (adopted in 2019). Area of Green Belt is shown by the LPA with a
solid green fill
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4.4 With consideration of Policy D57 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Borough Plan
2011-2031, development in this area will be restricted to ‘only that which is considered by
national planning policy as not inappropriate Green Belt development except where very
speclal circumstances can be demonstrated’,

45 The development of land within this area would impact the openness of the Green Belt, and
is likely to lead to either physical or perceived coalescence (sensory and perception)
between Nuneaton and Bedworth. The five key purposes of Green Belts are:

"To check the unrestricted sprow! of large built-up areas;

s Toprevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

» Toassist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

» Topreserve the setting ond special character of historic towns; and

» To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other

urban lond.”

4.6 Given the foregoing, development within this area is likely adverse effect the essential
characteristics of the Green Belt, and its function at least across three, if not four of the key
Green Belt function i.e., restricting sprawl, preventing neighbourhood towns from merging,
safeguarding countryside, but would not be encouraging urban regeneration. Paragraph
6.60 of the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023) confirms the
following relative to development in the Green Belt:

‘Inappropriate development is harmful to the Green Belt and should not be considered except
in very special circumstances. Very speciol circumstances will not exist unless the potential
harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations.’

4.7 Further to this, as demonstrated within the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character
Assessment: Supplementary Guidance, Figure 7.2, the majority of open land within the
Green Belt is situated within landscape strategy categories of either Conserve and Enhance,
or Conserve (l.e., good landscape quality), Enhance (i.e. moderate |landscape quality) ar
Enhance and Restore (i.e. moderate to low landscape quality), and given this, these areas
have less capacity to accommodate change and new residential development than areas
defined as restore and Create (i.e., poor landscape quality); see Appendix ZLA 1.

4.8 Summary: Given the foregoing, open land within the Green Belt is scoped out of this
Sequential Test for the following reasons:
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1. Development would be inappropriate (in this instance) within the Green Belt
surrounding Nuneaton or between Nuneaton and Bedworth as it be detrimental
to the function of the Greem Belt;

2. Development would be harmful to the spatial openness and visual openness of
the Greaen Belt, as well as lead to the physical and /or perceived coalescence
between Nuneaton and those settlement outlying;

3, Within this region, open land has a moderate to good landscape quality, and

would have a moderate or higher susceptibllity to change.

49 This land is substantial in area, and is significantly constrained in its position within the Green
Belt.
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4.10

411

412

Land Parcel Two: Open Land on the north western edge of Bedworth (west of the
A444 between Woodlands Lane and Bedworth Lane)

Lecation: This land parcel Is situated within open countryside outside of the Green Belt
designation. This land parcel is situated to the north, north east and north western periphery
of Bedworth town, and outside of Nuneaton. The exception to this, is land situated on the
north western edge of Bedworth (west of the A444 between Woodlands Lane and Bedworth
Lana); see Image ZLA 4.2,

This land parcel is situated on the edge of Bedworth, and its development may lead to
perceived coalescence, or a sense of ribbon development along the route of the A444. This
land parcel is constrained in terms of the potentiol for coalescence and ribbon development
between Bedworth and Nuneaton and along the A444 roadway.

Designations: This open land is situated within undesignated open countryside. However,
this open land outside of the Green Belt contains a number of large woodland blocks, which
are reported in the LPA;s published landscape Character Assessment as Sites of Important
Nature Conservation (SINCs). SINCs are also known nationally as Local Wildlife Sites and are
to be safeguarded and protected from direct or indirect development. SINC designations are
a potential constraint to new development.

Image ZLA 4.2: Extract from the current Policy Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Borough Plan 2011-2031 demaonstrating the context for this open land. N.B. The LPA have shown
Green Belt In solld green, and the quantum of Strategic Housing Allocation HSGS shown within an
orange line. ZLA has highlighted the approximate area of this land parcels with a dashed red line and
red transparency
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4.13

4,14

4.15%

4.16

4.17

4.18

Public Access: There are no National Long Distance Walking Routes, or promoted routes
passing through this open land parcel. The limited network of Public Rights of Way, that
rovide local amenity, are o potential constraint to integrating new development,

Furthermore, with consideration of the current Policy Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth
Borough Council Borough Plan 2011-2031, the majority of this land is allocated as a Strategic
Housing site (i.e., HSGS5); see Image ZLA 4.2 above.

Londscope Strateqy ond Landscape Character: With consideration of the Nuneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023), this land parcel is situated within the
'Bedworth Woodlands Rural Fringe’ Landscape Character Area (9), The area identified as
having an Enhance landscape hierarchy with a moderate landscape strength and a moderate
landscape condition.

Given this, this parcel of land would have a moderate susceptibility to change, and from our
observations on site, the land has a ‘rural, enclosed and intimate character through a small-
scale field pattern bordered by mature hedgerows and hedgerow trees’ a Fieldscape and
Woodland of heritage value,

This landscape character area would have a moderate capacity to accommodate change, but
does have a number of constraints, as noted in the LPA's Landscape Character Assessment
[(2023);

o 'Conserve the rural choracter of the settlement fringe ensuring thot new
development does nat increase the prominence of built form within the landscape;

» Development would need to respect the scale and form of surrounding development
including semi-detached and terraced cottages;

o Enhance urbon edges through tree planting to reduce their prominence within fields;

»  Conserve the separation between Nuneaton and Bedworth through retaining open
farmiand along the A444 and limiting intervisibility between settlements; and

s Ensure any encroaochment into the character area is corefully considered for its effect
upon landscope charocter,

It is noted by the LPA, that ‘the landscape is sensitive to any changes resulting in loss of
boundary structure and field pattern which might affect the enclosed and intimate character
of the landscape and which would increase the prominence of built development in views
from public rights of way and roads.”
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419  Consequently, this landscape character area is sensitive to any changes resulting in loss of
boundary structure and field pattern which might affect the enclosed and intimate character
of the landscape and which would increase the prominence of built development in views
fram public rights of way and roads hedgerows and hedgerow trees.

420  Glven the small pattern and extensive hedgerows, it is considered that the intactness of the
landscape character in this land parcel would be a significant constraint to new
development, which would otherwise, dilute, if not harm its landscape character. Landscape

Charocter is a potential Moderate to Significant constraint to integrating new development.

421  lLandscape Condition: Broadly, this land parcel has a moderate level of landscape condition.
Features are generally Intact although there is evidence of hedgerows around arable fields
becoming fragmented. In places mature hedge lines along smaller fields show evidence of
loss and some growing over-mature forming tree lines.

4.22  The features are relatively uniform and consistent acrass the landscape. The pattern of small
scale primarily pastoral farming with mature hedgerows and a high concentration of
hedgerow trees are features representing the alder rural landscape. Consequently, features
are well managed and are almost always intact and of consistent quality, There is little
evidence of loss or decline in the condition of features.

4.23  Strength of Landscape Charaocter: This land parcel has a moderate level of landscape
character i.e,, strong character is defined as a consistent distribution of distinctive
characteristics such as hills, river floodplain, and woodland. These characteristics combine
to create a strongly distinctive sense of place. Minor changes in land use or land cover has
the potential to detrimentally influence charocter. Moderate constroints at least to
development.

4,24  Historical Landscape Choracter; The Fieldscape is ‘predominantly enclosed land but include
medieval open fields as a previous type’, and the published management recommendations
for this Historic Landscape Character type states: ‘in general boundaries should not be
removed but appropriately managed where possible. Re-instating boundaries should also be
considered carefully in the light of an area’s overall historic landscape character’, This is o
potential constraint to realising new development as the retention of the existing hedgerow

pattern representative sensitive landscape fabric.
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4.25  For the "Woodland' Historic Landscape Character Type, it is noted, that ‘woodland may
decline due to settlement expansion or modern clearance of woods for agricultural
purposes.” Woodland has declined within the County, which Is noted:

"Woodland has dramatically reduced by half in the early 20th century. Part of this was due to
encroachment into wooedland from farming as well as the increase of industrial sites,
settlement expansion and early post war population explosion.’

426 Consequently, the published management guldelines for this Historic Landscape Character
Type states: "Woodland management plans should aim to conserve historic woodland
features'. The emphasis on retaining and enhancing existing woodland area represent a
potentiol constraint to integroting new development within this setting.

427  Flood Zone: With consideration of the Site Contact Plan (ZLA_1144-1-101, Appendix ZLA 4),
a watercourse runs through this land parcel (Flood Zone 2 and 3). This constroin would limit
the guantum of development.

428 Summary: Given the foregoing, this lond porcel would hove o limited copaocity to
agccommodate new residential development. There is a significant potential for coalescence
and ribbon development between Bedworth ond Nuneaton. The development of this land
parcel may be considered to be housing for Bedworth, rather than Nuneaton.
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4.29

430

431

432

Land Parcel Three: Open Land situated between Ansley Road and Tunnel Road
(north western edge of Nuneaton)

Location: This land parcel is anly the land situated outside of the Green Belt; see Image 4.3.
Land within the Green Belt between Ansley Road and Tunnel Road Is considered above and
is scoped out of this appraisal.

Designations: Land outside of the Green Belt is undesignated, open countryside; see Image
4.3. The land parcel is not situated within @ National or local landscape designation. In itself,
this is not a constraint to development.

Imoge ZLA 4.3: Extract from the current Policy Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Borough Plan 2011-2031 demonstrating the context for this open land. N.B. The LPA have shown
Green Belt in solid green, existing emplayment site s highlighted in solid purple fill, a local nature
reserve with a hatched blue line and community park with a green hatch. The wider area |s open
countryside, ZLA has highlighted the approximate area of this land parcels with a dashed red line and
a red translucent fill

Public Access: There is a8 modest network of Public Rights of Way, including the Centenary
Way Long Distance Walking Route providing a walking route to the wider open countryside

setting of the town. The limited network of Public Rights of Way potentially restricts

development in so for as its integration.

Topogrophy: Landform within this open land is elevated exceeding 160m AOD towards, or
around the higher positions of this hillside, For context, this landform Is situated above that
of Nuneaton town, circa 100m AOD (Appendix ZLA 7); see Image ZLA 4.4:
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433

434

435

4.36

Imoge ZLA 4.4: Extract from MNuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment:
Supplementary Guldance, Figure 6.2 Topography

Given the foregoing, this land parcel is very discernible and is situated on rising ground
readlly seen from with, and along the western outskirts of the settlement. Through our field-
based assessment, and from looking at aerial photograph, we also note that thus area has a
medium to large field pattern and is relatively denuded of any significant tree cover, or
woodland blocks, which is a constraint to integrating new development at this location,

It Is noted, that in the 2006 Local Plan, this land parcel was situated within an Area of
Restraint, which was a designation to protect land for its open character and the
contribution it makes to the character and structure of the urban areas. This land is a relative
high point when seen looking west-north westwards from Nuneaton, and new development
could potentially break the skyline, and have a very dominant impact on visual amenity and
landscape character. The position of this land within the local topography is a potential
constraint to new residential developmen

Landscape Strateqy and Llandscape Character: With consideration of Muneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023), the open land outside of the Green Belt
in this area has a landscape strategy of Enhancement. The LPA consider this land to be of
moderate landscape strength and moderate landscape condition.

This land parcel is situated within the Galley Common Hill and Robinson’s End Valley
Landscape Character Area (11). It is noted by the LPA, that this Is 'a rural fringe valley
landscape close to the urban edge’. Under the heading ‘Capacity to Accommaodate Change’,
the LPA states:
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437

4.38

4.39

4.40

4.41

442

4.43

‘Any new development should be complemented with an appropriate landscope scheme that
achieves low visibifity in valley views and in the wider londscape.... The positfoning of
properties below the highest ground olso helps to reduce their prominence.’

Given the foregoing, the land parcels position on elevated, rising and higher ground, is
recognised as o significant constrained to new development.

Landscape Condition: The landscape condition is considered to be moderate i.e., features
are mostly well managed although in places there [s evidence of decline in management and
loss of features such as some fragmented hedgerows or dilapidated walls. Features are
generally intact although around same arable flelds hedgerows are becoming fragmented
and in places are absent.

Strength of Landscape Character: Broadly speaking, this land parcel has a moderate strength
of character i.e., distinctive characteristics are consistent through the area although their
distribution is less obvious or less frequent. The landscape still has a recognisable and
distinctive character although it could be altered or weakened through minor changes in
land use or land cover.

The area exhibits positive characteristics associated with the valley landform and woodland
but shows some evidence of alteration due to the man made hill, construction of modern
industrial warehouse units and residential properties along the hill side. Conseguently, minar
changes in land use or land cover has the potential to detrimentally influence character.

Historical Landscape Character: The land parcel is made up of Fieldscape and Industrial
Historic Landscape Character Type (see Appendix ZLA 5). For the Industrial, the LPA
recognizes the following factors for future change: ‘increasing industrial activity, partly
related to increase of certain industries and growth of settlement/population. Older sites
are at risk of demolition and/or redevelopment as traditional industries decline.’
Consequently, the future management recommendations are for the: ‘conservation of older
and more unigue industrial sites or recording of historic features',

When this is combined with guidance for managing the Fieldscape Historic landscape
Character Type, requiring: ‘boundaries should not be removed but appropriately managed
where possible’, and 'reinstating boundaries should be considered’, this historical landscape
fabric represents a potential constraint to realising development simifar to that proposed by

the Applicant.

Flood Zone: With consideration of the Site Contact Plan (ZLA_1144-1-101, Appendix ZLA 4),
a watercourse runs through this land parcel (Flood Zone 3). This canstraint would limit the
guantum of develapment.
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444  Summary: Given all of foregoing, this land parcel has a number of significant canstraints to
accommodating new residential development. This area is scoped out of this Sequential

Appraisal,
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4.45

445

4.47

4.48

Land Parcel Four; Open Land north of Tunnel Road (north western edge of
Nuneaton)

Location: This land is situated within open countryside outside of the existing settlement
edge to north of Tunnel Road; see the below extract from the Policy Map of the Nuneaton
& Bedworth Borough Council Borough Plan 2011-2031; see Image ZLA 4.5:

Image ZLA 4.5: Extract from the current Policy Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Barough Plan 2011-2031 demonstrating the context far this open land. N.B. ZLA has highlighted the
approximate area of this land parcels with a dashed red line and a translucent red hatch

Designations: This land parcel s situated in open countryside and is not designated: see
Image ZLA 4.5 above. The land parcel is not situated within @ National or local landscape
designation. In itself, this Is not g constraint to development,

Public Access: The Centenary Way Long Distance Walking Route runs through this area and
connects with the wider network of Public Rights of Way. Consequently, the visual sensitivity
of this area is potentially high, and new development brought forward would a dominant
new feature in the open countryside surrounding the town of Nuneaton. The level of public

access within this area would potentially be a significant constraint to _integrating new
development without harm.

Topography: Similar to the foregoing, this land parcel is situated on elevated land, circa 130m
ACD to over 140m AQD; see Appendix ZLA 7. This land is a relative high point when seen
looking west-north westwards from Muneaton, and new development could potentially
break the skyline, and have a very dominant impact on visual amenity and landscape
character. Topography is a potential significant constraint to new development,
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4.49

4.50

451

4,52

453

Landscape Strategy and Landscape Character Areg: As demonstrated by the Nuneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023), the land parcel is situated within the
landscape character area Galley Common Hills and Valleys {12). This area has a landscape
strategy of Conserve and Enhance, which is of strong landscape strength and moderate
landscape condition,

With consideration of our field-based assessment, and from loocking at aerial photography,
the existing landscape fabric in this area is made up of robust field hedgerows, scattered
hedgerow trees and small woodland copse creating a landscape of good condition and
Intactness.

Furthermore, the LPA describes the Galley Common Hills and Valleys (LCA 12} as having ‘a
strong rural character with a rapid transition from the urban edge to the rural landscape.
The ralling landform, woodland and wooded streams help to reinforce this rural character.
The land has a simple pattern of farmland and woodland with views of individual and small
clusters of properties.” Additionally, the LPA notes (N.B. Emphasis added by ZLA):

"Views comprise undulgting formland with woodlond on high ground. Small clusters of
properties are frequent but are well integrated with their rural surroundings. On lower
ground views are enclosed and limited to across a few fields close to settlement edges._On
higher ground views extend slightly further to adjacent undulating wooded farmiand with
glimpses of more distant built form.'

Under the heading Capacity to Accommodate Change, the LPA notes (N.B. Emphasis added
by ZLA):

'This is g londscape which retains o strong rural and remote character despite its close
proximity to the urban edge..... It is also_important to ensure that development does not
become prominent within the landscape and where visible appears as individual properties
or smail clusters along a village edge. Built development tends to appear as clusters of
properties on lower ground and individual properties or linear ribbon development on higher
ground such as Ansley and Ansley Common. The positioning of properties just below the
highest ground also helps to reduce the prominence of development.’

It is considered, that new development within this area, particularly along the higher
landform, would increase the prominence of built form would alter the strong transition
fram the urban to rural environment, This Is demonstrated by a recent Planning Appeal far
up to 70 new homes (Appeal ref: APP/W3710/W/22/3301839, Site 46a010). The site is
located to the rear of 89-169 Tunnel Road, Galley Commaon, Nuneaton, Warwickshire. The
appeal was held in 2022, and was dismissed and planning permission refused; see Appendix
ZLAB.
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454  The Planning Inspector commented on the landscape character and visual amenity of this
area, and stated (N.B. Emphasis added by ZLA)

"...the proposol would result in development where there presently is none and would
fundamentally change the rural character of the site, resuiting in an intrinsic loss of open
countryside to g suburban form of development which would extend the settlement in an
uncharacteristic manner and scale and result in the substantiol loss of significance to the
identified NDHA. Whilst | accept that the visual effects would be locolised, they would
nevertheless be harmful to the londscope character of the area.’

455  The finding of this Appeal concur with the findings of our field-based assessment and desk
top analysis for this Seguential Appraisal. New development would be significantly
constrained when positioned on rising and higher landform,

456 Londscope Condition: The landscape condition is considered to be moderate with features
generally intact.

457  Strength of Londscape Character: Broadly speaking, this land parcel, has a strong character.
The area has a distinct sense of place along the watercourses and within the woodland
althaugh in areas of grassland close to the urban edge the character is typlcal of many open
spaces in the urban area. The LPA notes: ‘features are relatively uniform and consistent

across the landscape. The pattern of arable and pasture farming with woodlands; hedgerow
trees; wooded streams; and clusters of built form combine to create a rural agricultural
character which has a sense of place relating to the Ancient Arden character.

458 Consequently, the londscape still has a recognisable and distinctive character although it
could be altered or weakened through miner changes in land use or land cover.

459  Historical Landscape Character: The Fieldscape is ‘predominantly enclosed land but include
medieval open fields as a previous type’, and the published management recommendations
for this Historic Landscape Character type states: ‘in general boundaries should not be
removed but appropriately managed where possible. Re-instating boundaries should also be
considered carefully in the light of an area’s overall historic landscape character’. This is a
potential constraint to realising development similar to that proposed by the Applicant in
this land parcel as the retention of the existing hedgerow pattern representative sensitive
landscape fabric.

4.60 For the "Woodland' Historlc Landscape Character Type, it Is noted, that 'woodland may
decline due to settlement expansion or modern clearance of woods for agricultural
purposes.’ Woodland has declined within the County, which is noted:
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‘Woodland has dramatically reduced by half in the early 20th century. Part of this was due to
encroachment into woodland from farming as well as the increase of industrial sites,
settlement expansion ond eorly post wor population explosion,”

461 Conseguently, the published management guidelines for this Historic Landscape Character
Type states: ‘Woodland management plans should aim to conserve historic woodland
features'. The emphasis on retaining and enhancing existing woodland area represent g
potential constraint to integrating new development within this setting.

462 Flood Zone: Mo constraint.

463 Summary: Given all of foregoing, new development in this land parcel Is significantly
constroined by its rising landform and topogrophical position, and wouwld patentially be
harmful to its landscape character.
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Land Parcel Five: Land east of the B4114 to the Coventry Canal

464  Location: This land Is situated on the northern edge of the town on landform sloping west to
east from the B4114 to the Coventry Canal; see Image ZLA 4.6.

465  Designations: Under the current Borough Plan, there are no designations within this land
parcel. The land parcel is not situated within a National or locol landscape designation. In
itself, this is not a constraint to development,

4.66  Public Access: Limited network of Public Rights of Way pass through the land parcel. The
Coventry Canal passes along the eastern edge of the land parcel, and those right affords
views acrass the area from (ts towpath, Potential Moderate Constraint,

Topography: This land Is situated on the northern edge of the town on landform sloping west
to east from the B4114 (circa 140m AOD to 100m ADD) to the Coventry Canal (circa 30m
ADD, see Appendix ZLA 7); see Image ZLA 4.6, Elevated and rising landform (predominantly
to the west and north west of the area) significantly constrains new development.

imoge ZLA 4.6; Extract from MNuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment:
Supplementary Guidance, Flgure 6.2 Topography. ZLA has highlighted the approximate area of this
land parcels with a dashed red line and a translucent red hatch
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467 Landscape Strotegy and Londscape Character: This area includes Judkins Quarry and wider
open space beyond. The Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023)
finds the land parcel to be situated within the Harthill Ridge Landscape Character Area (1).
This landscape character areas has a strategy of enhance and restore, which is indicative of
the area's moderate landscape strength, but poor landscape condition,

468 Inthe current Local Plan, Hausing Application HSG 11 has been adopted far new housing up
to 400 new dwellings. This site is situated in lower lying landform than that of the wider land
parcel (circa 90m AOD to 100m AOD). However, development within the wider area would
be within rising landform, and would be very prominent above the town, and likely to break
the skyline.

4.69 The landscape character of the Hartshill Ridge is described the LPA as follows (N.B. Emphasis
added by ZLA):

"This area comprises the southern part of Hartshill Ridge which extends north-west into North
Warwickshire. This distinctive upland landscape has been modified as o result of extensive
guarrying of hard escarpment rock and the creation of o visually prominent cone shaped spoil
mound, Mount Jud adjacent to Judkins Quarry.”

470  The LPA continues, and states:

‘Views comprise a quarried ridge line with woodland, with open arable farmland sloping
down towords Coventry Canal with linear woodlond. Mount Jud, the man made mound at

Judkins Quarry, is a prominent feature and reminder of the landscape's industrial heritage in

views from the wider landscope particularly fram the Anker Valley in the east.”

471 Under the heading Capacity to Accommeodate Change, the LPA states (N.B. Emphasis added
by ZLA);

'This character area has experienced significant change over the years due to gquarrying of
the ridge rock. New housing developments hove also bequn to encroach on the perimeter of
the character area. Additional change should be minimised and should aim to enhance the
area’s sense of ploce ond distinctiveness by oppropriately restoring the modified ridgeline
and by interpreting the area’s post-industrial heritage for the benefit of the public.'
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4,72  Simnilarly, the published landscape guidelines for this landscape character also warn of
inappropriately located development, an the llkely significant impact which could be
experienced across the landscape character area, and the wider context:

e ‘Ensure built development is not visible on the ridgeline within the wider landscape;
ond

»  Ensure any new development (s enclosed with o wooded edge to refiect local
character,”

473  Given the foregoing, development on the rising ond elevated ridgeline would be prominent.
Landform is a significant constraint to new development.

4.74  Lendscope Condition: The landscape condition is considered to be poor i.e., typical features
are degraded and less intact giving an untidy and disjointed appearance.

4.75  Quarrying in this character area has degraded the condition of Hartshill Ridge. This character
area is a ridgeline which is visible in the wider landscape to the north east often providing a
wooded backdrop in views.

476  Few features are intact or well managed. Loss or decline of features is frequent. Boundaries
such as hedgerows are rarely intact and other boundaries are often of variable style and
condition. Such elements combine to give an untidy or disjointed appearance to the
landscape.

4.77  Strength of Londscape Character: This character area has a moderate strength of character
l.e., the landscape still has a recognisable and distinctive character although it could be
altered or weakened through minor changes in land use or land cover. This upland landscape
has a unique character that has been modified and heavily influenced by past Industrial
activity. Conseguently, the landscape still has a recognisable and distinctive character
although it could be oltered or weakened through minor changes in land use or land cover.

478  Historic Landscape Charocter: This land parcel is made up of three Historic Landscape
Character Areas — predominantly the Extractive, the Industrial and also the Unimproved.
Within the Extractive Landscape Character Area, the potential for archaeology is considered
high, and is such a potential constraint.
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4,79  For the Industrial, it is recommended that, conservation of older and more unigue industrial
sites or recording of historic features is undertaken, and whether this is a constraint to
development could realistically only dealt with on am individual site basis. Regard the
Unimproved Historic Landscape Character Area, it is noted:

‘As an HLC type this type is very rare and declining critically and soon there moy be no
examples of these types left. Those that remain may be unimproved scrubland, a maore
modern creation from lack of use of land rather than a continuity of unimproved land such
as comman or heathland, These types should be retoined where possible, with consideration
given ta encourage reversal to these types in areas where suftable.

480 Given the foregoing, this is o potentiol significant constroint to occommodoting new
development.

481 Flood Zone: There |s no flood zone constraint in this |land parcel,

4.82  Summary: Given the potential for new development ta be visually prominent on the rising
and elevated landfarm, and seen in combination with Mount Judd (local landmark), as well
as the landscape management constraints of the Unimproved Historic Landscape Character
Area, it is considered hat this land parcel is significantly constrained for new development.
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4.83

4.84

4.85

486

Land Parcel Six: Open land between the Coventry Canal, Weddington Lane (A444),
the AS arterial route and Weddington Country Walk

Lecation: This land is situated on the northern edge of the town, stretching from the
settlement boundary of Nuneaton to the administrative boundary of the LPA which runs
along the AS arterial route to the north east.

Designations: This area s situated within undesignated, open countryside. The main railway
line from Nuneaton to Coventry and Birmingham runs through the land parcel, as well as the

River Anker; see Image ZLA 4.7. The land parcel is not situated within a National or local
landscape designation. In itself, this s not a constraint to development.

Image ZLA 4.7 Extract from the current Policy Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Borough Plan 2011-2031 demonstrating the context for this open land. N.B. ZLA has highlighted the
appronimate area of this land parcels with a dashed red line and translucent red hatch

Public Access: There is public access along the towpath of the Coventry Canal with views
outwards rom the route. There is a network of PRoW routes which connect with the
Weddington Woods Walk._The level of public access within this area would be a significant
constraint to integrating new development without harm.

Topography: This land parcel is situated circa 90m AQD to 95m AOD (see Appendix ZLA 7),
and Is managed for agriculture which is predominantly arable crop fields. The field pattern
in medium to large in scale, with fields enclosed with native field hedgerows and scattered
hedgerow trees, with tree belts and small copse along the course of the river, and tree belts
along the Coventry Canal. This landform is relative to that of the wider town area, and is
prominent in general views around the town, or within the wider open countryside.
Landform is not noted os a potential constraint to development.
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487 Llondscope Strategy and Landscape Character: The Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape
Character Assessment (2023) finds this landscape parcel to be situated within the Anker
Valley Estates Farmland Landscape Character Area (2) which has a landscape strategy of
Enhancement. This s indicative of the landscape character area's moderate landscape
strength and moderate landscape condition.

488 The Landscape Character Assessment noted the following typical characteristics (N.B.
Emphasis added by ZLA):

"This area Is a gently undwlating lowland vale comprising arable farming with pasture present
closer to settiement fringes. The strong pattern of hedgerows and clusters of hedgerow trees
in combination with linear woodlands helps to reinforce o rural character ond break up and
filter views of the frequent urban edges.’

4 B9  Thearea has a discernible rural character, and through the combined effect of extensive tree
groups along the Weddington Country Walk, to the River Anker and tree belts to the main
rallway line, there Is limited intervisibility with the settlement edge of Nuneaton.

490  Under the heading of Capacity to Accommodate Change, the LPA notes:

'The character area has occommuodated several medium-large residentiol development and
further development is planned as port of residentiol housing allocations, taking the
settlernent edge towards the A5 to the east and Weddington Country Walk to the north.”

The LPA continues:

....the landscape is rural with praminent linear woodlands. Urban edges are frequently visible
although to the west around Weddington the land is more rurol ond retains a villoge edge
oppearance which would be adversely altered if development became more prominent in the
landscaope.’

491  This land parcel Is situated within open countryside beyand the Weddington Walk, and as
such there is less intervisibility with the wider settlement edge of Nuneaton, and the more
contemporary developments along the settlement edge of the town. Consequently, views
across this area are less likely to see Nuneaton, and the wider town, with recognition of the
wider open countryside more discernible.

492  This area has a stronger relationship to the wider open countryside, and Is experienced as
divorced and separated from the town. This is further reinforced through the intactness of
landscape character with key features of the host landscape character area observed as
intact.
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4.93

494

495

4.96

4.97

498

4,99

However, it must be noted, that this land parcel is situated to the west of the landscape
character, and as such |s away from the area around The Long Shoot, which the LPA
highlights as having a degree of sensitivity regarding the coalescence (physical, sensory of
perceived)between Nuneaton and Hinckley:

‘This separation is already diminished as development along The Long Shoot extends up to
the A5 to the edge of Hinckley. This creates the perception that the development is part of
one settlement when travelling along this road and the AS into Hinckley from the north.’

Within the published landscape guidelines for this landscape character area, the LPA notes:

» ‘'Enhance settlement fringes and integrate settlement expansion into the landscape
through oppropriate planting of small-scale woodlands and trees to reduce their
prominence; and

» Ensure any new development does not make urban edges more prominent within the
londscape which would offect rural character.”

Given the foregoing, as this site is situated on the peripheral edge of the town and perceived
as more open with moderate intactness of landscape fabric, with features ‘generally well
maintained and contribute to a positive wisual impressien within the l|andscape.’
Consequently, the development of this |and parcels has the potential to fundamentally
change the rural character of this area.

Potentially, new development would extend urban built farm into the open countryside and
result in an intrinsic loss of open countryside to a suburban form of development. This Is
potentially a significant constraint to new development.

Further to this, the Weddington Country Walk, promoted route, passes through this area,
and connects with the modest network of Public Rights of Way |locally. There are a number
of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC's) with in this area, which would be g
constraint to integrate development within.

Landscgpe Condition: The landscape condition is considered to be moderate i.e., features
are mostly well managed although in places there |s evidence of decline in management and
loss of features,

Strength of Landscape Character: This character area has a moderate strength of character
l.e., the landscape still has a recognisable and distinctive character although it could be
altered or weakened through minor changes in land use or land cover. The features are
generally consistent across the landscape and contribute to a sense of place of a gently
undulating lowland arable landscape.
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4.100 Features are generally well maintained and contribute to a positive visual impression within
the landscape. In the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment:
Supplementary Guidance, the LPA specifically states for this location within the Anker Valley
Estate Farmlands:

‘Around Weddington there are views of Weddington Church which in combination with small-
scale pasture fields creates an intimate village character with few urban influences.
Elsewhere development barders two or three sides of farmfand.”

4101 Given the foregoing, there is a limited capacity to eccommodate new development in this
landscape setting wouwld potentiolly harming the londscape character,

4,102 Historic Landscape Charocter Area: This land parcel is situated within the Fieldscapes Historic
Landscape Character Area. The Fieldscape is ‘predominantly enclosed land but include
medieval open fields as a previous type’, and the published management recommendations
for this Historic Landscape Character type states: ‘in general boundaries should not be
removed but appropriately managed where possible. Re-instating boundaries should also be
considered carefully in the light of an area's overall historic landscape character’. This is a
potential constraint to realising development similar to that proposed by the Applicant in this
land parcel as _the retention of the existing hedgerow pattern representative sensitive
londscape fabric.

4103 Fiood Zone: There is no Flood Zone constraint in this land parcel.

4104 Summary: Given all of foregoing, this land parcel is less canstrained other to accommodate
new development; however, the potential impact on PRoW users and harm to the intrinsic
landscape character Is likely to be a constraint.
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4.105

4.106

4.107

Land Parcel Seven: Open Land between the A47 The Long Shoot and the main
railway line

Location: The land parcel is situated within open countryside. This land is located between
the eastern edge of Nuneaton and the south western edge of Hinckley, Along its western
edge, this land parcel adjoins the settlement edge of Nuneaton, with the route of the AS
arterial route to the north west, with residential and cammercial land use situated on the
AS at this location.

The south western edge of Hinckley is extensively developed with residential employment
and commercial built form (around the A47 and B4666), including extensive B2 and B8
buildings. A main railway line linking Muneaton, Hinckley and beyond runs alang the eastern
periphery of the land parcels with extensive open countryside beyond with broad open
views; see Image ZLA 4.8;

Image ZLA 4.8: Extract from the current Policy Map of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council
Borough Plan 2011-2031 demonstrating the cantext for this open land, N.B. ZLA has highlighted the
approximate area of this land parcels with a dashed red line and translucent red hatch

.a"b"‘il

The site’s location, between Nuneaton and Hinckley, is very sensitive. The development of the
land parcel is likely to lead to perceived, if not physical coalescence between the two towns.
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4,108

4.109

4110

4111

4.112

4,113

Additionally, the site bounds the AS arterial route and Is opposite existing residential and
commercial bulld form, and close to extensive B2 and BE buildings. This built form is readily
seen along the route of the A5 locally too the land parcel. The development of this land parcel
likely to lead ta ribbon type development. The location of this land parcel is a significant
constraint to new development.

Designations: This land parcel Is situated within open countryside within the administrative
are aof the LPA; see Image ZLA 4.8 above. This is not a significant constraint to development,

Public Access: The area Is crossed by Public Rights of Way, which connect the urban setting
with the wider open countryside; none of these routes are promoted i.e. Long Distance
Walking Route. Passage along these PRoW routes are influenced by the existing settlement
of Nuneaton seen in combination with bulilt form around the south western edge of Hinckley,
which is experienced seguentially as one progresses along these routes. These route are of
similar landform to that of the land parcel.

The site’s location, between Nuneaton and Hinckley, is very sensitive. Development of the
land parcel is likely to lead to perceived or physical coalescence between Nuneaton and
Hinckley for users of these route. Furthermore, the development of this land parcel likely to
lead to ribbon type development along the AS arterial route, and this would be seen as PRoW
users progress along these route. Development of the jand parcel would significantly impact
the visual amenity of PRoW users.

Topography: The land parcel is situated within undulating landform circa 90m AOD to 95m
ADD: see Appendix ZLA 7, This landform is relative to that of the neighbouring residential
area along The Long Shoot, However, the land parcel is located on land situated above the
wider town area, and is seen against the wider backdrop of the A5 arterial route (and built
along Its route), as well as the wider development of Hinckley to the north-north east.
Landform (in combination with the site’s location) is a significant constraint to development.

Landscape Strateqy and Londscape Character: With consideration of the Nuneaton and
Bedworth Landscape Character Assessment (2023), the landscape strategy for the
landscape strategy for this land parcel is Enhancement, which is indicative of moderate
landscape strength and condition. The LPA notes (N.B. Emphasis added by ZLA):

"This area is a gently undulating lowland vale comprising arable farming with pasture present
closer to settlement fringes. The strong pattern of hedgerows and clusters of hedgerow trees
in combination with linear woodlands helps to reinforce o rural character and bregk up and
filter views of the frequent urban edges.’
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4.114 The western edge of the land parcel has an urban edge location. The wider land area is open
with a broad, large field patter with extensive views across the wider open countryside. This
gives the eastern edge of the site, a character which is more remote and rural,

4,115 Conseguently, this area has a stronger relationship to the wider open countryside, and is
experienced as divorced and separated from the town. This is further reinforced through the
intactness of landscape character with key features of the host landscape character area
observed as intact.

4116 Under the heading of Capacity to Accommodate Change, the LPA notes:

"....the landscape is rural with prominent linear woodlands. Urban edges are frequently visible
although to the west around Weddington the land is more rural and retains a villoge edge
appearance which would be adversely altered |f development becarme more praminent in the
londscape.’

4.117 Given the foregoing, a similar development (as proposed by the Applicant) in this area, has
the potential to fundamentally change the rural character of this area. Patentiofly, new
development would extend urban buflt form into the open countryside and result in an
intrinsic loss of open countryside to a suburban form of development. This is potentially a
significant constrafnt to new development, ond would fail to enhance the londscope
character ot this location.

4.118 Laendscape Condition: The landscape condition is considered to be moderate i.e., features
are mostly well managed although in places there Is evidence of decline in management and
loss of key features.

4.119 Strength of Landscope Charocter: This character area has a moderate strength of character

i.e., the landscape still has a recognisable and distinctive character although it could be
altered or weakened through minor changes in land use or land cover. The features are
generally consistent across the landscape and contribute to a sense of place of a gently
undulating lowland arable landscape.

4120 Key features are the gently undulating lowland vale (between B0 and 100m AOD gradually
rising towards the north east along the AS), a watercourse passes through the periphery of
the land parcel, and typically streams are frequent, and often flanked by narrow linear belts
of riparian trees. Within the wider landscape character area, there are occasional field ponds
in larger fields notable by wooded boundaries, which are seen across the wider area.
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4.121 Given our review of the site, features are generally well maintained and contribute to a
positive visual Impression within the landscape. In the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape
Character Assessment: Supplementary Guidance, the LPA specifically states for this location
within the Anker Valley Estate Farmlands:

‘There is intervisibility between the settlement edge of Nuneaton around St Nicholas Park and
Hinckley. Any new development, f not complemented with odvanced and established
planting, would be wvisible in the landscape and could reduce the sense of separation
patentiolly resulting in the coolescence af the two settlements. This separation is already
diminished as ribbon development along The Long Shoot extends up to the A5 to the edge of
Hinckley. This creates the perception that the development is part of one settlement when
travelling along this rood and the AS into Hinckley from the north,’

4122 The land parcel has a relatively large field pattern, and within this, there is limited hedgerow
and scattered hedgerow trees within the land parcel. The site has a backdrop of tree belts
along the Harrow Brook, which in combination afford established landscape fabric for
integrating new development within. The development of the whole land parcel has the
potential for physical and sensory perception of coalescence between Nurneaton and
Hinckley, as well as the experience of ribbon development along the A5 route (approaching
The Long Shoot from the east, as well as within land between The Long Shoot and Higham
Lane).

4,123 Specifically, in the section entitled Capacity to Accommodate Change, the LPA refers to the
area within which the land parcel is situated, as follows (N.B. Emphasis added by ZLA):

‘Any new development, if not complemented with odvanced ond established planting, would
be visible in the landscape and could reduce the sense of separation potentially resulting in
the coolescence of the two settlements. This separation {5 already diminished as development
along The Long Shoot extends up to the A5 to the edge of Hinckley. This creates the
perception that the development is part of one settlement when travelling alona this road
and the A5 into Hinckley from the north’.

4124 Given the foregoing,_there is o limited capacity to accommodate new development in this
londscape setting. However, due to the site’s location, it would lead to coglescence and

ribbon development which would be harmful to the prevailing landscape character.
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4,125 Historic Londscape Character: This land parcel is situated within the Fieldscapes Historic
Landscape Character Area. The Fieldscape Is ‘predominantly enclosed land but include

medieval open fields as a previous type’, and the published management recommendations
for this Historic Landscape Character type states: 'In general boundaries should not be
removed but appropriately managed where possible. Re-instating boundaries should also be
considered carefully in the light of an area’s overall historic landscape character’. This is o
patential constraint to realising development similar to that proposed by the Applicant in this
land parcel as the retention of the existing hedgerow pattern representative sensitive
landscape fabric.

4126 Flood Zone: The Harrow Brook runs through this land parcel, And with consideration of ZLA's
Site Context plan (ref: ZLA_1144 101, Appendix ZLA 4), the flood zone of this brook
influences the quantum of this land that could be developed, which is a compromise to bring
development farward at the land area.

4,127 Summary: This land parcel is located within a sensitive location, and, due to the site’s
location, it would lead to coalescence and ribbon development which would be harmful to
the prevailing landscape character. The land parcel has o number of significant constraints
to new development.

4.128 This point is reflected by the LPA's Case Officer in their report to Planning Committee for a
scheme submitted for planting at this land parcel (LPA Planning Application ref: 039213); see
Appendix ZLA B. The planning application was for up to 500 new hormes with public open
space, landscaping, sustainable drainage system SUDS and vehicular access points. All
matters reserved except for access. The Case Officer comments reflect on the previously
refused scheme at this land parcel (for up to 650 new homes), as this application was
previously refused and later dismissed at Planning Appeal (LFA Planning Application ref:
35033):

....to the east of the Long Shoot (A47) is particularly sensitive where ribbon development
along the rood olmost joins with Hinckley and the approach to Hinckley along the AS across
farmland in both directions remains important in retaining separation. The recammendation
stoted that the land retention was considered important to “ensure distinction between
Nuneaton and Hinckley is retained”. It went on to soy that “emphasis should be ploced on
conserving farmland contained by intact hedgerows and clusters of hedgerow trees, linear
copse woodlonds ond wooded streams. Any change which mode urban development mare
prominent would have a negative effect on rural character.
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4.129 The LPA's Case Officer concluded, that the proposed scheme for up to 500 dwellings (LPA
Planning Application ref: 039213) would be 'detrimental to the local landscape character.
Given the site’s locations, it was considered that ‘'mitigation (therefore) is likely to be least
achievable/sympathetic in high guality landscapes, and more achievable where the
landscape character is of a |lesser quality. For this reason, the council will take a more
restrictive approach to development in the highest guality landscapes, and direct
development to landscapes of lesser value.

FLA_ 1144 Sequestinl Appuuiual
Louid . Walling Sireet, Musesos
VS Olisher 221



W zebra

LANDSCAFE ARCHITECTS

5.0 The Site - Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Sensitivity Study
(2023)

51 The Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Sensitivity Study (2023) forms part of the evidence
base for the Publication version of the Borough Plan Review (Regulation 19 consultation).

5.2 This study was prepared an behalf of the Local Planning Authority. The external Landscape
Consultants who undertook this work was FPCR Environment and Design Limited.

5.3 In the introductary section of this study, at page 1, the purpose for the study being is states
a5

"In 2022, Nuneaton ond Beadworth Borough Council commissioned FPCR to undertoke o
Landscape Sensitivity Study to inform the review of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Plan,
The Sensitivity Study focuses on npineteen sites being considered for allocation within the
Borough Plan.'

54 The Site has not specifically been reviewed through this study, and consequently, this
document can be considered pertinent to the undertaking of this Sequential Appraisal.
Hence, the Muneaton and Bedworth Landscape Sensitivity Study [2023), will not be
considered any further,
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6.0 Conclusion of the Sequential Appraisal

6.1 The findings of this Sequential Appraisal are summarised in Tabel ZLA 5.1 for the Site, and
Table ZLA 5.2 for the wider land parcels surrounding Nuneaton.

6.2 Given the foregoing, this appraisal demonstrates that the rmajority of open land outside of
the Green Belt area is significantly constrained for new residential development. Factors
such as the potential for coalescence and ribbon development, as well as elevated and rising
landform are constraint to realising new development due to site |ocation, and its
relationship with the existing town of Nuneaton.

6.3 Additionally, the strength of landscape character, intactness and landscape quality are
further factors in significantly constraining development, especially to the south west, west
and north west of the Site. However, the Site s situated adjoining the Allocated Housing
Site HSG1, which has delivered new housing to the periphery of the site, and thus this
dynamic situation has altered the focus of the site's position relative to the existing town,
and its relationship with the wider open countryside.

b4 Land to the north of town (the Site) appropriate for new development. Here the landscape
condition and the strength of landscape character are sub-optimal, and the landform is
similar to that of the townscape. The 5ite is potentially constrained in part by the possibility
of leading to coalescence and ribbon development (relative to the AS Watling Street).
However, in the case of the Site, these effects can be designed out, and/or mitigated through
landscape mitigation measures, or Imbedded mitigation measures. Consequently, with
consideration of all the open land beyond Nuneaton, the Applicant Site is more appropriate
for accommadating new residential development.
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Table ZLA 5.1: Summary of Sequential Appraisal for the Site

Factor: Summary Position of Appraisal — Potential Constraints
(significant constraint/moderate constraint/lower constraint/least constraint/no constraint)
Location: Nated as 'dynamic’ changing from open countryside to settlement edge
Designation/s: Potentially Lower constraint
Qutside of the settlement edge within undesignated open countryside, Lesser constraint
Public Access; Potentially Lower canstraint
No Public Access within the Site area, The Weddington Cauntry Walk (promoted route) runs outside of the western site boundary
Topogrophy: Potentially Lower constraint
This landform Is relative to that of the wider town area, and Is not prominent in general views
landscape Strategy: Poteritially Moderate constraint
Enhance
Landscape Condition: Potentially Moderate constraint
Strength of Landscape Character: Potentially Moderate constraint
Histaric Landscape Charocter: Potentially Lower constraint
Flood Zone: No constraint
Summary: Potentially Moderate to Lower Constraint: There is scope to accommaodate new development. Limit development to avoid coalescence or ribbon development along the AS Watling Street. The
retention of key landscape features would enable a development to be integrated and limit harm to the intrinsic landscape character,

FLA 1144 Sexqueniial Apprmind
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Table ZLA 5.2: Summary of Sequential Appraisal for the wider fand parcels surrounding Nuncaton

Summary Position of Appraisal — Potential Constraints (significant constraint/moderate constraint/lower constraint/least constraint/no constraint)
Land Parce!
Factor:
Land Parcel 1 Land Parcel 2 Land Parcel 3 Lond Parcel 4 Land Parcel 5 Land Parcel 6 Land Parcel 7
Location: Settlement edge and open Maorth, narth east and Settlement edge within Settlement edge Settlement edge Settlement edge Settlement edge
countryside north western periphery open countryside within open within open within open within open
of Nuneaton town and countryside countrysice countryside (close countryside
outside of Muneaton to HSG1 Strategic ineighbouring H3G1
within the intervening Housing Allocatian) Strategic Housing
open countryside. Allocation)
Potential significant
constraint due to
[ikely coalescence and
ribbon development
Designation/s: Green Belt Undesignated open Undesignated open Undesignated open Undesignated open Undesignated open Undesignated open
countryside. A number of countryside countryside countryside countryside countryside
SINC designations are
situated within the land
parcel. SINC designations
are a potential Moderate
Constralnt.
Pubilic Access: - Mo promoted routes. Public Rights of Way, Centenary Way No promoted Coventry Canal Metwork of Public
Limited network of Public Centenary Way Long Long Distance routes. Limited towpath and Rights of Way.
Rights of Way. Potential Distance Walking Route. Walking and wider netwark of Public network of PRoW Potential Slignificant
Moderate Constraint Potentlal Moderate PRoW network, Rights of Way. routes, Potential Constraint — users
Constraint Potential Moderate Patential Moderate Moderate to likely to experience
to High Constraint Constraint Significant coalescence and
Constraint ribbon development
Topogrophy: Potential Lower Elevated landform up to Elevated landfarm Elevated and rising Landform similar to Landferm similar to
Constraint 160m ADD. Potential {130m to 140m landform. Potential the town. Potential the town. Potential
Significant Constraint ADD), Potential Significant Lower to Least Significant Constraint
Significant Constraint Constraint due to landfarm on
Constraint the periphery of
town. Land parcel
seen in combination
with Hinckley and AS
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Table ZLAB.2 (cwmtinued feSwnmanwry of Sequential Appraisal for the wider land parcels surrounding Nuneaton

Summary Position of Appraisal - Potential Constraints (significant constraint/moderate constraint/lower constraint/least constraint/no constraint)

Land Parce!
Factor:
LP1 LP2 LP3 LP4 LP5 LPE LP7
Landscope Potentlal Moderate to Potential Moderate to Potentlal Significant Potential Moderate Potential Significant Potential Significant
Strategy: Significant Constraint Significant Constraint Constraint to Low Constraint Constraint Constraint
Landscape Patentlal Moderate to Patential Moderate to Patentlal Significant Potentlal Slgnifleant Potential Slgnificant Potentlal Significant
Condition: Significant Constraint Significant Constraint Constraint Constraint Constraint Constraint
Strength  of Green Belt land has a Potential Moderate to Potential Moderate to Potential Significant Potential Moderate Potential Slgnificant Potential Significant
Landscape moderate to good Significant Constraint Significant Constraint Constraint to Significant Constraint Constraint
Character: landscape quality, and Constraint
would have a moderate or
higher susceptibility to
change
Historic Potential Moderate Potential Moderate Potential Moderate Potential Significant Potential Moderate Potential Moderate to
Londscope constraint constraint Constraint Constraint Constraint Lower Constraint
Character:
Flood Zone; MNo Constraint Potential Constraint Potential Constraint Mo Constraint Mo Constraint Mo Constraint Potential Constraint
limiting the quantum of limiting the quantum of limiting the quantum
development development of development
Summary: This land is substantial in This land parcel wauld The position of this Potential Significant Patential for new Limited capacity to Potential Significant
area, and is Significantly have a limited capacity to land within the local Constrained by development to be accommodate new Constraint, Potential
Constrained in Its position accommodate new topography is & landform visually prominent development. for coalescence and

within the Green Belt residential development.
There |s a significant
potential for coalescence
and ribbon development
between Bedworth and

Muneaton. Significantly
Constrained

potential constraint to
new residential
development.
Significantly
Constrained

on the rising and
elevated landfarm.
Potential Significant
Constraints

Potentlal Moderate
Constraint

ribbon development
which would be
harmful to the
prevalling landscape
character
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Introduction

In 2022, Nuneaton ard Bagworth Borough Councd commissioned
FPCH 1o untlertake a revewy of the Nunaaton and Bedworth Landscape
Character Assessment (2012 The updated Landscaps Chamclir
Assesament presanted here & based upon the ongingl ssseasment,
prepared by TEP in 2017, updated as requred, This landscape
Charactar Assessmant will replice the 201 2 verson as the most up to
date study ol landecape chamcter within'the Borough,

The main puposes of this document are;

Ta mtanm landscape and spahial staleges within ihe Borough;
To bl gustle planning decisions;

To encoumge |ncal distnctivaness within potantal devalopments;
To provide guidelines on Bndscape management;

.« & 8 8

The document wil glso provida iocal communities information about the
lendscane in which they ve and essst with community led planning
such as through nesghbourhood devetopment plans and vilsge design
statements,
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Judgements on Landscape Character and Condition

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER
Strong Character

Moderate Character

Weak Character

LANDSCAPE COMNDITION

Good Condition

Moderate Condition

Poor Condition




m Methodology
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POOR-MODERATE
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Enhance:

Restomn:

Creats:
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This drawing |s the property of FPCR Environment and Design Lid and s issued
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Design Lid,

Ordnance Survey material - Crown Copyright. Al rights resemved.
Licence Number: 100019980
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Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Boundary

. LCAL: Hartshill Ridge;

| LCA2: Anker Valley Estate Farmlands;
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LCA4: Bulkingtan Rolling Farmland;

| Lcas: Bulkington Vilage Farmlands;

. LCAS: Nuneaton and Badworth Urban Fringes;

. LCA?: Keresley Urban Fringe;

| LCAB: Keresiey Newlands Ancient Arden;
LCA9: Badworth Woodlands Rural Fringe;
LCA10: Arbury Parklands;
LCA11: Galley Common Hills and Robinsen's End Valley;
LCA12: Galley Commen Hills and Valleys;

| LCA13: Whittleford Park and Bar Pool River Valley:
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m The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Hearing held on 5 October 2022
Site visits made on 5 and 7 October 2022

by K Savage BA(Hons) MPlan MRTPI
an Inspector appointad by the Secretary of State
Deacision date: 11 November 2022

Appeal Ref: APP/W3710/W/22/3301839
Site 46a010, Rear of 89-169 Tunnel Road, Galley Common, Nuneaton,
Warwickshire

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1950
against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an
application for outline planning permission

The appeal is made by A R Cartwright Limited against Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough
Council.

The application Ref 037294 is dated 17 July 2020.

The development proposed was originally described as 'up to 70 dwellings with all
matters reserved except for access.’

Decision

' R

The appeal is dismissed and planning permission is refused.

Preliminary Matters

2.

The application was made in outline with only the matter of access to be
considered in detail at this stage. 1 have determined the appeal on that basis
and whilst I have had regard to the submitted layout plan and site cross
sections, I recognise these are for illustrative purposes only.

A signed unilateral undertaking has been submitted by the appellant. I shall
return to this later in my decision.

Main Issues

4, The main issues in this case are:

« Whether the proposal would represent a suitable location for housing,
having regard to relevant local and national planning policy;

« Whether the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites;

« The effect of the proposal on the landscape character and appearance of
the area, having regard in particular to the effect on non-designated
heritage assets;

» The effect of the proposal on highway safety, with reference in particular
to:

i. The capacity of the road network, and
il. The safety of the site access and parking arrangements.

hitps:/fwww.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Reasons

Site and Policy Context

5.

The appeal relates to a site of some 3.6 hectares located to the rear of
dwellings on Tunnel Road in the settlement of Galley Commeon, a suburb to the
west of Nuneaton. The site comprises four individual fields of grazing land
enclosed and separated by hedgerows and presently used as paddocks, with
several small structures to the eastern side of the site. A public footpath runs
from Tunnel Road through the centre of the site.

The proposal is for development of up to 70 dwellings, with access to be taken
between the dwellings at 147 and 155 Tunnel Road. For the avoidance of
doubt, it was clarified at the hearing that No 147 would not be demolished as
part of the proposal.

The development plan for the area is the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough
Council Borough Plan 2011-2031 (June 2019) (the NBBP).

The site has been the subject of appeal decisions in 2013! and 2017%, to which
1 have had regard as material planning considerations.

Location for housing

2 A

10.

It is common ground between the main parties that the site lies outside of the
settlement boundary of Galley Commaon and within the open countryside for
planning purposes.

Policy DS3 of the NBBP sets out that new unallocated development outside the
settlement boundaries is limited to agriculture, forestry, leisure and other uses
that can be demonstrated to require a location outside of the settlement
boundaries. The proposal for market-led housing does not fall into any of these
categories, and there would be conflict with Policy DS3 in this respect.

Housing land supply

11.

12,

13.

The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) states that to support
the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is
important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where
it is needed. Consequently, the Framework sets out that local planning
authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable
sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against
their housing requirement.

The Council’s position at appeal was that it can demonstrate a deliverable
supply of 6,819 dwellings, or 5.67 years. The appellant employed two
alternative approaches to calculating deliverability with supply put at either
4.68 years or 4.94 years. At the hearing, the appellant confirmed that they
sought to rely upon the lower figure of 4.68 years.

Annex 2 of the Framework sets out that to be deliverable, sites for housing
should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site
within five years. Where a site has outline planning permission for major

' APP/W3T10/A/13/2195900, dismissed 22 November 2013
* APP/W3T10/W/16/3156950, allowed 20 January 2017

https:/fwww.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 2
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14,

1.3.

16.

17.

18.

development, has been allocated in a development plan, has a grant of
permission in principle, or is identified on a brownfield register, it should only
be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing
completions will begin on site within five years.

For the purposes of the appeal, the parties agree that the five year period runs
from 1 April 2022 to 31 March 2027 and the required level of supply over this
period is 6,012 units, inclusive of past shortfalls and applying a 20% buffer,
The parties also agree on the deliverability of 2,282 dwellings?, with the dispute
being solely in respect of several allocated sites within the development plan.

Of the disputed sites identified, it was confirmed at the hearing that the
appellant was not challenging the deliverability of sites at School Lane (HSGE),
West of Bulkington (HSGB), Former Hawksbury Golf Course (HSG12) and
Wilsons Lane (EMP2). Cumulatively, these sites add 1,082 dwellings to the
supply. In addition, there is no challenge to the deliverability of 1,545 units at
Land North of Nuneaton (HSG1). This results in agreement on a total of 4,909
units and leaves eight sites in dispute.

In each case, the appellant has based its estimates on the time taken by the
Council to deal with recent large scale applications. A general timescale of four
years from the making of an outline application to the start of works on site
has been adopted. This is a somewhat broad-brush approach, and in general, 1
am not inclined to accept it as a sure means of determining deliverability of a
site. However, 1 acknowledge that the appellant’s evidence indicates a pattern
of long timescales for developments to move through the planning system in
Nuneaton & Bedworth, and I have taken this into account in reaching
conclusions on individual sites. I have also had regard to the Council’s
explanations for the time taken; its indication that applications are moving
faster since the adoption of the NEBP in June 2019; and that its rate of housing
completions has seen steady increase from a low of 153 in 2013/14 to 809 in
2021/22, just 3 short of its current annual requirement as per the stepped
trajectory of the NBBP.

The appellant’s alternative approach referred to a study by consultants
Lichfields, which looked at delivery rates and timescales of 97 large sites
nationally. The Council is critical of this study, citing its small sample size, lack
of context for each development, and the authors’ statement that the study is
not definitive. Though illustrative of the factors which affect delivery timescales
for large developments, the study is limited in its scope and does not form part
of recoagnised local or national planning guidance, and thus attracts limited
weight. However, the appellant ultimately sought to rely at the hearing on
calculations derived from the timescales of local examples of other schemes
determined, or still to be determined, by the Council.

I consider the individual sites below, having regard to the definition of
deliverability in the Framework, and also the Planning Practice Guidance® in
terms of the evidence that may demonstrate deliverability. In general, the
evidence presented to me by the Council is in the form of brief summaries of
progress, with no additional site specific evidence advanced to substantiate the
stated position, such as records of communication or written agreements

! Sites with full planning permisison (1,449), outline planning permission (268), prior notification (9), SHLAA sites
(536), windfalls and prior approvals (110), less 10% deduction for non-completion an small sites (90).
* paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 68-007-20190722

https:/fwww.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 3
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19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

between the Council and site developers regarding the timelines for
applications, reserved matters, start dates or bulild-out rates.

Arbury (HSG2) - This is a large site allocated for a total of 1,525 dwellings, of
which the Council estimates 330 will be delivered within the five year period.
The appellant contends no housing will be delivered in this time. It is indicated
that the site is in single ownership and that an outline application is expected in
the first quarter of 2023. The Council adds that enabling works to construct a
bridge to access the site are ongoing, though this is not essential for the first
phases of development. The site was also selected as a pilot for the
Government’'s Design Code programme and supplementary planning
documents have been prepared for the site. However, 1 was also told that,
unlike some other disputed sites, no technical studies that would inform an
application have been undertaken to date, and the appellant pointed to the lack
of a developer as being likely to add to the timescales for delivery.

Despite the Council’s assurances that an outline application will be made in
early 2023, there is no firm evidence before me that this will occur. The
absence of meaningful pre-application discussions also leads me to question
that an application will be forthcoming by this time, much less one that has
addressed all technical concerns. Also, although strong developer interest is
indicated, there is no confirmation that one is on board, and this raises
considerable doubt that the timescales set out by the Council can realistically
be achieved, as the landowner would not ultimately be in control of a start date
on site or build-out rates. The scale of the site and the potential that it will
have to be phased or split into smaller schemes adds to the likelihood of
delivery being later than anticipated. Given these factors, 1 consider that
delivery by Year 3 as set out by the Council is optimistic and delivery of the
first homes in Year 5 is more realistic. Therefore, I deduct 280 dwellings from
the Council's supply.

Gypsy Lane (HSG3) - Outline permission has been granted for 585 dwellings in
January 2021. A reserved matters application is with the Council for decision,
which 1 was told was due to be presented shortly to committee, although it has
yet to be confirmed on an agenda. The Council estimates delivery of 285 units
within five years, based on the first dwellings being delivered in Year 2, by
March 2024. The appellant estimates a start one year later, citing the need to
discharge conditions and mobilise on site, and calculates delivery of 185
dwellings within five years.

There is clear evidence of progress in this case, given the submission of
reserved matters, and [ have no firm reasons to doubt they will be granted.
However, given these applications have been with the Council for over one
year, and other conditions still fall to be discharged, I consider that the delivery
of dwellings in Year 2 as estimated by the Council is optimistic at this point,
particularly given the scale of the site and the time likely to be required to
commence works. Therefore, I consider the appellant’s estimates of delivery
commencing in Year 3 to be reasonable in the circumstances and I deduct 100
dwellings from the supply.

Woodlands (HSG4) - The site is in dual ownership. Both owners are indicated
to have commenced pre-planning discussions, with some initial ecology and
highways studies having been undertaken. The scale of the allocation, at 689
dwellings, would require new infrastructure including a school and a new access

https:/fwww.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 4




Appeal Decision APP/W3710/W/22/3301839

24,

25,

26.

27.

28,

to the A444, The Council anticipates the more advanced of the two proposals to
deliver the first 170 dwellings, for delivery to occur within 18 months, and for a
total of 200 dwellings to be provided within 5 years. The appellant disputes
whether an application will be made and approved in the time anticipated, and
notes that the site is not being taken forward as an allocation in preparation of
the emerging local plan. The appellant predicts delivery of just 9 dwellings on a
small parcel of land within the wider site which have permission.

Neither parcel has reached an application, and there is limited evidence of front
loading of technical studies that would smooth the passage of one or more
applications through to permission. Nor is there clarity as to how delivery of
necessary infrastructure would be divided between the different schemes. As
such, there appears to me to be a number of outstanding matters which could
delay the granting of planning permission and subsequent commencement of
works. In light of this, the Council's estimates of delivery commencing in Year 3
appear quite optimistic. Rather, delivery commencing in Year 5 appears more
realistic at this stage. This would have the effect of reducing supply within 5
vears by 141 dwellings, assuming the 9 dwellings with planning permission are
separately developed.

Hospital Lane (HSG5) = An outline application for 455 dwellings is indicated to
be close to a recommendation for approval. The Council states that all technical
matters have been addressed, and that the appellant has indicated a reserved
matters application will be made promptly once the outline permission has
been issued. The appellant points to potential delay in the completion of the
legal agreement, and to the need to first agree a phasing plan before reserved
matters are dealt with.

There is evidence of the application being progressed and an indication that
this will continue. However, a resolution to grant is still pending, along with
relevant legal agreements, and it is uncertain as to when permission will be
granted, or how quickly subsequent applications for reserved matters and
conditions will be made. Nor is it clear that there is a developer attached to the
site. This leads me to the view that the Council’s anticipated delivery starting in
Year 2 is overly optimistic, and I find that delivery starting in Year 4 is more
realistic. Therefore, I deduct 100 dwellings from the supply.

Bulkington (HSG7) — An outline application for 230 dwellings is with the
Council, against an allocation for 196 dwellings. The Council points to the front
loading of technical studies, but it was also stated that different access points
were being proposed to those originally envisaged in the development plan,
which are still under consideration. There is also a question mark over a strip of
land needed to provide a secondary access. The Council conceded at the
hearing that delivery is likely to be one year later than their original estimate of
Year 2. The appellant considers the timelines optimistic and projects no
dwellings within five years, also pointing out that this site has not been taken
forward in the emerging local plan. In light of the uncertainty regarding access,
and the lack of a firm timeline for an outline permission to be granted, it strikes
me as optimistic for delivery even in Year 3, with Year 4 more realistic.
Therefore, I deduct 100 dwellings from the Council’s total.

Land off Golf Drive (HSG9) - The site has full planning permission for 621
dwellings. I was told some conditions are discharged with others submitted to
the Council. Some delay has occurred in processing these due to staff absence.
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29,

30.

31.

The evidence otherwise indicates that the developer is intent on bringing
development forward, though the delay in resolving the conditions suggests
that the appellant’s estimates of the first haomes being delivered in Year 3 is
more realistic. Therefore I deduct 75 homes from the delivery on this site.

Attleborough Fields (HSG10) - The site is under construction for a total of 360
dwellings. The Council indicates that the first dwellings will be available by
December 2022, and that 60 will be delivered in Year 1, by March 2023, The
appellant estimates 20 in Year 1, based on progress to date on site. I visited
the entrance to the development but this was inconclusive as to the number of
dwellings that are complete or nearing completion. However, given works are
ongoing, I have no firm evidence to dispute the Council’s overall predicted
delivery rates, which apart from Year 1 are agreed by the appellant. Therefore,
I make no deduction in respect of this site.

Judkins Quarry (HSG11) - The site is allocated for 200 dwellings. Two
applications are under consideration by the Council, one for nearly three years
and the other for over four years, without decisions being made. The Council
conceded at the hearing that the site encompasses part of a local wildlife site,
with the implication being that this was proving a significant constraint. The
Council accepted that its estimates of delivery were optimistic, and could be set
back by one year to Year 3. The appellant argues delivery would occur a further
year later in Year 4. Given the particular constraints of this site, and the length
of time already taken trying to resolve them, I find the appellant’'s estimates
more realistic. Therefore, I deduct 80 dwellings from the Council’s supply.

Conclusions on housing land supply

Overall, for the reasons set out, I discount a total of 876 dwellings. This
reduces the Council’s supply from 6,819 to 5,943. Set against the agreed
requirement of 6,012, this equates to some 4.94 years supply. Therefore, on
this main issue, and based on the evidence that is before me, 1 conclude that
the local planning authority is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of
deliverable housing sites. I address the implications of this for the overall
planning balance below.

Effect on landscape character and non-designated heritage asset

32. The field pattern within the site is defined by a series of curved, reverse 'S'-

shaped hedgerows, which it is suggested is an example of an early phase of the
enclosure of open fields dating from the medieval period. Examples of ridge
and furrow earthworks are also present on site,

33. The Council considers these features in combination constitute a non-

designated heritage asset (NDHA). It further refers to the effect of the proposal
on what it considers the wider historic landscape of the area, forming part of
the Warwickshire Arden, historically characterised by wood-pasture within a
varied, undulating topography and an ancient pattern of small to medium-sized
fields. The strips of land within the appeal site are considered an example of a
later medieval open field system, with hedgerow patterns to the north also
indicating the historic presence of open field systems in the surroundings. At
appeal in 2013, the Inspector concluded that the grouping of fields had clear
regional and/or local value in heritage terms, and that it fell within the terms of
an NDHA as defined in the Framework.
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34. The appellant points to subsequent ploughing out of much of the ridge and

furrow earthworks as diminishing the value of the asset, and that the proposed
retention of around 90% of the hedgerows within the site would enable the
histaric field pattern to still be understood and would temper the effect of the
proposal on its surviving significance.

35. The parties dispute the relative significance of the site as an example of

36.

37.

38.

medieval field enclosure. On the one hand, the Council points to it being a rare
landform within its administrative area, amounting to some 1.22% overall, and
to the proposal resulting in the loss of some 50% of the surviving piecemeal
enclosure in the north and west of the borough. Conversely, the appellant
points to piecemeal enclosure being ‘abundant’ in Warwickshire, with the
proposal resulting in the loss of just 0.01% of the total amount. The appellant
also advances that the ridge and furrow earthworks score poorly in terms of
quality when assessed against published guidance®. As such, the appellant
suggests the remaining features of the site are not significant enough to
warrant consideration as an NDHA.

I saw on site that the hedgerow pattern remains well intact, and is prominent
in views from a number of vantage points, including the footpaths through the
site (N54) and through the field to the west (N52). The field is also clearly
discernible in views along Tunnel Road approaching Galley Common from the
west. From these viewpoints, the compact pattern of the hedgerows and small
enclosures between them form a distinctive feature which contrasts with the
wooded backdrop to the north and the large, open agricultural field to the west.

I recognise that some of the ridge and furrow has been lost and note the
Council’s view that this was deliberate and should not be taken into account,
per the guidance of Paragraph 196 of the Framework. However, as was
acknowledged in the appeal in 2013, there is no statutory protection for the
ridge and furrow earthworks, which could be ploughed out. However, there
remains a limited extent of it which can be discerned on site, and this adds
modestly, but still positively, to the overall significance of the site. I concur
with the previous Inspector that continued use of the land for grazing by
horses, whilst not ideal for the maintenance of the ridge and furrow which
survives, would maintain its pastoral quality.

Piecemeal enclosure may be more prevalent across the wider county of
Warwickshire, but the evidence before me indicates that it is rarer in the local
area. Having regard to the totality of surviving features, I find that even with
the partial loss of ridge and furrow earthworks, the grouping of features, in
particular the hedgerows and field pattern, retain historic significance at a local
level, and should be considered as an NDHA.

39. This being the case, the proposal to develop the land for housing would result

40.

in substantial loss of significance. Most notably, the field pattern which is
visible at distance within the surroundings would be completely lost to built
development. The retention of the hedgerows may allow some interpretation of
a historic field pattern on a plan of the site, but on the ground it would no
longer be discernible amid a modern residential layout.

Moreover, whilst my considerations in this respect are similar to those of the
Inspector in 2013, the current proposal would go further than that scheme,

* Turning the Plough, 2001 (NCC)
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41,

42,

43.

which proposed to leave the westernmost field undeveloped and the ridge and
furrow earthworks within it intact. Similarly, the scheme approved in 2017
involved development over a limited extent of the site to the eastern side, with
no significant adverse effect on the significance of the NHDA or its constituent
features. In short, the proposal before me would have a more harmful effect
than either of these schemes.

In more general terms, the site occupies a position behind a strong, consistent
linear pattern of development which terminates the built form of Galley
Common on this side of Tunnel Road. Open countryside extends beyond the
dwellings to the west, north-west and north where a demonstrably rural
character takes over, interspersed with isolated buildings. This rural impression
is reinforced when walking the public footpaths through and around the site,
and from other viewpoints of the appellant’s Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) which I took in during my site visit.

I understand that the submitted site layout is indicative at this stage, though
given the quantum of development proposed and the desire to retain the
hedgerows, it is reasonable to consider that the development would not depart
fundamentally from what is shown. This would create a substantial residential
estate in a clustered layout that would extend noticeably into the open
countryside. The scale and shape of development would be in sharp contrast to
the narrow linear pattern which characterises this side of Tunnel Road and
represents a tapering off of the built form at the edge of the settlement where
it transitions to the open countryside.

In terms of visual impact, the appellant’s LVIA identifies a high magnitude of
change at Viewpoint (VP) 1 looking into the site from the public footpath, with
other viewpoints regarded as having medium to negligible impacts. However,
having looked from these viewpoints, I consider the magnitude of change
would be greater than indicated, particularly for VP2 and VP11 to the west of
the site where the development would be in plain view at short range and
would significantly alter the rural landscape seen from these vantages. Having
viewed from these and other points, I am not persuaded that landscaping
would soften or screen the development to the extent that its altering effect on
the rural character of the area would be sufficiently moderated.

. Indeed, the LVIA states that there would be Major-Major/Moderate Adverse

effects after Year 10 at VP1, with several others categorised as Major-Moderate
Adverse or Moderate Adverse, These categorisations affirm my observations
that landscaping would have limited effect in mitigating the visual impact of the
proposal or integrating the proposal into its surroundings, and it would remain
prominent in the landscape in the long term.

45, Taking these considerations together, the proposal would result in development

where there presently is none and would fundamentally change the rural
character of the site, resulting in an intrinsic loss of open countryside to a
suburban form of development which would extend the settlement in an
uncharacteristic manner and scale and result in the substantial loss of
significance to the identified NDHA. Whilst 1 accept that the visual effects would
be localised, they would nevertheless be harmful to the landscape character of
the area.

46. Therefore, the proposal would conflict with Policies BE3 and BE4 of the NBBP,

which require development to contribute to local distinctiveness and character
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47.

48.

by reflecting the positive attributes of the neighbouring area; and that
development affecting a designated or non-designated heritage asset and its
setting will be expected to make a positive contribution to its character,
appearance and significance.

There would also be conflict with the Framework's recognition of the intrinsic
character and beauty of the countryside® and the need to ensure developments
are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built
environment and landscape setting’.

Paragraph 203 of the Framework adds that in weighing applications that
directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and
the significance of the heritage asset. The asset has local significance, but
given the degree to which its significance would be lost, it is a matter to which
I afford considerable weight in the planning balance.

Effect on highway network

49,

50.

51.

52,

The Council’s concern relates to the capacity of the highway network to
accommeodate additional traffic generated by the development, In particular, it
is argued that the existing junction at Plough Hill Road/Coleshill Road, some
1.4 miles to the north-east, operates over capacity during the morning peak,
based on assessments carried out using industry-recognised PICADY software.

The appellant has questioned the approach of Warwickshire County Council
(WCC) as the local highway authority to using mobile network data to ascertain
traffic distribution levels to and from the appeal site, as it suggests the 89%
distribution rate from the site to the junction does not reflect the situation on
the ground. As a result, it has applied a lower distribution rate based on the PM
peak. On this basis, the appellant states that the Plough Hill Road/Coleshill
Road junction is operating at 103% RFC® during the AM peak, with an average
queue length of 17 vehicles and a delay of 164 seconds. The proposal would
add 11 2-way movements during the AM peak, resulting in the junction being
at 106% RFC, with some 21 queuing vehicles and a wait time of 192 seconds.

WCC in its appeal submissions sets out that where the RFC exceeds 85%,
mitigation schemes should be considered to improve capacity. It adds that
existing wait times are already excessive and I heard at the hearing that
drivers can resort to cutting through the estate roads from Waggestaff Drive to
Skey Drive to avoid delays at the junction and reach Bucks Hill. If the higher
trip rate data is used as advocated by WCC, the proposal would add 22 two-
way movements in the AM peak through the junction, with queues and waiting
times greater than suggested by the appellant.

Even taking the appellant’s more moderate figures, the evidence suggests that
the junction is already over capacity and additional traffic generated by the
development would add further to queue lengths and waiting times. I
acknowledge the appellant’s point that cars are in a rolling queue, and the
waiting time is that for the whole time queuing, not the time spent at the give
way line waiting to turn onto Coleshill Road. However, the proposal would still

" paragraph 174
7 Paragraph 130
" Ratio to Flow Capacity
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53.

54.

55.

add to traffic at a junction already acknowledged to be over capacity in the
maorning peak.

I was told at the hearing about other developments under construction on
Plough Hill Road which would add to traffic at the junction. One of these
includes as yet unimplemented traffic calming measures. 1 was also told that
proposals to amend the junction layout were still being explored, with no
solution yet identified. However, these are ultimately separate matters relevant
to other developments. The evidence before me suggests that the present
scheme would lead to additional stress on the highway network at the Plough
Hill Road/Coleshill Road junction.

I am mindful of the Framework which sets out that development should only be
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable
impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road
network would be severe. In this case, whilst there would be a worsening of a
junction already over capacity, the increase in the number of vehicles and the
length of queuing times would not be significant and they would only occur for
a short period within the morning peak. This would not amount to a severe
impact on the highway network such that this alone would be reason to dismiss
the appeal.

Nonetheless, in the absence of any form of mitigation for the additional
pressure the proposal would create, there would still be moderate harm arising
in terms of the operation of the highway network. This would conflict with
Policy HS2 of the NBBP, which requires proposals to demonstrate whether they
will meet acceptable levels of impact on existing highways networks and the
mitigation measures required to meet this acceptable level.

Access and parking

56.

37

58.

Access Is proposed to be taken between the dwellings at 147 and 155 Tunnel
Road. The Council's concerns relate to intervisibility at the junction, particularly
when large vehicles, such as refuse lorries, are attempting to enter or exit the
site. Whilst T have had regard to the points raised by the Council, it was
established at the hearing that it would be possible to adjust the visibility
splays at the corners of Nos 147 and 155 to achieve better sightlines and
minimise the risk of conflict between large vehicles and other traffic. Given that
refuse collections are indicated to occur at most twice a week, and traffic into
and out of the development would not be constant, the potential for this
conflict to arise is limited, and would be further minimised with adjustments to
the visibility splays being made. This could be secured by condition.

Moreover, 1 note that the size of the access meets relevant design standards,

and is 0.5 metres wider than that proposed as part of the 2017 scheme. It was
also pointed out that whilst the bellmaouth could be widened, this would have a
negative effect on the environment for pedestrians. 1 also note that access was
found to be acceptable under the 2013 appeal for a larger number of dwellings.

The appellant accepted at the hearing that the proposed on-street parking
spaces on Tunnel Road may not be feasible due to constraints with land
ownership. However, it would be possible to secure additional parking spaces
within the site itself, as layout is reserved matter. These could replace existing
spaces lost by the suggested implementation of bollards and/or double yellow
lines either side of the junction to ensure visibility,
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59.

60.

In other respects, I agree that traffic calming measures are necessary to
ensure safe access is provided to the site, in view of the indicated traffic speeds
on Tunnel Road, and I agree with the conclusions of the Inspector in 2013 that
this would represent a modest benefit in terms of reducing speeds generally.
The Council’'s concerns with the details shown on the plans relate to minor
matters which could be addressed by condition.

Overall, I am satisfied that safe access could be provided to the development,
and no conflict would therefore arise with Policy HS2 of the NBBP in terms of its
reqguirement that developments demonstrate how they would ensure adequate
accessibility in relation to all principal modes of transport.

Other Matters

Planning Obligation

61.

A signed and dated unilateral undertaking has been submitted by the appellant.
This provides for 25% on-site affordable housing and financial contributions
towards provision and/or maintenance of hospital and local primary care
services, sports facilities, secondary education places and public rights of way.
I am satisfied that each sought obligation meets the tests set out in Paragraph
57 of the Framework for planning obligations, As a result, I have taken the
completed agreement into account.

Other Issues Raised

62.

I have had regard to other concerns raised in correspondence and at the
hearing by interested parties, beyond those already addressed. However, none
of these concerns are significant enough to alter my conclusions on the main
issues or weigh materially for or against the proposal in the planning balance.
Consequently, I do not address them further.

Planning Balance

63.

64.

65.

I find that the local planning authority is unable to demonstrate a five year
supply of deliverable housing sites. In this circumstance, Paragraph 11(d) of
the Framework sets out that the policies that are most important for
determining the application should be considered as out-of-date, and the 'tilted
balance’ is engaged. Given this position, the aforementioned development plan
policies are out-of-date. I afford the conflict with these policies therefore
diminished weight in decision-making terms. Nonetheless, identified conflict
with development plan policies does still weigh against allowing the proposal.

Whilst I have identified harm in a number of respects, there are no policies in
the Framework of relevance to this appeal that protect areas or assets of
particular importance that provide a clear reason for refusal. Therefore,
planning permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.

The proposal would deliver distinct benefits, principally the provision of up to
70 dwellings which would support the national objective to increase the supply
of housing and would make a meaningful contribution to the shortfall in the
Council’s overall housing supply. As such, the delivery of housing merits
significant weight in favour of the propeosal. The provision of up to 25%
affordable dwellings is also a benefit attracting positive weight.
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66.

67.

68,

69.

70.

In addition, there would be moderate economic benefits from the construction
of the dwellings, though this would be a temporary benefit, and from
subsequent use of local services by future residents. There would be minor
environmental benefits from additional tree planting across the site and
proposed biodiversity enhancements, and in the traffic calming measures on
Tunnel Road reducing traffic speeds.

Set against these benefits, there would be significant harm arising from the
conflict with the spatial strategy of the development plan. There would also be
significant environmental harm due to the intrinsic and permanent adverse
effect on landscape character and significant harm to the heritage significance
of a NDHA. The adverse impact identified to the local highway network would
be a further harm of limited weight.

Other issues where no material harm has been identified, or where impacts
could be suitably addressed through a condition or undertaking, are neutral
considerations in the overall planning balance.

In my judgement, the adverse effects of the proposed development, including
conflict with development plan policies, would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits of the proposal, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework taken as a whole, The proposal would not therefore represent a
sustainable form of development and, as a material consideration, the
Framework does not indicate that permission should be granted.

1 appreciate that my finding about the housing land supply position is one
where I consider that the LPA is just under the minimum five year supply
requirement. Even if one were to disagree with this finding and determine there
is more than a five year supply, up to and including the 5.67 year supply
suggested by the Council, I would still have concluded that the proposal was
unacceptable on balance given the clear conflict with policies DS3, BE3, BE4
and HS2 of the NBBP, and that conflict with these policies was a matter of
overriding concern that outweighed the identified benefits of the proposal.

Conclusion

71.

Therefore, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed and planning
permisison for the development refused,

K Savage
INSPECTOR
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b. Copy of 2022 Housing Trajectory
2. Email dated 6 October 2022 from LPA with clarifying remarks on appellant’s
housing land supply methodology
3. Email dated 7 October 2022 from appellant in response to Council's housing
land supply information and comments on methodology, and attaching:
a. Copy of Policy HSG11 of the NBEP
b. Site Location Plan for outline permission Ref 035595
c. Site Location Plan for outline permission Ref 035647
d. Amended Appendix 1 to HSoCG
4, Email from WCC dated 6 October attaching analysis of observed conditions
at Plough Hill Road/Coleshill Road junction
Transport Technical Note by ADC Infrastructure, received 13 October
. Signed unilateral undertaking, received 17 October
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REFERENCE No. 039213
Site Address: Poplar Farm The Long Shoot Nuneaton Warwickshire CV11 6JG

Description of Development: Outiine application for the erection of up to 500
dwellings with public open space, landscaping, sustainable drainage system SUDS
and vehicular access points, All matters reserved except for access,

Applicant: Gladman

Ward: SN

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended to refuse planning permission, for the reasons as printed.

INTRODUCTION:

This application seeks outline planning permission for the erection of up to 500
dwellings with public open space, landscaping, sustainable drainage system SUDS
and vehicular access points at The Long Shoot, Nuneaton Warwickshire CV11 6JG.

This is an outline application and the following matters are to be considered at this
stage:

. Access — accessibility to and within the site for vehicles, cycles and
pedestrians in terms of the positioning and treatment of access and circulation routes
and how these fit into the surrounding access network.

The following matters are reserved to be considered at a future stage and do not
form part of the application:

= Appearance — the aspects of a building or place within the development which
determine the visual impression it makes, including the external built form of
the development, its architecture, materials, decoration, lighting, colour and
texture.

» Landscaping — treatment of private and public space to enhance or protect the
site’s amenity through hard and soft measures, for example, through planting
of trees or hedges or screening by fences and walls.

« Layout — the way in which buildings, routes and open spaces are provided
within the development and their relationship to buildings and spaces outside
the development.

» Scale - the height, width and length of each building proposed in relation to its
surroundings.
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BACKGROUND:

This site has been subject to a previous planning application {reference 035033)
which was for the erection of up to B0 dwellngs with public open space,
landscaping, sustainable urkan drainage system and vehicular access- this
application was in outline form with access only for consideration. The application
was recommended for refusal and the planning committes resolved to refuse
permission. The single reason for refusal related to highway safety with the reason
for refusal reading:-

‘1 {1} Paragraph 108 of the National Planning Poficy Guidance 2019 states: In
assessing sifes that may be affocated for development in plans, or specific
applications for devefoprent, it shouwld be ensured that.

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable iransport modes can be — or
have been — faken up, given the type of development and ifs focation;

h) safe and suflable access to the glfe can be achieved for alf users: and

c) any significant impacts from the development on the fransport nefwork (in terms of
capacity and congoslion), or on highway safely, can be cost cffcctively mitigated {o
an acceptable degree.

iy Paragraph 109 of The Mational Planning Folicy Framework states:

Deavatopment should only be preventad or refuised onh highways grounds if there
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumufative
mpacts on the road nefwaork would he severg.

fiti} Paragraph 110 of the Mational Planning Policy Framework siafes:

Within this context, applications for developrment should:

a) give priority first to pedesirian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and
with neighbowring areas; and second — so far as possible = to facilitating access to
high quality public transport, vith layouts that maximise the catchment area for bus or
other publfc frangport services, and appropriate facilities that ehcourage public
fransport use;

b} address the needs of people with disabiiities and reduced mobility in refafion to afl
modes of transport;

c) create places that are safe, sccure and atfractive — which minimiae the scope for
conflicts hetween pedestrians. cyclisis and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street clutfer,
and respond to focal character and design standards;

d) alfow for the efficient defivery of goods, and gaccess by service and emergency
vehicles, and

e) be designed 1o enable charging of plug-in and other uffra-fow emission vehicles in
safe, accessible and convenient localions.

fivl The proposal is confrary o these paragrapfis in that it has not been
demonsiratad that o safe and suifable accass can be achieved to the site and that
the significant effects of the proposal on the highway network in lerms of capacily
and safely can be safely or acceplably mifigated, resulting w1 a potential
unacceptable impact on highway safety and the residual impact on thie road network
would be severe.'

This application row secks permission for a reduced number of dwellings of up to
500, as opposed to the originally proposed up o 630 sought under application
reference 035033,
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The submitted Planning Statement sets out that since the refusal, the applicant has
undertaken a4 ‘comprehensive programme of additional highways work which hasg
addressed the previods concerns.’

It should also be noted that the application was previously also recommended for
refusal on grounds that it had not been demonstrated that there would ke na net loss
to biodiversity resulting in a detrimental impact on hiodiversity in the area. The
Council's planning committee did not resolve to refuse permission on this basis and
the application was refused with a single reason for refusal relating to highway
safety,

In addition, it sheould also be noted that the previous application was not
recommended for refusal on the basis of its locatinn outside of the devalapment
boundary and this was due to the fact that the Council did nct have an up-to-date
development plan, and therefore, the application was assessed in accordance with
the guidance set out within the National Planning Policy Framework which was in
place at the time which advised that permission should be granted unless the NFPF
dadvises againsl doing so ur lhe impacls o granling pennission are so adverse Lhal
they would demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

Additionally, the Council could not demonstrate a & year supply of deliverable
housing sites as reqguired in the NPFF, and this matter weighed in favour of the
application, subject to thare being no adverse impacts from granting permission.

- The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017

Whilst the scheme relates to an urban development on a site of more than 5
hectares, the propesal would fall within Schedule 2 of the Town and Country
Planning (Ervironmental Impact Assassment) Regulations 2017, 1t is recognised that
such development wall only requirs the submission of an Environmental Statement
(ES) if the development is likely to have significant effects on the environment by
virtue of factors such as its nature, size or location.

It is noted that the previous proposal relating to a greater number of residential units
was not considerad to require the submission of an ES and based on the reduced
nurmbers now propased on lhis sile, he Local Planning Authorily see no reason o
depart from this previous assessment.

It should aleo be noted that whilst the applicant attempted to submit additional
information to the Council on 1% and 2™ February 2023 to address a number of
concemns raised by consultees, a decision had already besn taken by the Local
Flanning Authority o determing the application and the applicant had already been
informed viag formal letter (which is required as part of the Council's scheme of
delegation) that the Council would be issuing a decision an the basis of the originally
submittcd information. Therefore, the amended plans have not been accepted by the
Coauncil and have not bean consultad upon in this particular cass.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY:
« (35033 - Residential development of up ta 650 dwellings with public open
space landscaping sustainable urban drainage systern {(SuD3) and vehicular

access off The Long shoet and Easthoro Way {Outline to include access) —
Refused on 15 May 2019,
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The County Highway Authority have confirmed that site access assessments should
ke undertaken in accordance with the modelling protocol and the inputs to isolated
junction madelling should bBe informed by the NBWA micresimulation madelling for
the reasons already stated above. As such, the County Highway Authority have
confirmad that none of the assessments submitted relating to site accesses are
acceptable and the Highways Officer considers that the way they have been
presented is considered to be misleading and does not account for Local Plan and
committed development growth accurately.

- Scheme Assumplions
The Highways Officer has confirmed that any amendmentz made to the submitted
transport assessment must be in accordance with WGC modelling protocel in order to
be acceptable. Further, they have advised that it is not possible to draw any
conclusions as to the acceptshility of these proposals hased upon the submitted
information.

The Highways OHfficer has advised that should this additional work be undertaken,
the County Highway Autherity would recommend checking scheme assumptions as
lhere have been significant recent changes o he allordabilily of schemes included in
the IDP and cn WCC capital programme.

Additionally, the Highways Officer has also set out that there have beer previous
NEWA Paramics modelling assessments undertaken for this same site in 2018/12 for
650 dwellings (planning application reference 035033 at Poaplar Farm and at this
time severe impacts were noted across the highway network.,

The Highways Officer has advised that it is not clear how this application for 500
dwellings sighificantly differs from the previous proposals and currently offers ne form
of highways mitigation. especially when having ragard o the proposed further growth
within the Borough and increased uncertainty ovear local scheme delivery.

- impacts upon Public Rights of Way
The County Council Public Rights of Way team have been consulted on the
application and have confirmed that there are no recorded public rights of way
currently crassing the application site, but that the current alignment of public
footpath W33 crosses the railway at the south-western corner of the site boundary.

The Righls of Way aflicer has also confinmed that parl af his public foclpalh farrmerly
ran within the site boundary, but was lagally diverted to instead run along the
southern side of the railway,

The Rights of Way team has no objection to the proposal, subject to the imposition of
a note to applicant adv sing them of their requirements to include ensuring the
footpath remaing available for public use at all times (unless closed by legal arcer?,

-  Highway Safely Summary
In summary, the County Highway Authonty is not satisfied that the development
proposals will not have a defrimental impact on the satety, operation or capacity of
the local highway network and therefore the application is not considered to accord
wilh the guidance set out within Paragraphs 110, 111 and 112 of the NPPF {2021},
the requirements of Policy H52 of the Borough Flan 2018 and policies LUT3, LUT4
and LUTS of Wanwickshire Local Transport Plan 3 (2011-2026).

4. Landscape Character
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Policy NE5S (Landscape character) of the Borough Plan 2019 sets out that major
development proposals must demonstrate how they will conserve, enhance, restore
or create a sense of place, as well as respond positively to the landscape setting in
which the development proposal is located. The Policy goes on to state that
Developers must take account of the Land Use Designations Study and landscape
guidelines when preparing their landscape strategy.

Further, the policy sets out that major development proposals must demonstrate that
they are in balance with the setting of the local landscape, respect the key
characteristics and distinctiveness of that landscape, and in particular show how the
proposal will:

1. Conserve or enhance important landmark views.

2. Conserve, enhance or ereate boundary featuras and fisld patterns.

3. Conserve and where necessary enhance the strength of character and landscape
condition.

In terms of landscape hierarchy, the Peolicy sete out that major development
proposdls musl lake accounl of lhe landscape slralegy sl oul in lhe Landscape
Character Assessment. Clutside of the strategic sites and urban area, developers
must show they have seguentially considered developmeant apportunities in arsas of
least landscape value first, prior o any development proposals being permitted in
higher value landscape character areas. The areas of search will follow the
landscapes higrarchy in the arder sat out below:

1. Restore and create

2. Enhance and restore

3. Enhancg

4. Conserve and enhance
5. Conserve

Paragraph 174 of the NPPF {2021) states that planning decisions should contribute
to and enhance the natural and local environment by.

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes. sites of bicdiversity or geological
value and soils (in a manner commensaurate with their statutory status or identified
guality in the development plany;

b} recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. and the wider
benelfits from natural capilal and ecosyslemn services — including the economic and
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and
woodland,

c) maintaining the character cf the undevsloped coast, while improving public access
to it where appropriate;

d} minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by
establishing coherent ecological networks that are mere resilient to current and future
pressures,

e} preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at
unacceptable risk from, or bcing adversely affected by, unacceptable lovels of sail,
air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever
possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water
quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin management
plans; and

fi remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and
unstable land, where appropriate.
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- Posifion on previous planning application 035033
The Council's decision relating to the previous application on this site iz a mraterial
planning consideration in the assessment of this application.

The planning case officer for this previous application assessed the landscape
impacts of the scheme and concluded that it was not apparent that the sequential
approach to development had been applied.

The case officer want on to state that the supporting text of the emerging policy {now
adopted policy NE5S} states that "tre policy will ensure that any suitable development
will take account of landscape character and that the Land Use Designations Study
will be used to determine decisions in this respect.” The case officer went on to state
that it had not been adequately demonstrated that there would be no undue impact
an the landscape character from this proposal. Howevar, as the palicy to which this
requirement relates was not adopted at the time of assessing the previous
application, it was considered that there were no strong grounds to refuse the
pravious application on landscape setting.

- Differenices befween his application and application 635033

With regard to the differences between the twe schemes, the red line boundary
denoted on the submitted site location plan is only slightly smaller than that
praviously submitted in relation to application 035033, This change to the red line
houndary results in some of the land and hbuildings associated with Poplar Famm itself
heing excluded from the application site, whereas in application 035033 further land
assaciated with the farm site and its buildings were included. Thergfore, in terms of
the developable area, the two applications are largely the same when having regard
to the area and extent of countryside affected and this change to the proposal
number of residential units from up to 650 to 550 dwellings could, in principle {and
depending upon the precise layout), result in changes to the density ot the
development.

- Assessmeni

Paolicy NES of the Borough Plan 2019 is adopted and relevant to the determination of
this application. In order to inform the Borough Flan 2019, the Council commissioned
a Land Llse Designations Study 20112 which uses Landscapa Character Assessmeant
as a decision-making tool to classify the landscape into distinctive areas based on
the interaction between landform, geology. land use. vegetatian pattern anc human
influence. Ils roke s o ensure lhal fulure change does nol undernnine the
charactaristics ar features of value in a landscape.

The appl cation site forms part of a parcel of land refared to as NB10. The parcel
forms pant of the Anker Valley Estate Farmlands which contains four other parcels of
land (NB11- NB14). Tne site is defined by the A47 Long Shoot and ribbon
development along the road to the norh; the korough boundary to the east; the
railway to the south and the edge of Nunesaton to the west. [t is on land bordearing the
Green Belt and is impartant in providing separation between Hinckley and Nuneaton.
Vicws across farmland help to reinforee this scparatian.

In the Land Use Designations Study, the 13 identified local landscape character
areas each have their own set of key characteristics and key features. Some
character areas have retained much of their characteristics and features, and have
developed higher levels of strength of character, resulting in better landscape
conditions. The Land Use Designations Study 2012 relates the Landscape Character
of the land including parcel NB1D as “Moderate’ strength in terms of landscape
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character and states; ‘features are generally consistent across the landscape and
contribute to a sense of place of a gently undulating lowland arable landscape”™. The
landscape conditien of parcel NB10 is considered to be ‘moaderate’ with a
recommendation to 'enhance.’ Additionally, parcel NB1D has been identified as 'land
important to retaining separation” with the Nuneaton and Bedworth Land Use
Designations Study Volume 3: Site Analysis and Selection decument. The document
further sets out thatl the landscape to the east of the Long Shoot (A47) i particularly
sensitive where ribbon development along the road almost joins with Hinckley and
the approach to Hinckley along the AL across farmland in both directions remains
important in retaining separation.

The recommendation stated that the land retention was considered important 1o
“ensure distinction between Nuneaton and Hinckley is retained”. It went on to say
that “emphasis should he placed on conserving farmland contained by intact
hedgenows and clusters of hedgerow trees, linear copse woodlands and wooded
streams. Any change which made urban development more prominent would have a
negative effect on rural character.” Furthermore, this parcel (NB10) is identified as a
‘sensitive landscape' and 'land important to retaining separation’. Subzequently, the
parcel is idenlified as achieving "igh conformance wilh Green Bel: crileria’, It should
alzo be noted that the first stage of landscape work which was camried out to inform
the Borough Plan 2012 set cut that only one parcel was considersd to perform
strongly to criteria 2 or 4 of Green Belt function which was parcel NB10.

Following the first stage of landscape work which informed the Borough Plan 2018
which comprised of a landscape character assessment of the Borough, landscape
policy review and a study to identify the likely constraints to future development
within the Borgugh that involved site analysis and selection, a second stage was
carricd out which involved an individual landscape and visual appraisal of potential
development areas that have been identified by Nuneaton and Bedworth Barough
Council. The application site, nor NB10 as a whole, was not taken forward for the
assessment wthin the Nungaton and Bedworth Stage 2 - Individual Site Assessment
document and was not included as part of the Potential Development Area 1, as
other land within the Anker Valley Estate Farmlands has. The Council’s Planning
Policy Team have confirmed that the findings of the Landscape Character
Asgessmant 2012 fad inta the site allocation decision making procesas far the
Borough Plan 2018 and was one of the reasons for the site’s exclusion.

The supporling lext provided al parayraph 12,67 of lhe Borough Plan 2018 sels oul
that new development proposals will need to take full account of the development
guidelines set out in the Land Use Designations Study.

With regard to landscape hierarchy, paragraph 12.68 ¢f the Borough Plan 2019
states that it is recognised that some areas in landscape terms are less able to adapt
to accommodating development than cthers. This is reflected in the landscape
strategies. Landscape character assessment assumes that all landscapes have the
potential to accommodate development, provided it 15 in keeping with their key
charactcristics. Howewver, changes which do not respect the landscape’'s koy
charactaristics and features are likely to be defrimental to the local landscape
character. Mitigation therefore is likely to be least achievablefsympathetic in high
quality landscapes, and more achievable where the landscape character is of a
lesser quality. For this reason, the council will take a mcre restrictive approach to
development in the highast quality landscapses, and direct development to
landscapes of lesser value.
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The applicant has submitted with the application and Lardscape and Visual Impact
Assessment document (LY[A), The document provides a development framework
plan (provided within Appendix F of the LVIA) ard this plan shows the proposed
development of up 1o 500 dweallings and haw the scheme would accommodate these
dwellings, along with the associated public open space, parks, play provision and
allotrments.

The application does not appear 1o have considered development areas of least
landscape value first and 50 does not meet the requirements of Policy NES of the
Barough Plan 20149, A Landscape Assessment has baen submitted in support of the
application which states most existing landscape features on site can be retained
within the proposed development. The assessment goes on to state that the
development of the site will cause change to the character, from that of arable fields
to residential development and open space and thare will be adverse landscape
effects. The LVIA does however set out that ‘this does not mean that the scheme will
ke unattractive or out of character with the surrcunding area” The submitted LVIA
states that the proposals will result in a moderate adverse effect on the landscape
character of the site, with negligible adverse to neutral effects on -he landscape /
lownscape characler ul the immediale surroundings and wider landscape characler.

The submitted LVIA concludes that ‘'given the site's strong relationship with the
existing townscape areas to the north and west and its physical separation from the
sider countryside to the south by the railway line, the site is capable of
accommodating development as shown on the development framewaork plan without
resulting in long term material harm to the surrcunding area’s landscape and visual
character.’

- Conclusion
In conclusion, the submitted LVIA sets out that the proposed development would
have a strong -elationship with the existing residential areas and whilst the scheme
may well achieve acceptable densities and a design in isolation, the application
should assess the impacts upon landscape character. The proposed development of
the site for up to 500 dwellings with associated facilities on a greenfield site, albeit
with some areas of open space and landscaping in place. would represent a
substantial adverse change for the site itself and would not conserve ar enhance the
strength of character and the sites landscape condition. The application does not
appear ta have considered developmen” areas of [east landscape value first and so
does not meel he requirements of Policy NES of the Burough Plan 2013, The
scheme would fail to enhance the character of the landscape in this lacation and the
residential development of the site would fail to accord with the recommendations of
the Land Use Designations Study 2012 and is not considered to be accordance with
the requirements of Policy NES of the Borough Plan 2012, Additionally, the propasal
would also fail to accord with the reguirements of paragraph 174 of the NPPF {2021}
which seeks to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment and
recognise the intringic character and beauty of the countryside.

. Ecology, Biodiversity, Landscaping and Open Space

The presence of protected species is a material consideration, in accordance with the
Mational Planning Policy Framework, Natural Environment & Rural Communities
{NERC) Act 2006 {section 40}, Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 as well as Circular
6/05. In the UK the reguirements of the EU Habitats Directive is implemented by
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (the Conservation
Regulaticns 2010). Where a European Protected Species ('EPS') might be affected
hy a development, it is necessary to have regard to Regulation 9(h) of the
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11.

Manitering and | The County Coundcil requires a E2000 + (Shoursx Mo dizcussions have
Administration | menitonng fec for the maonitoring EAG Officer time % takon placc in
and administration o County Mumber of triggers)  respect of this
Counail obligations, due upon request.
gign ng of the agreement.

The developer has not confirmed if they are willing to pay any of the 5106 obligations
that would be required for this site and no detailed negotiations have taken place
between the applicant and the Local Planning Authority given the application has not
bkeen recommendead for approval.

Conclusion and Planning Balance

In concluzion, the NPPF (2021) promotes a presumption in favour of sustainable
development, and in line with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
states that decisions should be made in line with an up-to-date adopted Development
Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

The Council can currently demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply as set ot within
the above report and therefore the development of this site for residential housing
would fail to accord with the pravisions of Policy DS3 of the Borough Plan 2019 given
its location outside of the settlement bhoundary.

Further to the above, the County Highway Authority are not satisfied that the
development proposals will not have a detrimental impact on the safety. operation cr
capacity of the |local highway network, and therefare the application is not considered
to accord with the guidance set out within Paragraphs 110, 111 and 112 of the NPPF
{2021), the requirements of Policy HS2 of the Borough Plan 2012 and policies LUT3,
LUT4 and LUTS of Warwickshire Local Transport Plan 3 {2011-2026).

With regard to Air Qualty, the Air Quality details submitted do not make the
interpretations clear with regard to ‘committed developments’ and in the absence of
traflic modelling, the submitted air quality assessment is considered W be
incomplete, On this basis, whilst the applicant may be able to demonstrate that the
air gquality impacts of the scheme could be acceptable, the details submitted to
suppart the proposal are insufficient to determine the air quality impacts in full and
that the air quality impacts of the proposal would be acceptable when having regard
to the threats to human health. Therefore, the application fails t¢ demonstrate that
the praposal would be compliant with the requirements of Policy HSZ2 of the Borough
FPlan 2019, or the guidance set out within paragraphs 174 and 185 of the NPPF
{2021}

Further, the application fails to denronstrate that the proposal waould be acceptable
fron a flood risk ard drainage perspective and fails to accord with the reguirements
of Policy NE4 of the Borough Plan 2018 or the guidance set out within section 14 of
the NPPF {2021).

The application has not been supported by sufficient information to demonstrate the
full bicdiversity impacts of the prepossal. In the absence of a detailed biodiversity
offsetting metric to quantify the impact, and to calculate an appropriate level of
compensation to replace the Iost habitat, it cannot be ascertained that the proposal
would result in a hiodiversity net gain which would accord with the hiodiversity
mitigation hierarchy. Therefore, the application fails to demonstrate that the schems
would accord with the requiremeants of Policy NE3 of the Borough Plan 201Y9, the
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