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To: Planning Policy
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DMS.FID154093]
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached our representations to the Nuneaton and Bedworth Publication Borough Plan
Review({ Regulation 19) Consultation, in relation to Land at Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton, on behalf of our
client St Philips Land Ltd.

I trust this submission is in good order, however, please do not hesitate to contact us regarding any queries.
In addition, I would be grateful if vou could please confirm receipt of this email and the attached
representations.

Kind Regards,
Myles Wild-Smith
Myles Wild-Smith
Associate Director

BSe (Hons) MA MRTPI
Lichfields, Cornerblock, 2 Cornwall Street, Birmingham Bg 2DX

Lichfields.uk L)
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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 Ms Mr

First name Rebecca Laurence

Last name Birch Holmes

Job title Planning Director

(where relevant)

Telephone number

Email address
(where relevant)

Organisation St Philips Land Ltd Lichfields

(where relevant)

House no. and Cornerblock
street 2 Cornwall Street
Town Birmingham
Postcode




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame ar Organisation: Lichfields on behalf of St Philips Land Ltd

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

Paragraph
Policy Strategic Policy D83
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.{1} Lagally compliant?

Yes
Mo | X

4.{2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

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

Yes
Mo | X

Please mark with an X' as appropriate.

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

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

Please refer to Section 2.0 of the supporting representations.

{Cantinue an a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)




6. Please set out what modification(s] you consider necessary to make the Borough
FPlan legally compliant or sound, having regard 1o 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
heed to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if yvou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text, Please be as precise as possible,

Please refer 1o Seclion 2.0 of lhe supporling represenlalions.

{Continuc on a scparate shect / expand box if hcecssary

Please note ycur representation should cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation
and the suggested moedification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
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 issuss ha/she identifias for examination.

7. If your rcprosentation is secking a modification, do you cons der it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do not w sh to participate at the oral ‘ ‘
axamination
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
yoL consider this to be necessary:

" Qur dlient’s representations have raised key matters relating to the soundness of
the Publication Plan, relating to the location and gquantum of prapesed housing
growth. It is essential that our client is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence an the delivery of their site o address the soundness issues of
the Borough Plan Review and respond to any matters raised and clarifications
required by the Inspector.




Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, o
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
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date:

16/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame ar Organisation: Lichfields on behalf of St Philips Land Ltd

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

Paragraph
Policy Strategic Policy 34 — Residential allocations
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.{1} Lagally compliant?

Yes
Mo | X

4.{2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

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

Yes
Mo | X

Please mark with an X' as appropriate.

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

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

Please refer to Section 3.0 of the supporting representations.

{Cantinue an a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)




6. Please set out what modification(s] you consider necessary to make the Borough
FPlan legally compliant or sound, having regard 1o 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
heed to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if yvou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text, Please be as precise as possible,

Please refer lo Seclion 3.0 of the supporting represenlalions.

{Continuc on a scparate shect / expand box if hcecssary

Please note ycur representation should cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation
and the suggested moedification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
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 issuss ha/she identifias for examination.

7. If your rcprosentation is secking a modification, do you cons der it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do not w sh to participate at the oral ‘ ‘
axamination
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
yoL consider this to be necessary:

" Qur dlient’s representations have raised key matters relating to the soundness of
the Publication Plan, relating to the location and gquantum of prapesed housing
growth. It is essential that our client is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence an the delivery of their site o address the soundness issues of
the Borough Plan Review and respond to any matters raised and clarifications
required by the Inspector.




Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, o
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
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date:

16/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame ar Organisation: Lichfields on behalf of St Philips Land Ltd

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

Paragraph
Policy Strategic Policy S5 — Green Belt
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.{1} Lagally compliant?

Yes
Mo | X

4.{2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

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

Yes
Mo | X

Please mark with an X' as appropriate.

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

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

Please refer to Section 4.0 of the supporting representations.

{Cantinue an a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)




6. Please set out what modification(s] you consider necessary to make the Borough
FPlan legally compliant or sound, having regard 1o 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
heed to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if yvou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text, Please be as precise as possible,

Please refer 1o Seclion 4.0 of lhe supporling represenlalions.

{Continuc on a scparate shect / expand box if hcecssary

Please note ycur representation should cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation
and the suggested moedification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
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 issuss ha/she identifias for examination.

7. If your rcprosentation is secking a modification, do you cons der it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do not w sh to participate at the oral ‘ ‘
axamination
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
yoL consider this to be necessary:

" Qur dlient’s representations have raised key matters relating to the soundness of
the Publication Plan, relating to the location and gquantum of prapesed housing
growth. It is essential that our client is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence an the delivery of their site o address the soundness issues of
the Borough Plan Review and respond to any matters raised and clarifications
required by the Inspector.




Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, o
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
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date:

16/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame ar Organisation: Lichfields on behalf of St Philips Land Ltd

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

Paragraph
Policy FPolicy D57 — Monitor ng of housing delivery
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.{1} Lagally compliant?

Yes
Mo | X

4.{2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

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

Yes
Mo | X

Please mark with an X' as appropriate.

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

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

Please refer to Section 5.0 of the supporting representations.

{Cantinue an a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)




6. Please set out what modification(s] you consider necessary to make the Borough
FPlan legally compliant or sound, having regard 1o 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
heed to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if yvou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text, Please be as precise as possible,

Please refer 1o Seclion 5.0 of lhe supporling represenlalions.

{Continue on a saparate sheet/ expand box if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,
avidence and supporting information necessary 1o suppart/justify 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 atage, 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 cons der it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do nat w sh to participate at the oral
examinatian

Yes, | wigh to participatg at the oral X
gxamination

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

Qur client’s representations have raised key matters relating to the soundness of
the Publication Plan, relating to the location and quantum of proposed housing
growth. It is essential that our client is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence an the delivery of their site to address the soundness issues of
the Borough Plan Review and respond o any matters raised and clarifications
required by the Inspector.




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
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date: 16/10/2023




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Mame ar Organisation: Lichfields on behalf of St Philips Land Ltd

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

Paragraph
Policy FPolicy 0S8 — Review
Folicies
Map

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is:

4.{1} Lagally compliant?

Yes
Mo | X

4.{2} Sound?

Yes
Mo | X

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

Yes
Mo | X

Please mark with an X' as appropriate.

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

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

Please refer to Section 8.0 of the supporting representations.

{Cantinue an a separate sheet ! expand box if necessary)




6. Please set out what modification(s] you consider necessary to make the Borough
FPlan legally compliant or sound, having regard 1o 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
heed to say why this modification will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if yvou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
aof any policy or text, Please be as precise as possible,

Please refer 1o Seclion 8.0 of lhe supporling represenlalions.

{Continuc on a scparate shect / expand box if hcecssary

Please note ycur representation should cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation
and the suggested moedification, as there will not normally be a subsequent
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 issuss ha/she identifias for examination.

7. If your rcprosentation is secking a modification, do you cons der it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do not w sh to participate at the oral ‘ ‘
axamination
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
yoL consider this to be necessary:

" Qur dlient’s representations have raised key matters relating to the soundness of
the Publication Plan, relating to the location and gquantum of prapesed housing
growth. It is essential that our client is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence an the delivery of their site o address the soundness issues of
the Borough Plan Review and respond to any matters raised and clarifications
required by the Inspector.




Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, o
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
a paper copy. If you are filling in an
electronic copy, the box can be left
blank)

Date:

16/10/2023
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Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan Review (2021-2039) : Representations to the Publication Borough Pian Review

1.0

1.4

1.4

1.7

Introduction

These representations to the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan Review Publication
Consultation (“the Publication BPR") have been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of St
Philips.

We focus on the strategic matters that are contained within the Publication eonsultation
document and relate specifically to St Philips’ land interests at Whitestone Farm,
Bulkington Lane, Nuneaton ("the Site”).

However, it should be noted that St Philips forms part of a consortium of housebuilders and
land promoters, comprising St Philips, Gladman Developments Lid ("Gladman™) and
Richborough (“Richborough™) (hereafter “the Consortium™), who have significant concerns
regarding the Council's proposed approach to addressing the unmet housing needs of the
Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area [C&EW HMA).

To this end, these representations are supported by a series of technical reports that set out
the unmet housing needs of the C&WHMA and how these should be addressed by the
constituent authorities within the C& WHMA. These include:

1 Coventry Housing Requirement Rebuttal Note (“the Rebuttal Note™)
(Appendix 1) — submitted by the Consortium to the Coventry Local Plan Review
Issues and Options Consultation in respect of concerns regarding Coventry's proposed
approach to omitting the 35% Urban Centre uplift from their housing requirement,
which is considered as ‘unjustified’;

2 Housing Needs Assessment [HINA] (Appendix 2) — Prepared by Lichfields, on
behalf of the Consortium, which provides the Consortium’s alternative assessment of
Coventry’s projected household population and housing need, prepared prior to the
Council’s '‘Coventry & Warwickshire Housing & Economic Development Needs
Assessment (November 2o22) [HEDNA]: and

3 Distributing the unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA (“Functional
Relationship Model”) (Appendix 3) — Prepared by Lichfields, on behalf of the
Consortium, considers how the unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA could be
sustainably distributed amongst the constituent authorities based upon the functional
relationships between the authorities.

In addition to the above, a Concept Masterplan is submitted alongside these
representations in Appendix 4, which demonstrates how residential development could
be sustainably accommodated on the Site.

St Philips seeks to work constructively with Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (“the
Couneil”) as it progresses towards the submission and adoption of the BPR and trusts that
the comments contained within this document and appended reports will assist officers in
this regard.

Structure

Representations to the following BPR strategic policies are provided in this report:

£l
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=]

Lo I

Strategic Policy DS3 — Overall development needs;
Strategic Policy DS4 — Residential allocations;
Strategic Policy DS6 — Green Belt;

Policy DS7 — Monitoring of housing delivery; and
Policy DS8 - Review.

PRl



Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan Review (2021-2039) : Representations to the Publication Borough Pian Review

2.1

2.3

2.5

2.6

Strategic Policy DS3 — Overall development
needs

Draft Policy DS3 sets out that:

“By 2039, as a minimum, the following levels of housing and employment development
will be planned for and provided within Nuneaton and Bedwaorth Borough:

= 9,810 homes based on 545 dwellings per annum...”

The supporting text sets out the genesis of the Council's housing need figures, which were
assessed firstly in the ‘Nuneaton and Bedworth Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (May 2o022)" (*the Nuneaton HEDNA"), then the HEDNA, and finally the
‘Towards our Housing Requirement (November 2022)" report (“THR Report”). Crucially,
all of these reports provided a different housing need figure to each other, and to the
Council's Standard Method-based [SM] local housing need [LHN] figure — as shown below:

1 Nuneaton and Bedworth Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (May
2022) — 646 dwellings per annum [dpal;

2 Coventry & Warwickshire Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment
(November 2022) - 400 dpa;

4  Towards our Housing Requirement (November 2022) — 545 dpa; and

4 Standard Method-based LHN — 442 dpa.

However, importantly, the Publication BPR housing requirement set out in Policy DS is
underpinned by the 545 dpa findings of the THR Report.

Nuneaton and Bedworth’s Housing Needs

As the Council will be aware — indeed this was the purpose of the THR Report in part —
both the National Planning Poliey Framework (2021) [NPPF} and Planning Practice
Guidance [PPG] are clear that the LHN figure generated by the standard method is a
minimum starting point (i.e. actual housing need may be higher than this figure).
Moreover, elsewhere in the guidance, the PPG differentiates between the minimum figure
arrived at through the standard method and the “actual’ housing need which can be higher.

It is the ‘actual’ housing need that represents the objectively assessed need to which the
tests in paragraph 11 of the NPPF apply, and there is also a requirement for the Council to
test reasonable alternatives.! Therefore, the Council should actively identify whether there
are reasons for testing higher figures as estimates of housing needs. The PPG goes on to
state that it would be appropriate for a higher figure to be adopted on the basis of
employment, infrastructure, affordable housing or unmet housing needs.*

In this regard, St Philips generally welcomes the Council's consideration of whether the
housing need figure identified in the HEDNA required uplifts to align with economic
growth aspirations and/or affordable housing needs. Indeed, the THR Report is clear that

! Paragraph B1

! PPG D 2a-002
TPPG ID: 11018
PG 1D 20-010

PE3
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the 146 dpa uplitt, trom the 200 dpa identified in the TIRDN A, ta achieve the 545 dpa is
necessary to positively support economie growth, the sustainable regeneridion of the
Borougl's Town Contres, and the delivery of effordable housing (Fara 6.8). Arain, in
principle, 8L Philipz weleomes Lhe Council’s approach, which broadly aligns wilh Lhe
requirements of the NPTF g FPG and recognises thal planning policies should Sseek o
adriress potential barriers to inoestment, sueh ns modequate infrasfructure, serbices or
Froausig, or o poor eosivameaern” [Parg B2el (Lo b Implhicil Bok bebseoon ceonomic gromth
and housing necd, and. that economic growth should not be decoupled from housiog
growth].

Hawever, St Fhilips has some concerns with respeet o the TR Keport's and the Council's
consideration of whether an uplift to the IIEDMNA's LIIN figure is requirad for the Borough
to wecount for atfordable housing needs. Lodeed, the PG is elear that an inerease in the
total housing figures included 1o the plan may need wr be considerad where it could help
dcliver the reguired numhber of affordable homes. Notahly, the TIRENDA identificd a net
need of 407 dpa of Social/Affordable Rented Housing between 2021 and 2059, When
coennpares] 1o The THR Report s irllencilied housing need Geoee ol 5435, the Borangh's
affordable housing need cquates to e.75% of the Borpugh's total hoosing need. The THR
Roport went on to note that:

e lest 3 yeoes ficoe seen o diamtalle increese il fevels of lmefesaness presentalions fo
the Covretl, mfluenced i part by the declining auailabilif, of properties within fhe
Privafe Rented Sector whtich are affordable (o local househaolds, Alongside (his the
turnnper of propei-tics in the soctal vented seetor has fallen. This has equally influenced
frinvth in the Housing Register,” (Tara 5.8 {Emphasis added}

It alzn highlighted tha: atfordable housing delivery in net terms mver the last 5 vears has
averared 141 dpa in the context of overall net completions of 552 dpa. As a result, thiy
averige rate of provision of afforduble homoes is only mecting ¢.33% of the affordable
housing need identficd by the TITEDNA - iInessenee, further componinditg the acute
chartfall and future need for affordable honsing in the Borough.

Finally, it econcluded that overall “the ewvidence suggests aon acnte affordable hovsing need
int the Borough.” (Para 5.12), and that “the gffardable housing need is a consideraiion in
selling the Borowghs ronsing Loget aned Che fugh feced of rreed for alfordabile housing
addds flurther etidence tn support of selting a figher housing requirerment sel aul n the
Nuneaton & Bedweorth HEDNA is appropricie,” (Para 5.18)

O Lhe [ace of it Lhe TR Report appears Lo have considered whelhe: o uplifl is requirved.
Howvever, St Philips consider that this isn't the case in reality. The THR Report points to
ernerging viekilizy evidence that suggests thut an affurdalile howsing requirement of 25%
remains viahle, and thus, to ensure these neads ara met in Wll, points tna 1,628 dpa
housing requirement. However, it highlights that this cate of delivery would mo: be
supported by the market oo an annual basis (Para 507}

Whilst neither the NPPF nor PPG requires these idenzificd needs to be met in tull, as per

the Kings Lynn Judgroent,s the Couneil’s proposed approach e o housing roguirement of
43 dpa) vould anly deliver 0.33% of the Council’s identficd atfordable hoosing necd —

“PPGID: 28-024
T Boraceh Coancil of Knps Lyen ard Weal Ma-Tollos Secrelary of Sale or Cemenunilies a1d Local Gowarnrwnl, ELM Park Heldiegs
Led (2315 BV HC 2464}

Hgd
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2,19

2.14

2,15

compounding the acute need further. Ultimately, St Philips consider the approach to
consider whether an uplift is required within the THR Report is designed to be a fait
aceompli.

There is a requirement for the Council to test reasonable alternatives.” At present, the
Council's testing of reasonable alternatives to addressing these needs is either to only meet
¢.33%, or unreasonably and significantly increase the housing needs to align with the
affordable housing requirement tested through the viability assessment — there is no in-
between. Indeed, the difference between the two ‘options’ is 1,083 dpa. Little to no
consideration has been given to whether a lower figure than 1,628 dpa, but higher than the
recommended 545 dpa, should be considered to further address the identified affordable
housing needs.

As such, the Council runs the risk of potentially falling into a position where either the
evaluation of reasonable alternatives could be interpreted to either have not been
undertaken or to have been ‘improperly restricted’. As such, the Council should consider
whether a higher housing need figure could be delivered within the Borough, that enables
the provision of a greater level of affordable housing at the 25% requirement. Indeed,
although the Council has not re-tested alternative housing requirements within the
‘Sustainability Appraisal SA Report Regulation 19 (July 2023)" (“the SA") (i.e., it hasnt
tested the 545 dpa), the SA clearly tested the previous 646 dpa option (Urban Dispersal)
and concluded that it was a sustainable option. As such, it is entirely feasible that further
housing to assist in meeting affordable housing needs could be delivered sustainably.

In essence, 5t Philips agree with the Council's evidence base that there is clearly a reason to
make provision for a greater level of housing than the HEDNA to support economic growth
aspirations, St Philips also considered that there is no legitimate or robust reason to plan
for less than this number. However, St Philps considers that the acuteness of affordable
housing needs within the Borough demonstrably justifies additional housing over and
above the THR Report’s housing need level.

The Unmet Housing Needs of the C&W HMA
In addition to the above, the NPPF is also clear that:

“Strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for ohjectively assessed needs for

housing and other uses, as iwwell as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring

areas” (Para 11h) (Emphasis added)
It is also clear that Local Plans should be;

“hased 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” (Para

35¢) (Emphasis added)

In this regard, St Philips has significant concerns with respect to the Council's lack of
acknowledgement within the Publication BPR in respect of the unmet housing needs arising
in the C&W HMA. In essence, the Publication BPR is silent on this matter, despite the clear

TPPGID: 11-018
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requirements of the NPPE to address these needs rether than defer; albeit i is recoznised
that e Cownmedl s ab g e advaneed stage of plan-making,

Haowoever, whilst Coventry has not declazed an unmet need per se, and the HEGNA would
apzeat to suggest that Coventry's housing needs have mackedly reduced when compared to
the 8M's LITN figure (Tne. the 3% Urhan Conires TUplift), it is clear to 5t Philips and the
Consorlinm thal Covenley will again struggle Lo fully address 11s hoosing nesds wilhin iis
Bonndaries. Indeed, even il the HEDN A fdeoliled nesd Toe Covenlry was aceepled
(34,230 dwellings between 2021 and 2041) — disoussed further below — hased on
Coventry's up-to-date land supply (25,158 dwellings up to 2041, there would be an unmet
housing need of c.4,000 dwellings, Moreover, whilsl the Council’'s BPR s al an edvanced
stage, the Inspector’s findings at the Warwick Examination in Publie | LiF] remain relevant.
In particular, the Council’s tacitly implied approach — of seeking to deter the unmet need
isane rather than ceal with it — was lambasted by the Inspector fur the Warwick District
Laral Plan.

I is ruled thal Coveoley bas recently consulled oo an Tssues amed Oplions Local Plan
Revicwr, in which Coventry Ciny Connedl has proposcd omitting the 35% Trhan Centres
Tplift — required by the PPG2 when using the SM frameworl — trom its housing
requirement, The congequence ol Lhis approach would supzest that Covenlry is able Lo mest
iUz own nocds, However, SUPhilips aned other memibers of the Consortium bave sleonely
nbjected to this approaca on the basis that it would net aceord with the NPPE. nor the
Government’s ambilions W gigniliecantly boost the supply of housing and loecs development
in the —op 20 major urban areas of the eountey — and ‘s, therefore “unzound'.

Indeed. in support of representation to this consnltation, the Consortinm submitted the
Bebuttal Note (Appendix 1), which sat out the Consortimm's detailed concerns. This was
supported by an HNA (Appendix 2), which provided the Consortium’s alternative
assossment of Covertnys projected hauschold population and housing neced, prepared prior
to the LIEKIDNAL

In sumany, te Rebullal Nole coocludsd (fater afio) that the 35% uplil s 3 Goveromen -
lec policy-on” approach to cnsuring that citics are the foons of dovelopment And that the
Covernmoent can mect its 306,000 dpa cbjective, Itis not right, nor appropriate, for
Covenlry Lo conlesl this policv-on approach throueh their Local Plan Review. Moveover, a8
onc of Lhe largesl wrban aulhorilics in Lhe counlry, Caventry musl play s part in resolving
the housing erisis that exisis nationally and contribut’ng towards ensuring that the
Government’s Largel uf delivering 300,000 homes per canom Dy the mid-2020s i@ mel.
Indesd. nther anthorities in the West and Tast Midlands wha are also subjeet to this nplitt
have soweht to meet these needs.

Crucially, Coventry's apprnach is at ndds with their ovm evidence haze — namely, the
HEDNA — and the evidenee produeed by the Consortium. In all likelihood, the Couneil's
Objectively Assessed Housing Necd [OAHN] is aotwoeen the HEDNA% 1,964 dpa and the
INA's 2 520 dpa. In cither event, both point to a markedly higher level of recd than
Coventry is proposing within the Issues and Options consubtation. There is, therefore, no
reasomble justification for Covenley o seek te depart vom applying the 35% uplill.

*PPG 1D: 2&-001
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Or this basis. and when having regarc to Coventry's pueported Tand supply up to 2044, it i
likaly thal there will e arconaccounted-for shortBall o Delvesn g, oo aed .39, 780
dwellings up to 2041 arising within Coventry that necds to be addressed within the C&W
HMA — or e.25.420 under the Consortio s HNAS wllermalive projections.

Loy this regard, 8L Fhilips and lhe Consorlivom continwe 1o eonsider thatl there is a cogenl
need for the Couneil to prepare a robust and ovidenee-led approach to distributing the
unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA and tes: the outemnes of this throush the 5A
procasi. Wilhoul Lhis, Lhere s a very real risk Lhal the region’s houszing needs may nol be
[ully mest. In this conlext, Lichfields, on behall of the Conserlion, has prepaed the
Funetioral Relationship Analysis [Appendix ).

Whilsl il is acknowledged thal the CEW HMA has historieas]ly spughllo Like a eollabaralive
‘evidenec-led’ approach to address the TTMA's housing necds, to date, there has boon o
conunitment fron the C&W HRA aatheorities to address any anmet needs from Coventiy in
the likely evenl Thal they arise froomn Lhis proeess. Trinlesd, The Coomeil appestsio have
clected to defor dealing with this impoertant cross-boundary matter which shonld he
addressed now, por the requirements of the NPPE, In particular, there is no Statement of
Comunon Grovod [SeCG] nor Menorandwm of UTacerstanding [MolT] belween Lhe Council
and the sther C&W IIMA authorities to supanrt the Council’s tacit position that a review of
the BI'R would not be reguired o address any unmet housing necds, as required by the
Duty te Cooperate {Paras 24 and 27 of the NIPPF),

If the Couneil fails to address these needs, the implications are that those needs will not
simply disappear; they will either result in increasingly negative housing suteomes for
poople living in the city, or they will mean homscholds will have to ok elsowhere to mect
their housing nesds. The practical implication is that unmet needs in Coventry will mean
greacer cel oulward migration Uian Lhe ambisnl lrends accounled Lor wilhin Lhe popalalion
projeelicns, which will alleel those arcas in close prosimiy. parlicolacly Nuncaton and
Bedworth.

I Lhis vegard, Lhe Consorlinmn: eonsiders thal there s aslrong atd copenl niced Lo dislrilvale
the CEW HMA's unmet needs based on funetional relationships hetween the authorities; an
uporoicl tral aligs wilh (he CEW HMA" previous approacts, aod which was endersed Ty
Inspectaors at the C5W [ILLA respective Local Plan LiPs. To this end, Lichtields, on behalf of
the Consortium, has prepered the Funetional Relationship Aonalysic to demonstezie how the
CEW HMA Y neds coold sustainably be distributed smengst neighbouring authoritios
hascd npon the mnetional relationships botwoen those anthorhies.

For Wanealon and Bedworth, LichGelds” coocle] indieates (hal to address the anmel hoosiog,
needs of Coventry, a reasomable distribution would soc Xunecaton and Bedworth rake 46%
of Coventry's tminct needs up ta 2041, above the Berougl's own housing needs. On the
Dasis of ihe lileely level of unmet housing npesds arisiog in Covenlry between 2021 and 2041,
Lhis would equale Lo a eontreibution belween e.q,650 and caqu1o dwellings, This highlizhls
that the Counedl’s carrent appreach set out in the Pablication BPR would clearly nat fullsy
grapple with this strategic matter now. Indeed, the Conneil has not even commitied to
inchiding thiz matter as a reason for an early review of the plan — as set ot in Policy DSE -
which is discussed turther in 3t Philips’ responsc to this policy belos,

Tt is important to note that the ahovamentioned apportioned figure should be seen as a
starting position, which should be tested through the 54 prooess. Nevertheless, the

[
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Functional Relationship Analysis demonstrates how an evidence-led approach (e.g.,
functional relationships) would strongly suggest that the Council should make a significant
contribution towards meeting the unmet housing needs of Coventry now (i.e. ¢.5,650 and
c.15,910-dwellings), which should be tested through the SA process accordingly.

However, it also serves to highlight that the Council’s proposed inaction in relation to
addressing Coventry's unmet housing need is unacceptable and unjustified and that the
Couneil should re-evaluate its approach to deriving an appropriate contribution to meeting
these needs and test this through BPR and associated SA process accordingly.

Green Belt Release and Exceptional Circumstances

In the context of the above, St Philips strongly contends that the Council will not have
sufficient land to meet the Borough's own housing need in addition to the unmet housing
need arising from Coventry — even if the two de-allocated strategic sites (Bedworth
Woodlands HSG4 and East of Bulkington HSG7) were able to be delivered and included in
the BPR supply.

When coupled with the fact that the NPPF should be read as a whole, with a core
component of this being that the Council should seek to promote sustainable patterns of
development, it is entirely possible for Green Belt land, despite other sources of greenfield
land potentially being available, to provide a more sustainable location for development.

Consequently, St Philips considers that there is a cogent need to review the Green Belt
across the Borough area. In this regard, the NPPF is clear on the weight to be attached to
the Green Belt by the Government, and that “once established, Green Belt boundaries
should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified,
through the preparation or updating of plans™ (Para 140).

In respect of the ‘exceptional circumstances’ required to review the Green Belt, St Philips
considers that the Council should have regard to the acuteness of the unmet housing needs
within Coventry, which might reasonably be considered an ‘exceptional circumstance’.
Indeed, in the Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Couneil High Court Judgments,
the Judge pointed to the acuteness of the objectively assessed housing needs when
considering whether housing need should be considered an exceptional circumstance (Para
51]“’.

St Philips considers that the unmet housing need arising across the C&W HMA is
significant and acute. In summary, St Philips considers that the acuteness of the unmet
housing need arising from the C&W HMA can, and in this instance should, constitute
exceptional circumstances, as established in the Calverton case. It is therefore entirely
reasonable, and indeed necessary, for the Council to review the Green Belt, to establish
whether parcels of land eould be released to assist in meeting the Council’s housing needs
and the unmet housing needs of others. It is also entirely consistent with the approach
required by the NPPF.

¥ Calverton Parish Councll v Nottingham City Councll & Ors [2015) EWHC 1078 (Admin] (21 April 2015)

1 it is noted that this Judgmaent 15 set within the context of the 2012 NPPF. However, whilst the 2019 NPPF, and subsequent
versions, marglnally amended natlonal Green Belt policy, it can be adjudged that the definition and tests for exceptional
chrcumstances have not changed under the 2019 NPPF and subsequent versions. Therelfore, delinltions and tests established
under the 2012 NFPF through case law can be considered relevant and instructive In respect of the current context.

FRB
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St Philips also notes that when reviewing sites within the Green Belt, the Council should be
mindful that this exercise should not only look to allocate land which poorly contributes to
the five purposes. St Philips contend that it is not compliant with national policy to release
only those sites which perform the worst against the Green Belt purposes (i.e., low Green Belt
harm). There is a need to consider the broader Green Belt policies in the NPPF as a whole.
As such, regard should be had to the promotion of sustainable patterns of development,
access to public transport, whether compensatory improvements could offset the harm from
removal (Para 142), and consistency of the Green Belt with the emerging Local Plan strategy.

In this context, it is an essential part of the exceptional circumstances test that logically
exceptional circumstances must be capable of trumping the purposes of the Green Belt". For
example, it is conceptually possible for Green Belt land that fulfils strong Green Belt purposes
to be released if it is consistent with the Local Plan strategy for meeting requirements for
sustainable development, for example, to secure more sustainable patterns of development.

Conclusion

In conclusion, St Philips considers that Policy D83 is unsound, in the context of NPPF
paragraph 35, as it is not:

. Positively prepared - it does not provide a strategy that is informed by agreements
with other authorities so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated.

. Justified — it is not an appropriate strategy for meeting the identified affordable
housing needs for the Borough.

Effective - it is not based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by a SoCG — or
lack thereof.

Y paragraph 43, Calverton Farish Council v Mottingham City Council [2015] EWHC 1078

PED
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Strategic Policy DS4 — Residential
allocations

In the context of St Philips’ response to Policy DS3 (Section 2.0), St Philips strongly
contends that the Council will not have sufficient land to meet the Borough’s own housing
need, given the fact that the Council's proposed approach would only address ¢.33% of their
affordable housing needs, in addition to the unmet housing need arising from the C&W
HMA.

In this regard, as set out in Section 1 of these representations, St Philips is promoting land
at Whitestone Farm, Bulkington Lane, Nuneaton, for residential development. Crucially,
the site is located approximately 3.5 kilometres (km) to the south-east of Nuneaton town
centre in the suburb of Whitestone, on the edge of the Nuneaton settlement boundary and
within the Green Belt (SHLAA Ref: WHI-4). Whitestone is served by a number of existing
bus services that provide access to Nuneaton south and town centre, Bedworth, Coventry
and surrounding villages. Nuneaton Railway Station is located 4.5km north of the site and
provides connections to a range of local, regional and national destinations. Nuneaton has
direct services to Birmingham and Leicester.

St Philips considers that the site presents an excellent location to deliver approximately 500
dwellings, providing an accessible development that benefits from easy links to facilities in
Whitestone and Nuneaton. The proposals also include a new country park in addition to
biodiversity and ecology enhancements, elements which would all comprise compensatory
improvements in the context of NPPF paragraph 142. As such, St Philips considers that the
Council should seek to allocate further housing within the Borough to address the housing
needs of the Borough and the C&W HMA, and that St Philips’ Site presents a clear and
logical opportunity to address part of these housing needs in a sustainable location that can
offer compensatory improvements to the Borough's Green Belt.

In conclusion, St Philips considers that Policy D84 is unsound, in the context of NPPF
paragraph 35, as it is not:

. Justified — it is not an appropriate strategy and does not seek to meet the needs of the
Borough and the unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA, nor does the strategy take
into account reasonable alternatives within the Green Belt.

Effective — it is not based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred.

Fg 10
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4.4

4.5

4.0

Strategic Policy DS6 — Green Belt

In respect of the Couneil’s proposed approach to development within the Green Belt,
Paragraph 16(f) of the NPPF is clear that that plans should “serve a clear purpose, avoiding
unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular area”. To this end, the first
two paragraphs of the draft Policy DS6 are unnecessary as they seek to duplicate policy tests
already set out within paragraphs 148 to 150 in the NPPF, As such, 5t Philips considers that
these parts of the policy are not justified nor necessary.

In respect of the third paragraph of the draft policy, the policy requires;

“Any development proposals considered not inappropriate for locating within the Green
Belt should demonstrate how their plans will retain the five key purposes of the Green
Belt. Any proposed development in the Green Belt will need to maintain openness and
demonstrate compensatory improvements to the environmental guality and accessibility

of the land.” (Emphasis added)

In essence, the Council is seeking to require developments, that meets the exceptions set
out in paragraph 149 of the NPPF, to retain the {ive purposes of the Green Belt — as set out
in paragraph 138 of the NPPF - and deliver compensatory improvements — as set out in
paragraph 145 of the NPPF. Whilst St Philips are supportive of making enhancements to the
Green Belt, particularly where land is being removed from within it, St Philips considers
that this policy requirement extends far beyond the requirements of paragraph 149 of the
NPPF, with little justification provided to support its inclusion.

Importantly, the NPPF does not require such developments to demonstrate how the five
purposes of the Green Belt would be impacted and /or retained. By way of example, it is
highly likely that an agricultural building in the Green Belt would not be able to
demonstrate that it would ‘maintain openness’ given the general seale of such buildings.
Moreover, it is unclear how limited infilling in villages or replacement dwellings could
demonstrate ‘compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of
the land', as this would not be proportionate to the size and scale of those developments.

In addition, St Philips considers that it is fundamentally unclear how and against what
barometer the Council will apply this policy as, absent a baseline assessment of that parcel's
extant performance against the five purposes (i.e., the Council has not undertaken a Green
Belt Review/Assessment), it is difficult to establish how this test could be satisfied by
development proposals. It is therefore at odds with paragraph 16(d) of the NPPF, which
states that policies should be “clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a
decision maker should react to development proposals”.

In addition to the above, as set out in St Philips’ response to Policy DS3, St Philips strongly
contends that there is a cogent need for the Council to undertake a Green Belt Review in
order to address the need for a higher housing requirement that makes provision for
addressing the unmet housing needs of the C&W HMA. To this end, whilst 5t Philips
considers that this should be addressed now, through the BPR, additional wording should
be included within the policy that clearly states that a Green Belt Review will be undertaken
when the extent of unmet housing needs arising within the C&W HMA has been established
to assist in addressing these needs.

Pg 11
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1.7 In conclusion, St Philips considers thet Policy D876 is unsound, in the context of NIPPE
paragrapby 35, 4 L is nol:
. Justified - it is not an approoriate stratere, and no esidenee kas been provided to
snpport the additional policy tests imposed on sppropriate deselopment within the
{rreen Bell, hevond those sel oul in the KPPE,

. Effcctive — it in part, duplicates policics wathin the NPPF, which is contrary to
paragraph 16(0) ol he NPPF. 1L is also uneledr how these policy tesls should be applied.

- EConsisleni with natlional policy — i: i pol consisenl wilh national planning policy.
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Policy DS7 — Monitoring of housing
delivery

The Council’'s proposed approach to monitoring housing delivery within the Borough, set
out in Policy DS7 of the BPR Publication plan, remains largely the same as proposed in the
previous PO consultation — with only a slight amendment to cross-refer to the housing
trajectory set out in Appendix B and an amendment to the policy numbering,.

To this end, St Philips wish to reiterate their comments made in respect of this draft policy
within their PO representations, as fundamentally, the Council’s proposed approach has not
changed to reflect St Philips’ previous concerns.

Although the Council has now published a more detailed trajectory — set out in Appendix B
— the trajectory only breaks down projected annualised completions by broad typology (i.e.
Actual Completions, Windfalls and Prior Approvals, Strategic Sites, Non strategic Sites,
Prior Notification, and Outline Planning Permission). It therefore remains the case that this
is not a detailed site-specific trajectory. In this context, none of the Council’s broader
supporting evidence base clearly sets out how the anticipated rate of development for
specific sites would deliver the housing requirement over the plan period up to 2039.

Given that the policy states that the “Council will monitor the delivery of housing and
publish progress against the trajectory (as shown in Appendix B).", it is fundamentally
unclear how and against what barometer on a site-by-site basis, the Council will monitor
completions and underperformance in terms of delivery. On this basis, the first part of the
policy is flawed and at odds with paragraph 16(d) of the NPPF, which states that policies
should be “clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should
react to development proposals”.

The draft policy goes on to set out the Council’s proposed mechanisms for addressing any
under-delivery over the plan period, which includes bringing “forward additional sites
where it can be demonstrated that such sites will assist with delivery to address short-
term needs”. Again, this approach is identical to the previous PO proposals and, again, St
Philips wishes to reiterate their concerns with this approach. Namely, the overall objective
and wording of this policy is unsound as it seeks to establish a totally ineffective mechanism
by which future under-delivery of housing is addressed. The wording itself is unclear on the
‘triggers’ for this part of the policy. By way of example, would this be triggered where the
Annual Monitoring Report or Five-Year Housing Land Supply position suggests the short-
term delivery is under 5 years, or would this be through alternative means?

Similarly, the policy is not clear on how additional sites would be brought forward. Would
these *sites’ relate to the consenting of unallocated or SHLAA sites (i.e. windfall sites), or
would this trigger an early review of the BPR and, in turn, allocate additional sites to
address under-delivery? Ultimately, the draft policy remains fundamentally unclear and
therefore ineffective.

Finally, St Philips considers that the final paragraph of the Policy is unsound as it is an
unnecessary duplication of the NPPF requirements set out in paragraph 11, and is therefore
contrary to paragraph 16(f) of the NPPF, which is clear that plans, and therefore the policies
therein, should avoid unnecessary duplication.
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G Ultimately, as set vut in 8t Philips response toe draft policies D83 and DS6, there is a cogent
nesed Tor the Couneil Lo address unmeet Iivusing reeds arising Crom Covenory, which will
require addizional housing allecations bewond these currently propascd, which wall require
sonie Green Bell Tand o be released, ds such, the Couneil should allocale addilonal Tand in
order Lo meel Lhe howsing requirements for the Boroegh and miake g caoolribulion owaed
addressing the unmet necds of the C&W HMA and avoid potenzizl future under-delivery.

5.0 In conclusion, SR lips congiders Lhel Policy T1S7 ig unzound., in the conlexl of NPPF
paragraph 35, as it is not:
« Justified - it is oot an approonate strategy,

«  Efective — il iz nnl deliverable over the plan period.
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6.7

Policy DS8 — Review

The Council’'s proposed requirements for undertaking a full or partial local plan review, set
out in Policy DS8 of the BPR Publication plan, remain largely the same as proposed in the
previous PO consultation — with only an amendment to the policy numbering.

To this end, St Philips wish to reiterate their comments made in respect of this draft policy
within their PO representations, as fundamentally, the Council's proposed approach has not
changed to reflect St Philips’ previous concerns.

As set out in St Philips’ response to Policy DS3, there is an acute shortfall of housing within
the CEW HMA, arising from Coventry. The NPPF is clear that strategic policies should
“provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs
that cannot be met within neighbouring areas” (Para 11b) and that Local Plans should be
based on “effective joint working on eross-boundary strategic matters that have been
dealt with rather than deferred” (Para 35¢).

The draft policy highlights the Council’s complete deference of this matter, with even the
draft Plan Review policy omitting any reference to needing to review the BPR to address
any unmet housing. Indeed, although not explicitly stated by the Council that it does not
consider the C&W HMA needs to be an issue, this is tacitly implied by the distinet absence
of any reference to unmet housing needs arising from the C&W HMA within the Publication
BPR.

Notwithstanding the fact that St Philips considers that it is more appropriate for the
Council to address these needs now — as required by the NPPF and discussed in the
response to Policy DSg - the Council’s proposed approach to reviewing the BPR is at odds
with the requirements of the NPPF. Even if the Council were to adopt the BPR, in advance
of the emerging Coventry Local Plan Review, the Council is, and should be, acutely aware of
the issues that the C&W HMA is facing and to omit the inclusion of a clause within this
policy to address these is unsound as it is not positively prepared nor justified. Again, itisa
fundamental issue that the plan is not supported by a SoCG or MoU between the Council
and the other C&W HMA authorities to support the Council’s tacit position that a review of
the BPR would not be required to address any unmet housing needs, as required by the
Duty to Cooperate (Paras 24 and 27 of the NPPF).

Whilst St Philips strongly contend that the Council should seek to address these needs now
and that deferring this to a subsequent BPR Review would not be positive, proactive or pro-
growth, they also consider that the policy should include explicit trigger relating to
Coventry declaring unmet housing needs.

In conclusion, St Philips considers that Policy DS8 is unsound, in the context of NPPF
paragraph 35, as it is not:

Positively prepared — it does not provide a strategy that is informed by agreements
with other authorities so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated —
or a mechanism for how this could be accommodated in the future.

- Justified — it is not an appropriate strategy.

Pg 15
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. Effective - it is not based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by a SoCG
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Introduction

This Briefing Note 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 (*Richborough”) (i.e., “the
Consortium”), to demonstrate that Coventry City Council’s (“the Council”) proposed
approach to omitting the 35% Urban Centre uplift from their housing requirement, set oul
in the Issues and Options [10] consultation is ‘unjustified”.

It has been prepared in support of each member of the Consortium’s respective
representations to the Couneil’s current 10 consultation on the Local Plan Review being
held between 18 July and 12 September 2023. This Note is also supported by a Housing
Needs Assessment [HNA] (Appendix 1), prepared by Lichfields, which provides the
Consortiums’ alternative assessment of Coventry's projected household population and
housing need, which was prepared prior to the Council’s 'Coventry & Warwickshire Housing
& Economic Development Needs Assessment (November 2022) [HEDNA].

It is important to note that the Consortium welcomed the Council’s commitment to
reviewing the Local Plan (December 2017), as the National Planning Policy Framework
(2021) [NPPF] is clear that local planning authorities [LPAs] should review their Local
Plans every five years (i.e., para 33). The Consortium also accepts, in principle, the
derivation of independent population projections and agrees with the HEDNA's approach
of utilising the broad Standard Method [SM] framework in caleulating an objectively
assessed housing need [OAHN].

However, the purpose of this Note is to demonstrate to the Council that the currently
proposed approach to caleulating the Local Plan Review's housing requirement 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’.

The Consortium considers that there is a elear and cogent need for the Council to ensure
that the Council’s housing requirement has proper regard to the 35% Urban Centres uplift
to ensure that the Council's housing needs up to 2041 are met.

Hathaniel Lichfield & Partmers Limiced [trading as “Lchiields®] s reghitered in England, no, 2778116
Hegistered office st The Minster Building. 21 Mincing Lane, London ECIR TAG
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Planning Policy and Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework

The revised NPPF was updated on 20 July 2021 and sets out the government’s planning
policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. This revised Framework
replaces the previous National Planning Policy Framework published in March 2012,
revised in July 2018 and updated in February 2019.

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 eomeerned, and take into account relevant market signals.”
(paragraph 31) (Emphasis added)

It is also clear that Local Plans should provide:

“a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needsz21;"
(paragraph 35a) (Emphasis added)

In terms of housing needs, the NPPF is clear that the Government's objective is to
significantly boost the supply of homes (Para 60). It goes on to state that:

“T'o 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 exceptional circumstances justify an alternative
approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals.”
(paragraph 61) (Emphasis added)

Planning Practice Guidance

Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] provides further guidance on the SM, which provides an
annual number, based on a 10-year baseline, which can be applied to the whole plan
period.1 It states that it uses a formula to identify the minimum number of homes expected
to be planned for, in a way which addresses projected household growth and historic under-

supply.?

It goes on to provide guidance on how the minimum annual local housing need [LHN]
figure is calculated using the Standard Method, which comprises the baseline 2014
household projections, the application of a median affordability-based adjustment, a cap to

LPPG 1D: 2a-012
2 PPG 1D: 2a-002
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help ensure that the minimum LHN figure caleulated using the standard method is
deliverable, and a 35% urban centres uplift (where applicable).?

2.8 Importantly, the PPG is clear that for the purposes of caleulating the LHN, the 2014-based
household projections should be utilised as the baseline household projections, instead of
more recent datasets “to provide stability for planning authorities and communities,
ensure that historic under-delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to be
consistent with the Government’s ohjective of significantly boosting the supply of homes."4

2.9 In respect of the affordability adjustment, the PPG states that this is applied to ensure that
the standard method responds to price signals and that the minimum LN figure starts to
address the affordability of homes.? In terms of the cap, the PPG highlights that:

*The cap reduces the minimum number generated by the standard method but does not
reduce housing need itself. Therefore, strategic policies adopted with a cap applied may
require an early review and updating to ensure that any housing need above the capped
level is planned for as soon as is reasonably possible.

Where the minimum annual local housing need figure is subject to a cap, consideration
can still be given to whether a higher level of need could realistically be delivered. This
may help prevent authorities from having to undertake an early review aof the relevant
policies.™

2.10 Following the consultations received in relation to the Government's proposed changes to
the standard method, as a part of the ‘Changes to the current planning system’ consultation,
in December 2020 the Government revised the standard method. The PPG” was revised to
include a further stage within the standard method which applies a 35% uplift for those
urban local authorities in the top 20 cities and urban centres list.

2.11 Crucially, the PPG is clear that the LHN figure generated by the standard method is a
minimum starting point (i.e., actual housing need may be higher than this figure).®
Moreover, elsewhere in the guidance, the PPG differentiates between the minimum figure
arrived at through the standard method and the *actual’ housing need which can be higher.
The PPG goes on to state that it would be appropriate for a higher figure to be adopted on
the basis of employment, infrastructure, affordable housing or unmet housing needs.”

2.12 However, the PPG is also clear that an alternative approach to the Standard Method can be
taken in ‘exceptional circumstances’, stating that:

3 PPG ID: 2a-004
4 PPG 1ID: 2a-005
i PPG ID: 2a-006
& PPG ID: 2a-007
T PPG 1D: 2a-004
8 PPG ID: 2a-002
4 PPG ID: 2a-010
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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:

“Where an alternative approach results in a lower housing need figure than that identified
using the s."andam' method, the '-Th'ﬂtrglc policy- mﬂkmg authority will need to

alistic assumptions of

demographic growth ﬂnﬂ' that there are exceptional local circumstances that justify
deviating from the standard method. This will be tested at examination.

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)

The Council’s Proposed Approach

As noted above, the Council is currently undertaking a consultation on the 10. Although the
Local Plan Review is at an early stage, and the 10 is a high-level consultation, with the
Couneil generally not defining its chosen approach to various issues, the Council has been
clear in its views on its housing requirement for the 2021 to 2041 plan period. The Council’s
10 is supported by a suite of initial technical documents, including the HEDNA and
Housing Topic Paper (July 2023) ("the Topic Paper™), which it relies on to support its
position. A summary of the Council's position is set out below:

The Issues and Options Consultation

Chapter 3 of the 10 sets out a review of the overall levels of growth and the duty to
cooperate. Drawing on the HEDNA, the 10 states that the Topic Paper has set out three
housing needs options for the 2021-2041 plan period:

Scenario 1: SM for LHN - a total minimum need of 63,760 new homes;

. 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; and

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

Ultimately, the 10 concludes that "Seenario 3 represents the true need for Coventry, as it is
based on the best available evidence. The Council, therefore, considers that this is the

e PPG ID: 2a-0073
U PPG ID: 2a-015
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figure that we should deliver and is seeking views on this approach.” In particular, the 10
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.” — it is noted that the Topic Paper provides no further justification
for this position.

9.4 In terms of supply, Chapter 5 provides an updated land supply position for the Council. The
Council highlights that, as of 315t March 2023, it has a supply of 25,158 dwellings
(including c.3,000 windfall dwellings). So, against the Council's preferred housing need
figure, the Local Plan Review would need to make further allocations for only ¢.3,042
dwellings up to 2041.

The Evidence Base

3.5 As noted above, both the 10 and Topic Paper refer ta the Council's HEDNA. The HEDNA
was prepared by Ieeni Projects,' jointly on behalf of the 6 LPAs" forming the Coventry and
Warwickshire Housing Market Area [HMA] ("CEWHMA"). Notably, the HEDNA draws on
the C&WHMA, which was first established in the joint Coventry and Warwickshire Strategic
Housing Market Assessment in 2013.

3.6 The purpose of the HEDNA was (inter alia) to consider the overall housing need within the
C&WHMA between 2021 and 2041 and up to 2050, having regard to the standard method,
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,

1.7 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's — 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
justifying a departure from the 2014-based projections, which comprised:

12 Supported by Cambridge Econometrics (in respect of economie forecasts), Holt Commereial (in
respect of commercial property market dynamics), MDS Transmodal (in respect of warehousing and
logistics needs) and Justin Gardner Consulting (JGC) (on demographics, affordable housing and
specialist housing needs).

'3 Coventry City Council, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, North Warwickshire Borough
Council, Rughy Borough Council, Warwick District Council and Stratford-on-Avon District Council

4 Review of population estimates, and projections produced by the Office for National Statistics (May
2021), UKSA

15 Available at:

hitps://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/ populationandmigration/populationestimat

es/ articles/futureplansforresearchonpopulationestimatesandprojections/2021-07-29
it PPG 1D: 2a-005
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“» 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

+ 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 the basis of the PPG’s guidance that an alternative approach to the SM can be take 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-vear 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 are then applied to the households as of 2021 recorded in the Census, with the 2014-
based Household Representative Rates, to derive a new household projection for each
authority. These baseline population projections are then run 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 ohjectively assessed need of
1,964 dwellings per annum [dpa] for Coventry — which is 1,224 lower than the 2014-based
LHN.

Coventry’s Housing Needs

Crucially, the Consortium strongly contends that the Council's proposed approach to
identifving its housing requirement for the Local Plan Review is neither positively prepared,
nor justified as it is contrary to the Council’s own evidence base,

In addition, in arbitrarily removing the 35% Urban Centres uplift, the Couneil is likely to
need to only focus on limited growth within the city centre, which is unlikely to
accommodate the Council's needs nor reflect the size, type and tenure of housing needed
{or different groups in the community as required by paragraph 62 of the NPPF. This
includes affordable housing, families with children and older people, all of which have to be
considered in the context of determining the minimum number of homes needed. In this
regard, the Consortium’s fundamental concerns are set out below:

1. The Principle of the Urban Centres Uplift

As the Council will be aware, following the consultations received in relation to the
Government's proposed changes to the SM, as a part of the ‘Changes to the current
planning system’ consultation, in December 2020 the Government revised the standard
method. The PPG* was revised to include a further stage within the SM which applied a

7 PPG 1D: 2a-003
1 PPGID: 20-004
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35% uplift for those urban local authorities in the top 20 cities and urban centres list; which
includes Coventry.

As set out in more detail within the Consortium’s HNA, prepared by Lichfields, the
Consortium accepts that the broad principle of deriving independent population projections
is acceptable in this instance (i.e. deviating from the 2014-based household projections).
The Consortium also agrees with the HEDNA's approach of utilising the broad SM
framework in calculating an OAHN. This is because there is a cogent and logical argument
that the broad principles of the SM framework should still be utilised to calculate
Coventry's housing needs.

Firstly, prior to the introduction of the SM in the NPPF and PPG, housing need was
caleulated through OAHN. At the time, the PPG was clear that there was no one
methodological approach or use of a particular dataset(s) that would provide a definitive
assessment of development needs. However, it did outline an overarching methodology for
preparing need assessments in a transparent manner, based on the following criteria:

1 Be proportionate and not consider purely hypothetical scenarios, only future scenarios
that could reasonably be expected to oceur;

2 Be based on facts and unbiased evidence. Constraints should not be applied to the
overall assessment of need;

3 Utilise household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local
Government as the starting point estimate of overall housing need;

4 Consider sensitivity testing, specific to local circumstances, based on alternative
assumptions in relation to the underlying demographic projections and household
formation rates; and

5 Take account of employment trends and appropriate market signals including market
indicators of the balance between the demand for and supply of dwellings and
affordable housing needs.

In essence, at their core, OAHN calculations principally assessed projected household
growth over a plan period, based on official projections with sensitivity testing on
demographic trends (where necessary) and applied a ‘market signals uplift’ ranging
between 10-90%.

In this regard, the use of independent projections in the SM framework would be consistent
with the PPG’s SM requirements in so far as it would be based on realistic demographic
data, which reflects the UK SA and ONS' acknowledgement that the 2014-based projections
do contain some level of inaccuracy for Coventry. Furthermore, in principle, the application
of a ‘market signals uplift’ is not too dissimilar to the SM, which applies an affordability
uplift to the baseline household projections. Which, in Coventry’s case would be 14.75% —
based on a 2022 median workplace affordability ratio of 6.36 — and therefore well within
the 10-90% market signal ranges previously utilised.
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Secondly, the PPG was revised to include a further stage within the SM which applies a
45% uplift for those urban local authorities in the top 20 cities and urban centres list — this
was to ensure that the Government achieved its 300,000 dpa housing target.
Fundamentally, the Government's rationale for the uplift was based on three factors:
maximising existing infrastructure; responding to the availability of land arising from
structural change in retail and commerce, thereby maximising brownfield rather than
greenfield development, and responding to climate change by reducing high-carbon travel.

Housing need is a concept that has long been untouched by policy factors that should
promote or constrain the delivery of housing in different areas. Indeed, the Gallagher
Estates Ltd v Solihull MBC judgment confirmed that OAHN is an objectively assessed need
for housing in an area, leaving aside policy considerations, whereas a housing requirement
is a figure which reflects, not only the assessed need for housing but also any policy
considerations that might require that figure to be manipulated to determine the actual
housing target for an area. In essence, local housing need is *policy off and a housing
requirement is ‘policy on’.

However, the SM now incorporates three spatial policy judgements into the assessment of
need. As such, at its heart, the introduction of the 35% urban centres uplift is clearly a
Government-led ‘policy-on’ approach to calculating housing needs. Therefore, the
Consortium strongly contends that, even if an authority were to defer from the SM, the
application of the 35% uplift would still be required to meet the Government's expectations.
Although not explicitly, stated, it is clear that the Council's own HEDNA aligns with this
method of thinking, given that it still utilises the SM framework and applies the 35% uplift
in deriving the recommended OAHN for the city.

In this respect, the PPG clearly sets out the stages of the SM framework, of which, for the
top 20 largest urban areas, a 35% uplift is included. Whilst the Consortium accepts that the
principle of deriving independent population projections that reflect realistic demographic
data for Coventry based on the 2021 Census and latest household projections (i.e. the 2018-
hased projections) is acceptable and that the use of the SM framework is appropriate, the
Consortium objects to the Council’s arbitrary *picking and choosing’ of stages within the SM
framework; contrary to their own evidence hase.

The 35% uplift is a Government-led ‘policy-on’ approach to ensuring that cities are the
focus of development and that the Government can meet its 300,000 dpa objective. It is not
right, nor appropriate, for the Council to contest this policy-on approach through the Local
Plan Review. Ultimately, the Consortium contends that, as one of the largest urban
authorities in the country, Coventry must play its part in resolving the housing crisis that
exists nationally and contributing towards ensuring that the Government's target of
delivering 300,000 homes per annum by the mid-2ozos is met. Indeed, other authorities in
the West and East Midlands who are also subject to this uplift have sought to meet these
needs.

By way of example, Birmingham's recent ‘Birmingham's New Local Plan 2020-2042 Issues
and Options’ highlighted that the Council would not depart from the SM and the 35% uplift.

19 PPG 1D: 2a-004
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Similarly, prior to the Black Country Plan Review ceasing production, the Black Country
Authorities accepted the 35% uplift to Wolverhampton's LHN and sought to address this
within the area and through the Duty to Coaperate. More importantly, Leicester City has
also accepted the 35% uplift and worked with the wider Leicester and Leicestershire HMA
authorities to address the unmet housing needs arising from the city through the Duty to
Cooperate. Notably, in both Birmingham and Leicester, Iceni was responsible for the
preparation of the housing needs evidence, and in both instances, applied the 35% uplift to
the LHN — as such, the Council’s own consultant is consistent in their view that the 35%
uplift should be applied. There is, therefore, no reasonable justification for the Council to
seek to depart from applying the 35% uplift.

2, Meeting Affordable Housing Needs

4.14 Both the NPPF2® and PPG* are clear that the LHN figure generated by the SM is a
minimum starting point (i.e., actual housing needs may be higher than this figure).
Moreover, elsewhere in the guidance, the PPG differentiates between the minimum figure
arrived at through the standard method and “actual” housing need which can be higher.

445 It is ‘actual’ housing need that represents the objectively assessed need to which the tests in
paragraph 11 of the NPPF apply, and there is also a requirement for the Council to test
reasonable alternatives.** Therefore, an LPA should actively identify whether there are
reasons for testing higher figures as estimates of housing needs.

4.16 Fundamentally, this is because the standard method does not attempt to prediet the impact
that future government policies, changing economic circumstances or other factors might
have on demographic behaviour, nor considers local factors, policy and aspiration which
might legitimately mean the Couneil should seek to plan for more homes than the
minimum. It goes on to state that it would be appropriate for a higher figure to be adopted
on the basis of employment, infrastructure, affordable housing or unmet housing needs. =

4.17 Whilst the Council's HEDNA has derived its own baseline population projections for
Coventry, crucially, it runs these through the SM framework. In this regard, the HEDNA's
recommentded OAHN should be considered equally as the minimum starting point (i.e.,
actual housing needs may be higher than this figure).

418 In the context of affordable housing, the PPG* is clear that an increase in the total housing
figures included in the plan may need to be considered where it could help deliver the
required number of affordable homes. Notably, the Council's HEDNA identified a net need
of 1,887 dpa of Social /Affordable Rented Housing between 2021 and 2041 and 149 dpa of
Affordable Homes for Ownership of the same period. Notably, the HEDNA recognises that
“The affordable housing need is high relative to the overall housing need.” (Para 15.24).
Indeed, the need for Social/Affordable Rented Housing in Coventry equates to 96% of the

20 Paragraph 60

2 PPG ID: 2a-002
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2 PPG ID: 2a-010
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HEDNAs recommended OAHN for Coventry, which includes the 35% Urban Centres Uplift.
Furthermore, the overall need for Affordable Rented and Ownership homes would exceed
the Council's OAHN, again, this is even when the 35% Urban Centres uplift is included in
the OAHN. Of course, if the Council’s proposed approach were taken, the affordable
housing need would be well in excess of the Council’s housing requirement.

4.10 Since the adoption of the Council’s Local Plan in 2017, against the 2015 Joint SHMA's*s
identified affordable housing requirement of 600 affordable homes per annum, the Couneil
has consistently failed to come close to meeting these needs. Whilst neither the NPPF nor
PPG requires these identified needs to be met in full, as per the Kings Lynn Judgment,*®
against a need for 6,600 affordable homes between 2011 and 2022, the Council has only
delivered 2,244 (gross) new affordable dwellings. Even without accounting for Right to Buy
losses, the Council has grossly undelivered against these needs, which has likely
compounded the need for affordable housing within the existing population and led to the
marked increase in needs identified within the HEDNA. The consequence of this is that
since 2011, the median quartile workplace-based ratio in Coventry has worsened from 4.62
to 6.36. Although this remains below the national average (8.28), since 2011, the
affordability ratio in Coventry has increased by 38%, whilst nationally over the same period
it has only increased by 22%.

4.20 This low level of delivery is likely to be a result of a significant proportion of the Couneil's
completions arising from Purpose Built Student Accommodation [PBSA]. Indeed, as noted
in the ‘Authority Monitoring Report 2021/22" (*2022 AMR"), the Couneil is not able to
meet its affordable housing need, as such developments are not required to do so:

“3.16. Of the 3,818 completions in 2021/22, 2,918 were on sites that did not meet the
affordable housing threshold (these were largely PBSA sites but also included 297
completions on sites that fell below the threshold).”

4.1 Maoreover, as recognised in the previous 2021 AMR, in which only 74 (gross) affordable
homes were delivered, “applicable sites provided a total of 15% Affordable Housing on site,
substantially lower than the policy requirement. This shortfall is due to the fact that
viability arguments had been accepted for sites contributing 259 dwellings completions
this year” (Para 3.17).

4.22 The Consortium recognises that the HEDNA's identified affordable housing need would be
part of the overall housing need for the city, and not in addition to the LHN figure. It also
understands that neither the NPPF nor PPG requires the Council to meet these needs in
full. Indeed, the precise provision of affordable housing will need to be tested through a
viahility study to ensure that any proposed affordable housing contribution would not
undermine the deliverability of the Local Plan — as required by Paragraph 34 of the NPPF.

4.29 However, the above highlights that, by removing the 35% Urban Centres uplift from the
Council's OAHN calculation, the Council will be unlikely to come close to addressing much
of this need. By way of example, over the last ten vears, the Council has only delivered an

= Updated Assessment of Housing Need: Coventry-Warwickshire HMA (September 2015)
20 Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government, ELM Park Holdings Ltd ([2015] EWHC 2464)
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average of 224 affordable homes (gross) per annum. Even if losses to stock through the
Right to Buy were ignored and the Council's delivery of affordable homes continued at this
rate, the Council would only be able to address c.11% of the identified need. If further
growth is directed to the city centre, where viability arguments can be made to reduce the
provision of affordable housing delivered, or given that most of the Council's purported
25,158 dwelling supply already benefits from outline planning permission permitted with a
lower level of affordable housing provision than needed, this would further worsen.

As such, it is clear from the Council’s own evidence base that there is an acute and
substantial level of demand for affordable housing within the city, far greater than
identified in the 2015 SHMA. Therefore, the Consortium strongly contends that the
inclusion of the 35% uplift to the OAHN would significantly assist in helping deliver
affordable housing, and crucially, necessary to addressing worsening affordability. In the
absence of this, the Consortium considers that the Couneil’s proposed approach is not
positively prepared nor justified because it would not meet the number, type and size of
dwellings required in the city, and is therefore unsound.

3. An Appropriate Mix of Dwellings

The NPPF is clear that “a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is
needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and that
land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay.” (Paragraph 60). It also
states that:

“...the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community
should be assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but not limited to, those
who require affordable housing, families with children, older people, students, people with
disahilities, service families, travellers, people who rent their homes and people wishing to
commission or build their own homes).” (Para 62)

The HEDNA identified the below mix of market and affordable housing, which clearly
identifies a large need for larger family homes. Indeed, 50% of the market needs is for
dwellings with 3+ bedrooms.

Table 4.1 Suggested Market and Affordable Housing Mix - Coventry

Market 10% 40% A% 10%
Affordable Remt 30 35% 25% 10%
Affordable Ownership 205 45% 25% 10%

Source: Tables 15.6 and 15.7, 2022 HEDONA

However, with the Council's proposed approach and based on their available supply set out
in the Council's ‘Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 2023' — 25,158
dwellings (including ¢.3,000 windfall dwellings) — the Council would only need to make
provision for a further c.3,942 dwellings up to 2041. However, whilst a large proportion of
the supply is already permitted, a large majority of this existing permitted land supply
relates to flatted PBSA or flatted schemes on previously developed land. These types of
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development tend to lend themselves more to, naturally, students and not families, and
smaller 1-2 bedroom properties. The reliance on such a supply, largely consisting of PBSA
and high-density residential accommodation, would not reflect the current demand for new
housing in Coventry as identified above.

This details that there is currently a high demand for larger-family dwellings and a
significantly low demand for one-bedroom dwellings. In any event, as recognised in the
HEDNA, even with the demand for 2-bed properties, analysis of demand in the city
suggests that a majority of 2-bedroom homes in the future should be houses (Para 12.54).
The evidence, therefore, shows that the proposed removal of the 35% uplift is likely to limit
future growth within the city to the current supply, which is unlikely to meet the number,
tvpe and size of dwellings required in city, and is therefore unsound. Again, the Consortium
contends that the inclusion of the 35% uplift and therefore the need for an additional
supply of housing, is required to ensure that these needs can be met.

4. The HEDNA

As noted above, in general, the Consortium considers that the principle of deviating from
the 2014-based household projections and utilising the SM framework is acceptable in
principle. To this end, the Consortium are broadly supportive of the Council's HEDNA and
its general approach to caleulating the OAHN for the city. That being said, the Consortium
has some concerns regarding the HEDNAs approach. In particular, it is noted that the
HEDNA applied age-banded migration rates within its baseline population projections.
However, it is fundamentally unclear as to how/if these have been applied, as this is not
explicitly stated or shown in the HEDNA.

Notwithstanding this, prior to the Council’s HEDNA being published, the Consortium
commissioned the HNA to provide the Consortium's alternative assessment of Coventry's
projected household population to be used as a basis for caleulating 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 made adjustments to the official 2018-based
projections to take account of the differences in migration over the 10-year intercensal
period. Notably, Lichfields' 2011-21 implied migration trend projections equated to 1,669
per annum (as opposed to the 1,735, which is households converted into dwellings). On the
basis that it is entirely appropriate to utilise the SM framework, the HNA then ran these
projections through the SM framework.

As such, when adjusted for the 5.96 2021 median workplace-based affordability ratios (the
latest at that time), this resulted in a 12.25% uplift. At the time of the HNA, the SM
framework would have applied a 40% cap, as the Local Plan was still considered up-to-date.
In addition, as set out above, Lichfields considered that the 35% uplift is required. As a
result, the HNA considered that Coventry’s minimum OAHN figure would be 2,325 dpa.
Notably, this was the same as the then 2014-based LHN for Coventry, by virtue of the
application of the 40% cap on the Local Plan figure. However, given that the 40% cap was
removed in December 2022, the HNA also assessed the OAHN with the 40% cap included,
which resulted in Coventry's minimum OAHN figure increasing to 2,529 dpa.
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Per annum household change 1,669 1,669
Affordabllity ratio (2021) 5.96 5.96
Uplift to housshold growth 12.25% 12.25%
Initial Local Housing Need 1,873 1,873
Yes (40% - Local Plan Housing
Cap Requirement) N/A
1,722
Urban Uplift Yes— 35% Yes — 355

Source; Lichfields analysis

The Consortium strongly contends that the Council fundamentally lacks any justification
for proposing a housing requirement of 1,455 dpa. Fundamentally, this is at odds with the
Council's own evidence base — namely, the HEDNA - and the evidence produced by the
Consortium. In all likelihood, the Council'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
Council is proposing within the 10,

Summary and Conclusion

This Briefing Note has been prepared by Lichfields, on behalf of the Consortium to
demonstrate that the Council’s proposed approach to omitting the 35% Urban Centre uplift
from their housing requirement, set out in the 10 consultation is ‘unjustified’,

It is important to note that the Consortium welcomed the Council’s commitment to
reviewing the Local Plan, which aligns with the requirements of the NPPF. Furthermore,
importantly, in general, the Consortium also accepts, in principle, the derivation of
independent population projections and agrees with the HEDNA's approach of utilising the
broad SM framewoark in caleulating an OAHN.

However, the Council’s currently proposed approach to calculating the Local Plan Review's
housing requirement 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’,

Ultimately, the 35% uplift is a Government-led ‘policy-on’ approach to ensuring that cities
are the focus of development and that the Government can meet its 400,000 dpa ohjective.
It is not right, nor appropriate, for the Council to contest this policy-on approach through
the Local Plan Review. On this basis, the Council, as one of the largest urban authorities in
the country, must play its part in resolving the housing crisis that exists nationally and
contributing towards ensuring that the Government's target of delivering 300,000 homes
per annum by the mid-2020s is met. Indeed, other authorities in the West and East
Midlands who are also subject to this uplift have sought to meet these needs. There is,
therefore, no reasonable justification for the Council to seek to depart from applying the
35% uplift.
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In addition to the above, there is an acute and substantial level of demand for affordable
housing within the city, and the inclusion of the 35% uplift to the OAHN would significantly
assist in helping deliver affordable housing, and crucially, necessary to addressing
worsening affordability. Moreover, given the high demand for larger-family dwellings and a
significantly low demand for one-bedroom dwellings and that a majority of 2-bedroom
homes in the future should be houses the proposed removal of the 35% uplift is likely to
limit future growth within the city to the current supply, which is unlikely to meet the
number, type and size of dwellings required in city, and is therefore unsound. When taken
together, the inclusion of the 35% uplift and therefore the need for an additional supply of
housing, is required to ensure that number, type and size of dwellings required in the city,
can be addressed.

Finally, the Consortium strongly contends that the Council fundamentally lacks any
justification for proposing a housing requirement of 1,455 dpa. Fundamentally, this is at
odds with the Council's own evidence base — namely, the HEDNA — and the evidence
produced by the Consortium. In all likelihood, the Council'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 Council is proposing within the 10.

In conclusion, the Consortium strongly considers that there is a clear and cogent need for
the Council to ensure that the Local Plan Review housing requirement has proper regard to
the 35% Urban Centres uplift to ensure that the Council’s housing needs up to 2041 are
met. As such, the Council's Local Plan Review should, as a minimum, seek to plan for
Option 2. In the absence of this, the Council’s Local Plan Review 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’.
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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 Ainseough 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 circumstances.” 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 raised in relation to the household
projections for Coventry;

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

ttps:/ S www oms.gov ik I Iatiomandeommunity/ populntio
eplonsforresearchonpopulationestimatesnnd projections/ S o21-07-29
' PPG ID: 2a-003

Intiomesti es/articles/ futur

FEl
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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.

Pg2
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Context

Official Population Measures

The ONE &2 responzible (or collecling, analyaing and publishing & vanpe 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 prepaved on a manthly, quarterly, and yearly 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 houschaolds to comploete 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 Burvey [1P5], 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
ddminislrative sourees managed by olher oreanisations whose primeary 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’ with any of those dala seurces bul who nay be recorded in he
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 hespoke
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-
recoreling of migratior. in onc area may be accounted tfor 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 anmual 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 rave that MYEs have perfectly
recorded populalion chanze in an ares over Lhe previous 10 vears and therelore some
reviEong are neeesssany Lo rccalibreate’ Ui populativo, ' Ulwese adjusbmenls aec lermoed
‘Unatt-ibutable Population Change TPCY, Le the sunount of population change (hetvern

Pg i
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brd

cach census — coe hetween 2001 and 2011) which cannot be aceounted for by births, deaths
promigralion recorted by the MY Es i the inlervaning vears, This is dong gl o naliongl Teve,
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 errors 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 implics the data sourees 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). Tf
there is reascn 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 revizsed population,
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 eslimales produced immedialely alter census vears 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 year on from the 2011 Census, compared with cight years onin 2016,

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 other waords, laplang nafionacly, the smnount of LIFC in MY s ebwean 2odn
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. 138 unknesw o whelher OA8 will draw Lhe same conclhisions
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 MVTs are the hasis of ONS's
population prijections. ONS prodoces Sub-National Fopulation Projecdions [SKPPs]
ivpically every twa years, masl recenlly he 2end-hased SKPPs which were published in
sz, SNPPs woere not published in 2oee (these would have been 2ozo-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, 28 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
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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 ahove, 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 populplion was growniy [nr quicker Lhan Lhe 2021 Censas has
shawn bo b Lhe case, Wallsl ONS will uolikely allribote WUhis Loa specthic cawse/s (such as
errors in one or botk 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 future pepulation houschold growth end
howsing need.

Tapurce: O_UHC Live Table 122 Nat additions dwe ings oy ocal authority
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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 years, 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 316,060, MYEs show that
Coventry's population grew as a result of natural change (i.e. more births than deaths),
reflecting its relatively voung 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
417,000; 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

Pl
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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. *Note MYEs refer to the year to June whereas Censuses are taken in
Miarch; therefore figures are not precisely comparable to each other,
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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-
vear estimates for 2011 to 2021 (figures for 2020/21 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-2o020) 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

2002 | 4,728 | 2,650 | 2,078 |16,392|17,384| 992 | 7,050 | 2,576 | 4,474 | 3482 | 29 | 322,509
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 |16,912|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 adjustments 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 component 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 young 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 vears 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 compaonents 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.
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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
,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 betwern 2001 and 2011, compared 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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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.
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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

Pg 32



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

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.
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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 Lichdelds snalvsis, Covenory’s minimnm OAHK figore
wanld be 2 2os dpa. Motably, this is the seme as the 2014-based LIIN for Coventry, by
virtue of the application of the 30% cap on the Local Plan figure. [Towever, given that the
40% cap will b romoved in Deeerber 2022, the HNA also assessed the OAHN swita the
40, cap iocludad, which rosulled in Covenlery™s oeinimum QAHN ligure incrcasing Lo 2,520
dpa.
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L0

1.4

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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2.2

23

2.4

2.5

2.6

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)

PES



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

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)

FRb
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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

FET
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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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» 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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4.1

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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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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4.28

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




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

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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0.0

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

HPPG ID: 61018

® paras 104 and 105, NPPF (2021}
¥ Published in March 2023

IPPG ID: 2a-004

o para 11b, NPPF (2021)
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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;
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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
| Boundary

Coventry Local
Authority

Fastest Time To Coventry City Station
Stariom  Mirsites 1o Cowentry City Slabon

-
10-19
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Q© «w-o
. 50+ :nl.‘ ‘ll.-':-r:l-l::ul e

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.

Fg 26



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

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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B.50-B.99
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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
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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)
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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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7.25

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
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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

exceed modal

: ONS Migration
:&hnmmﬂmﬂmﬁmtwmunﬁklnﬂw 28% Estimates (2012-
2020)
% of Gross in-commute from LPA in CEW HMA to 0% Census 2011 Table
Caventry WLk
Fastest Train from District to Coventry [Mins) B i
Uplift Factar 10%
% of LPA within 45 bus journey [at peak times) to - Travel Time
Caventry City Cantre
Liplift Factor 105
Affardability Ratio B.0D ﬁmm
PPG Stopdard

Standard Method Theoretical Liplift 16% Method Calculation
Liplift Factor 20%
Fundamental Constraints {5551, ADNS, National Park] % 1% Magic Maps and
Covierage Liehfields Analysis
Uplift Factor 20%

BB
Green Belt % Coverage of Nan-Urban Land
Liplift Factor o%
Undarboundied Suthorities (Unlikely to mest even their o
own needs)

0%
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Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan Review [2021-2039); Appendix 4 Concept Masterplan

Appendix 4 Concept Masterplan




Concept Masterplan
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