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INTRODUCTION

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

1.6

We are instructed by our clients, Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Limited and De Bene Esse Ltd
to submit Hearing Statements and appear at the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Examination on their
behalf in relation the Huntingdonshire Proposed Submission Local Plan and associated evidence
base.

RPS previously submitted representations on behalf of our clients to the Huntingdonshire Local
Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission, the November 2017 Call for Sites, the Local Plan to 2036
Consultation Draft 2017 and a number of Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessments
produced between 2016 and 2017.

The representations to the Local Plan Consultation Draft 2017 and to the Proposed Submission
Plan are enclosed (Appendix A and Appendix B) with this Statement for ease of reference.

This Statement details our clients’ responses to Matter 4 of the Matters and Issues identified by the
Inspector. RPS has also prepared a Hearing Statement in respect of Matter 3 and we reserve our
position to submit further Hearing Statements in relation to Matters 6-15 at the appropriate juncture.

To complement this Hearing Statement, our clients have appointed Regeneris Consulting, a
specialist economic development and regeneration consultancy, to respond to a number of the
Inspector’s questions on the Huntingdonshire OAN. Their response forms Appendix C to this
Statement and itself contains a range of appendices.

We request that Regeneris attend the relevant Hearing Session alongside ourselves to represent
our clients’ interests and help the Inspector establish the soundness or otherwise of the draft Local
Plan and the evidence base upon which it is derived.
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RESPONSE TO THE MATTERS AND ISSUES IDENTIFIED
BY THE INSPECTOR

21

2.2

2.3

2.4

The Inspector has posed a number of questions in respect of the 15 Examination Matters. This
Hearing Statement seeks to respond to questions of relevance to our client’s interest in respect of
Matter 4. These responses are provided below and should be read alongside Appendix C produced
by Regeneris Consulting.

Matter 4 — Overall Provision for Housing

Whether the Local Plan has been positively prepared and whether it is justified, effective and
consistent with national policy in relation to the overall provision for housing

Question 1

Question 1 enquires whether it is justified to identify an updated OAN for housing for
Huntingdonshire rather than the wider HMA. This approach is consistent with that seemingly
agreed across the seven HMA Authorities, and the Local Plans for East Cambridgeshire and Forest
Heath have been tested at Examination and found to be sound on this basis. The Inspectors’
Report into the Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Local Plans is expected in the near future.

Such an approach is not entirely consistent with the NPPF which refers at paragraph 47 to Local
Planning Authorities using ‘their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area’. It also
does have its shortcomings as set out in the submissions by Regeneris at Appendix C. However,
in the context of this Local Plan we do consider the approach, focused on the district, is justified.

Question 2

Question 2 seeks comment on whether the methodology employed in the Huntingdonshire OAN
Update 2017 is appropriate and provides a robust basis for establishing the OAN. We contend that
the approach taken is not robust for the following reasons elaborated on in Appendix C:

. There is a reliance on the 2013 SHMA which is considered to be based on out of date
evidence

* Only limited assessment of past household formation rate (HFR) trends has been
undertaken

= No adjustment is made to HFR in the projections as these are deemed similar to those of
England and comparator areas. This approach is self perpetuating and will not serve to
address the ‘*housing crisis’ in the UK

= There are clear grounds to adjust HFRs for younger households, notably the 25-34 year
old cohort
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=  Adjustments to population and household projections to account for economic growth have
been made on a flawed basis

= A 4% uplift to the starting projections to respond to jobs growth has not been justified and
appears highly conservative

= A 5% uplift to account for market signals adjustments has not been shown to be the
appropriate level or to have any effect on easing affordability issues

2.5 The adopted methodology therefore underestimates the district's OAN.
Question 3
2.6 Question 3 asks whether the Council are justified in not adjusting the demographic led figure

derived from the 2014 based household projections.

2.7 We consider that this is not justified for the reasons set out by Regeneris Consulting in their
response at Appendix C.

Question 4

2.8 Question 4 seeks an explanation as to how economic/job growth forecasts and changes to working
age population have been taken into account.

2.9 The Council has applied a 4% uplift to the starting point projections to respond to future change in
jobs and the labour force, but we consider this to understate the growth potential. This is further
explained in Appendix C.

Question 5

2.10 Question 5 queries how market signals have been taken into account in determining the OAN, what
they show, what the basis is for the 5% uplift and whether this uplift is appropriate, and whether the
uplift for economic/jobs growth should be included within this figure.

2.11 We submit that a 5% uplift is not appropriate and is too low having regard to house price data and
affordability ratios. A 5% adjustment to the Council’'s proposed OAN amounts to an extra 960
dwellings in 25 years or only 38 per annum. At current levels of housing stock, an increase of 38
dwellings a year over and above assessed demand from the household projections figures (765
dpa) would represent just a 0.05% uplift. This is not going to impact positively on levels of
affordability in the district.

2.12 Appendix C provides further exploration of the reasons why we consider this is not an appropriate
uplift.
Question 6
2.13 Question 6 questions whether the OAN should be increased to assist in the delivery of affordable
housing.
2.14 Yes, for the reasons set out by Regeneris in Appendix C.
3
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2.15 Furthermore, we have undertaken an exercise of reviewing the delivery of affordable housing
across the draft allocated sites within the emerging Local Plan. We have also reviewed the
published Council AMRs to ascertain how many affordable houses have been completed in the
relevant monitoring year and across a 5 year period (April 2012-March 2017). These tables form
Appendix D.

2.16 Given the provision for affordable housing review mechanisms in S106 Agreements associated
with a number of these developments, most notably the strategic sites, a range of assumptions
have been made. This results in a best case and worst case scenario of affordable housing
provision. The best case is 6,548 affordable housing units over the Plan period and the worst case
is 4,958 units. Against an acknowledged need in the draft Local Plan (para 4.3) of 7,900 affordable
homes, the shortfall ranges from between 1,442 and 2,942 units. This is substantial on either
scenario; a shortfall of between 18%-37% of the affordable housing need.

2.17 The second table in Appendix D establishes from the published AMRs that only 542 affordable
homes have been delivered over the 5 year monitoring period. At no point over this time has the
40% affordable housing target been met. The highest percentage achieved on qualifying sites (as
defined in the AMR) was 32.6% in 2016-17, and the highest in terms of overall completions was
22.3% in 2014-15. The averages over the 5 year period were 23.32% and 14.02% respectively.
This is clearly well below the 40% target.

2.18 We therefore contend that the Plan should allocate substantially more sites in order to boost
significantly the supply of affordable housing in the district. It is not reasonable, effective, or
positive planning to expect ‘exception sites’ to make up this level of shortfall.

2.19 For these reasons, alongside those set out in Appendix 3 on affordability issues, the OAN should
be increased to assist in the delivery of affordable housing.

Question 7

2.20 Question 7 asks whether the OAN is appropriate and justified and whether there is a basis to arrive
at an alternative figure.

2.21 We aver that there is a clear argument why the Council’'s OAN of 804 dpa is inappropriate and that
the alternative figure promoted by Regeneris Consulting in Appendix C of 950 dpa would be a more
robust position on which to base the draft Local Plan.

Question 8

2.22 Question 8 relates to whether the Local Plan is justified in seeking to make provision to meet its
OAN, whether there is a case to make provision for a higher or lower number, and how this
compares with historic rates of delivery.

2.23 According to paragraph 4.10 of the draft Local Plan, the Council consider that the total number of
housing completions since 2011, commitments as at 1 April 2017, and the allocations provided in
the Plan account for approximately 22,500 new homes or 112% of the Objectively Assessed Need.
However, this is based on the assumption that sites will come forward without delay and does not
address the historic under delivery within the District.
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2.24 As has been agreed at a humber of recent S78 planning appeal inquiries, the Council has failed to
deliver sufficient housing to meet current annual average targets every year since 2012/13 and has
achieved a total of 67% of their annual average target between 2012-2017. This was considered
sufficient evidence of persistent under delivery for Inspectors to apply a 20% buffer as required by
paragraph 47 of the NPPF in order “to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply
and ensure choice and competition in the market for land”. The same principles should be applied
to the Local Plan target and sufficient allocations be promoted to meet 120% (24,120 new homes)
of the Objectively Assessed Need if that figure is found to be sound. This will ensure that the Local
Plan is consistent with the requirements of national policy to provide confidence that the Council
has a realistic prospect of achieving the OAN figure and there is sufficient choice and competition
in the market.

2.25 Additionally, the Council has been overly optimistic in relation to the delivery of houses and
forecast delivery rates have not been achieved over successive years. In 2016/17 there were 682
completions against a 2015 AMR forecast of 940. The 2016 AMR further revised this forecast to
567. A similar pattern emerges for the years 2017/18 where the 2016 AMR forecast of 1,135 has
now been dramatically reduced to 689. There is therefore clear evidence regarding the robustness
of the Council's assumptions in relation to the number of units which are being delivered. The
Council should ensure they make provision for a higher number of units which should enable more
dwellings to be delivered. As set out in our Hearing Statement in relation to Matter 3, we consider
that these dwellings should be allocated on a wider range of smaller sites which can be delivered
earlier in the Plan period.

2.26 Furthermore, we have concerns regarding the timely delivery of a number of the current proposed
allocations and whether the Council can provide the 22,500 new homes suggested during the Plan
period. We will address these issues further in relation to Matters 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12.

Question 9

2.27 Question 9 asks whether the approach of the Local plan towards housing provision and jobs
growth/employment land provision is consistent.

2.28 Regeneris Consulting provide the response to this question in Appendix C.
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3 CONCLUSION

3.1 On behalf of our clients, we have a number of concerns in relation to the soundness of
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017. This Hearing Statement has
been produced in response to Matter 4: Questions 1 through to 9.

3.2 This Statement should be read in conjunction with the submissions of Regeneris Consulting on
behalf of our clients. Their responses to the questions forms Appendix C to this Statement.

3.3 We consider that the draft Local Plan is unsound as it is based on a OAN figure which has not
been properly justified and does not boost significantly the supply of housing as advocated in
paragraph 47 of the NPPF.

3.4 We submit the OAN figure for Huntingdonshire should be 950dpa.
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CgMs

140 London Wall, London EC2Y 5DN
T +44 (0)20 7583 6767 F +44 (0)20 7583 2231 W rpsgroup.com | cgms.co.uk

Our Ref: 19995/RMG/MB E-mail: mark.buxton@cgms.co.uk
Your Ref: Date: August 2017

Local Plans Team
Pathfinder House
St Mary’s Street
Huntingdon

PE29 3TN

Dear Sir/Madam,

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE HUNTINGDONSHIRE LOCAL PLAN TO 2036:
CONSULTATION DRAFT 2017

RPS CgMs are instructed to submit representations on behalf of our client, Abbey Properties
Cambridge Limited (‘Abbey Properties’), to the Huntingdonshire Consultation Draft Local Plan.

This letter sets out our objections to, and where relevant, support for, the Consultation Draft
Local Plan.

Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN)

Paragraph 4.8 identifies that the emerging Local Plan will support the overall provision of at
least 21,000 new homes. Paragraph 4.34 states the emerging draft Local Plan identifies that
20,100 homes are required to meet the forecast population growth between 2011 and 2036
according to the Objectively Assessed Need for Huntingdonshire (2017). This equates to 804
dwellings per annum.

To be positively prepared the Plan should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. While we welcome
Huntingdonshire District Council’s intention to target an overall provision of new homes above
their assessed OAN, the Plan only contains a single sentence (at paragraph 4.1) setting out
that the Council has taken this approach. We consider further justification for this approach
should be contained within the Plan to accord with the tests of soundness reflected in NPPF
paragraph 182.

We also highlight that if the Council seeks to provide at least 21,000 new homes during the
plan period they will need to provide in excess of 804 dwellings per annum. We therefore
consider that the Council should make it clear how many dwellings are required per annum to
achieve the provision of at least 21,000 new homes over the course of the plan period in order
for the Plan to be considered sound.

Furthermore, we consider that the Council has underestimated its Objectively Assessed Need
for housing in the district. Abbey Properties has commissioned its own assessment of OAN for
Huntingdonshire which it considers to be an appropriate Housing Target for the District. This
figure has been created using PopGroup Modelling software in order to determine the objective
assessed housing need. The software incorporates a wide range of socio-economic data which
IS sensitive to local circumstances and satisfies the requirements of the NPPF. The
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CgMs

Continuation Sheet

assessment has been submitted to the Council on a number of occasions in support of Outline
Planning Applications: 16/01530/OUT, 17/01161/OUT and 17/00931/OUT. A further update
has also been commissioned.

This work assessed a variety of different scenarios and concluded that taking account of the
Demographic, Economic, Affordability and Market Signals for Huntingdonshire there is clear
evidence of a housing need of between 23,809 and 27,068 to be met between 2011 and 2036.

Therefore, we consider that a housing need of 23,809 dwellings is a robust and sound figure
based on the sensitivity testing and should be the minimum level of housing need
countenanced by Huntingdonshire District Council.

Policy LP 1 - Strategy For Development

The policy concentrates development in locations which provide the greatest access to
services and facilities and directs substantial development to two strategic expansion locations:
Alconbury Weald and St Neots East. We consider this strategy inhibits growth and does not
provide a sufficiently flexible approach to bring further sites forward. The Policy also fails to
comply with the NPPF which requires Local Planning Authorities “to boost significantly the
supply of housing” (Paragraph 47).

The policy does not proactively address the key reasons behind the persistent under delivery
of houses within the District during the previous plan period. The Local Plan again places over
reliance on the delivery of a small number of large strategic sites which take a long time to
bring forward, have substantial infrastructure requirements, and are more likely to be delayed.

We therefore consider that the Distribution of Growth should be planned more positively across
the District with greater allowance made for additional small and windfall sites to support the
larger strategic sites. The Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’” advocates
such an approach.

Policy LP 5 - Spatial Planning Areas

We disagree with the Council’s position on developments on unallocated sites. We consider
that this policy is too restrictive and fails to recognise that the built-up areas of identified Spatial
Planning Area are unable to accommodate viable and sustainable further growth. We therefore
consider this policy is unsound.

The built-up area act as a proxy for the settlement boundaries. These have not been positively
planned or adequately reviewed in this Local Plan and therefore do not allow for future growth.
This results in limiting and restricting much needed housing growth. Moreover the built-up
areas are based on outdated policy, the 2002 Local Plan Alterations, and are no longer
relevant nor are they supported by the evidence base.

The supporting text states “allocations for new development reflect existing known
opportunities within each spatial planning area”. These areas are planned to cater for 70% of
future housing growth. However the boundaries reflected in LP5 limit the opportunities to
provide the future housing need of Huntingdonshire, as well-located and strategically placed
housing settlements are not identified. These settlement boundaries should be reviewed as the
areas defined are out of date.
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We advise, with consideration to paragraph 151 of the NPPF, that to contribute to sustainable
development less constrained boundaries are necessary. We consider there to be further sites
suitable for residential development which are appropriately located with excellent access to
services and public transport.

Policy LP 6 — Key Service Centres

The Council identifies in its objectives that there should be a good supply of suitable land for
growth and the promotion of high quality, well designed and locally distinctive sites. We support
this objective but consider that certain policies fail to support this and are therefore unsound.

Policy LP 6 states that a “proposal for development on a site in addition to those allocated in
this plan will be supported where it is located within a built-up area of a Key Service Centre”.
However, we consider the Policy and emerging Plan has failed to support this aim by
effectively retaining the existing settlement boundaries originally defined with the 1995 Local
Plan and 2002 Local Plan Alterations through the Built-up Areas definition. Any sites suitable
and viable for development would have already been identified and developed during the
preceding years. We consider evidence of this can be seen through the Council’s failure to
meet its annual housing target in 4 of the last 5 years. Therefore, we considered that this policy
is unreasonable and fails to plan positively for the District.

As a result the emerging Local Plan relies too heavily upon a small number of large strategic
sites which take a long time to bring forward, affecting housing delivery in the district. Notably
the Council has failed to meet its identified need over the last 4 years; a position the Inspector
at the recent Lucks Lane Inquiry (Appeal Ref: APP/H0520/W/16/3159161) concluded
constituted ‘persistent under delivery’. Furthermore we disagree with the ‘built up area’
definition. Excluding sites which are not ‘Previously Developed Land’ or ‘relate to surrounding
countryside rather than buildings’ limits the number of sustainable sites which could deliver
sustainable development.

Paragraph 157 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to plan positively for the development and
infrastructure required in the area. This means indicating broad locations for strategic
development. We consider there are other suitable sites which can positively meet housing
need in the District. Therefore, we submit that the Council should identify further locations
where development will be supported when it is well-related to the built-up area. This is over
and above the policy support espoused in Community Planning Proposals and Rural
Exceptions Housing policies.

Policy LP8 - Countryside

This policy states all development in the countryside must “avoid the irreversible loss of the
best and most versatile agricultural land (grade 1 to 3a) where possible.”

While we recognise that this policy is supported by the NPPF, we consider this policy fails to
recognise that there are suitable sites for development particularly in agricultural grade 3a.
Selective planned development of these sites will not harm the countryside nor materially affect
the amount of the best and most versatile agricultural land within the District and would
furthermore provide opportunities for the Council to meet its housing need. We therefore argue
that limiting development in the countryside is too restrictive and does not plan positively.
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Moreover, the policy position appears to be a direct contradiction to the majority of the
Council’s Strategic Allocations and the 2017 HELAA. A number of sites being promoted and
allocated by the Council are former agricultural land comprising of either Grade 2 to 3a.

We consider that the policy should be reworded to more accurately reflect the Council’s
Strategic Allocations and positively plan for the District.

Policy LP9 - Flood risk

This policy determines the locations suitable for development and states proposals will only be
supported where the flood risk has been addressed. This requires that “all reasonable
opportunities to reduce overall flood risk have been taken’.

We support this policy but consider there is an inconsistency with this policy and a number of
Strategic Allocations. We consider that the Council needs to address this inconsistency and
ensure that it correctly implements the Sequential and Exception Tests as set out in the NPPF.

Policy LP23 — Affordable Housing Provision

The policy sets out the provision of affordable housing to delivered on site. It targets the
delivery of 40% affordable housing on sites where 11 homes or 1,001sgm residential
floorspace or more is proposed except where it can be demonstrated that the target is not
viable.

We support the principle of this policy, however, we consider that the range of affordable
housing types, sizes and tenures should be clearly set out within the main policy text rather
than a referring back to the Housing Register, the Cambridge sub-region Strategic Housing
Market Assessment and other local sources. The Policy currently fails to provide certainty for
developers seeking to establish the tenure mix and associated costs. The policy is also likely to
create uncertainly during periods when evidence is being updated or in situations when the
evidence documents contradict each other. We therefore consider that the Council should state
the percentage of affordable housing types, sizes and tenures sought within the Local Plan.

Furthermore we have concerns in relation to bullet point c. This requires affordable housing to
be dispersed across the development in ‘small clusters of about 15 dwellings’. This can only
reasonably apply to the largest strategic allocations in the District. Furthermore, it exceeds the
11 unit threshold. For example, it would be impossible for a 12 unit scheme to meet this policy
requirement.

We consider that 15 dwellings constitutes more than what would typically be considered a
‘small cluster’ on the majority of sites. We consider this will result in the majority of the
affordable units being located in one area of the site. We are also unaware of any evidence
which supports this figure. We therefore consider this element of the policy to be unsound and
not supported by evidence. We would wish to see this element of the policy amended with a
reduced figure which can be reasonably considered to be a ‘small cluster’ in the context of the
proposed development. Amending the draft policy to refer to clusters of up to 15 units and
removing the reference to a ‘small cluster’ maybe an acceptable solution. We consider that this
would also provide flexibility for smaller sites where the number of units proposed means a
cluster of 15 dwellings is not possible or suitable.

We consider that the policy should also recognise that a site’s location within the District and its
local housing market characteristics could be a material consideration affecting the percentage

4
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and mix of affordable housing which can be provided on site. The District Council should
recognise that the different settlements within the District have different markets for affordable
housing with some areas more attractive to affordable housing providers than others. The
policy wording or supporting text should reflect that, where it is supported by viability evidence,
the location of sites will be a material consideration to justify a reduction in the amount of
affordable housing proposed on site.

Policy LP28 - Rural Exceptions Housing

Policy LP28 offers flexibility to proposals outside the built-up area and provides a positive
opportunity to meet housing need as a rural exception. The policy requires providing
“affordable housing for people with a local connection” with the aim of increasing diversity in
housing tenures and to meet Huntingdonshire’s housing need.

We support this policy in so far that it recognises that development might be necessary outside
of the built-up area. The policy could enable the Council to support sites outside the built-up
area of settlement to come forward to help meet the District’s housing need. The policy also
recognises the need to provide both affordable and market housing on site to ensure such sites
are viable. This could help offset the restrictions of LP1 Strategy for development and LP5
‘Spatial Planning Areas’.

We are concerned however over the lack of clarity in this policy. The policy states the scale
and location of the proposal must demonstrate the availability of services and infrastructure
and the effect on the character of the immediate locality. This does not provide sufficient clarity
to the development industry over issues such as the location of these exception sites or what
scale will be acceptable.

Allocations

We object that a number of sites which we consider to be sustainable and suitable for
development have not been included within the emerging plan allocations. We therefore
consider the allocations in the Plan to be unsound.

Separate representations on the HELAA and ‘Call for Sites’ forms have been submitted for
each of these sites. We consider it is necessary for the HELAA and proposed allocations to be
reviewed and additional sites included for the emerging plan to be considered sound.

A Dbrief description and analysis of the additional sites we consider should be allocated is
provided below:

Biggin Lane, Ramsey

Biggin Lane is located to the west of Ramsey and we consider could be developed for at least
141 dwellings. The site is assessed within the HELAA and was found to be suitable for only low
density development before being considered as ‘not suitable’ within the summary table for
Ramsey. We consider this is inconsistent and the HELAA has failed to consider a realistic
capacity for the site.

We note that the majority of Biggin Lane comprises grade 3b agricultural land and is
exclusively located within Flood Zone 1. We also consider the site has been incorrectly
assessed within the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal for the reasons set out in our separate
representation letter. Old Ramsey Road, St Ives

5
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Old Ramsey Road is located to the north west of St lves and despite representations being
submitted to the 2016 HELAA Additional Sites Consultation, the site has been omitted from the
HELAA 2017.

The site is approximately 10.81 hectares and we consider is suitable for 131 dwellings. The
site is located entirely with Flood Zone 1 and could provide at least 40% affordable units. The
site has been fully assessed through a number of technical reports submitted in support of
Outline Planning 17/00931/OUT which demonstrate that the site is sustainable.

Thrapston Road, Brampton

The site is located to the north of Brampton and has in part been included with the HELAA, but
limited to the frontage site only and therefore considered to have a capacity of just 8 dwellings.
The site was not therefore considered for allocation as it fell below the capacity threshold of 10
dwellings. The full site was not assessed due to concerns relating to flood risk.

However, we consider that the HELAA has failed to reflect the Council’'s updated Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment which identifies the site almost entirely within Flood Zone 1. The site
performs well in the Sustainability Appraisal and we consider should only result in 6 negative
impacts of the 32 criteria tested.

We therefore consider that the Thrapston Road site should be reassessed within the HELAA
and allocated for 63 dwellings.

Conclusion

Overall we disagree with elements of the Council’'s Draft Local Plan. We believe the Plan to
unduly limit potential future development sites. In addition we advise further consideration into
its settlement boundaries is needed to deliver sites to meet, and potentially exceed, the OAN
for housing and to provide sustainable and inclusive communities for the future.

RPS CgMs reserves the right to appear and speak at the Examination should the emerging
Local Plan continue to fail to satisfactorily address our concerns over issues of soundness.

Please do not hesitate to contact either myself or my colleague Robert Mackenzie-Grieve if you
require any information on, or wish to further discuss, this representation.

Yours Sincerely

-
{ //Iﬂ

Mark Buxton
Director
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140 London Wall, London EC2Y 5DN
T +44 (0)20 7280 3300 F +44 (0)20 7583 2231 W rpsgroup.com

Our Ref: 19995/RMG/MB E-mail: mark.buxton@rpsgroup.com

Your Ref: Date: 5™ February 2018

Local Plans Team
Pathfinder House
St Mary’s Street
Huntingdon
PE29 3TN

By email only

Dear Sir/Madam,

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE HUNTINGDONSHIRE LOCAL PLAN TO 2036: PROPOSED
SUBMISSION

RPS are instructed to submit representations on behalf of our client, Abbey Properties
Cambridge Limited (‘Abbey Properties’), to the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Proposed
Submission.

This letter sets out our representations to the Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan
and should be read alongside the representations made to the July 2017 Consultation Draft.
Previous representations were submitted under the name of RPS CgMs.

We set out at the end of each representation whether we consider the policy/allocation meets
the tests of soundness and the reasons why.

LP1 - Amount of Development: OBJECT
Policy LP 1 sets out the amount of development which is required in Huntingdonshire.

According to the Policy at least 20,100 new homes (both market and affordable) are required
within the District. We consider that this policy fails to be meet the Objectively Assessed
Housing Need for the District for the reasons set out in the ‘Huntingdonshire Housing
Requirement and OAN’ report by Regeneris Consulting attached to this letter.

According to the Regeneris Report the Council's OAN evidence contains the following
shortcomings:

o A lack of consistency between the figures and aspects of the method in the 2013 SHMA
and 2017 CRG study;

e The absence of any substantive consideration of the implications of Huntingdonshire’s
stand-alone OAN study for housing need figures in the wider Housing Market Area;

e The lack of a thorough assessment of past trends in household formation rates;

e Flaws in the Council’s approach to economic growth adjustments in the OAN; and

¢ An adjustment for market signals which falls far short of an increase in the future housing
supply relative to assessed demand which might reasonably be expected to result in an
easing of affordability problems.
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Regeneris consider that a minimum OAN of 23,750 (950 dpa) should be planned for the district
and we support and endorse their conclusions.

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
reguirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective No No evidence of joint working on strategic priorities

Consistent with National Policy | No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF

LP2 - Strategy for Development: OBJECT

This policy seeks to protect the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside surrounding
settlements and therefore seeks to apply a blanket protection to the whole of the countryside.
This is inconsistent with the NPPF which is clear that account should be taken of the different
roles and character of different areas. The NPPF only uses the term ‘protect’ in reference to
valued landscape and designated areas. We therefore consider that this addition to Policy LP2
from previous draft versions of the Local Plan is inconsistent with National Guidance.

The policy further concentrates development in locations which provide the greatest access to
services and facilities and directs substantial development to two strategic expansion locations:
Alconbury Weald and St Neots East. This means that approximately 75% of housing growth is
proposed to be located within the four spatial planning areas.

We consider this strategy potentially inhibits growth and does not provide a sufficiently flexible
approach to encourage other sites to come forward. The Policy therefore arguably fails to
comply with the NPPF which requires Local Planning Authorities “to boost significantly the
supply of housing” (Paragraph 47).

The policy does not proactively address the key reasons behind the persistent under delivery
of houses within the District earlier in the plan period. The Local Plan again places over
reliance on the delivery of two large strategic sites which take a long time to bring forward,
have substantial infrastructure requirements, and are more likely to be delayed.

We therefore consider that the distribution of growth should be planned more positively across
the District with greater allowance made for additional small and windfall sites to support the
larger strategic sites. The Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ advocates
such an approach.

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
requirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective N/A

Consistent with National Policy | No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF




LP7 - Spatial Planning Areas: OBJECT

Continuation Sheet

We disagree with the Council’s position on developments on unallocated sites. We consider
that this policy is still too restrictive and fails to recognise that the built-up areas identified as
Spatial Planning Area settlement are unable to accommodate sufficient viable and sustainable
further growth to meet the Objectively Assessed Need. We therefore consider this policy is
unsound.

The built-up area effectively acts as a proxy for the settlement boundaries. These have not
been positively planned or adequately reviewed within the Local Plan and therefore do not
allow for future growth. This results in limiting and restricting much needed housing growth.
Moreover the built-up areas appear to be based on outdated policy, the 2002 Local Plan
Alterations, and are no longer relevant nor are they supported by the evidence base.

The supporting text states “allocations for new development reflect existing known
opportunities within each spatial planning area”. These areas are proposed to cater for 75% of
future housing growth according to Policy LP2. However, supporting paragraph 4.8 states that
to allow for the level of growth currently proposed the use of some greenfield land will be
required to deliver the necessary scale of development. The policy wording of LP7 does not
reflect this need and limits the opportunities to deliver the future housing need of
Huntingdonshire, as well-located and strategically placed housing settlements are not
identified. These settlement boundaries should be reviewed as the areas defined are out of
date.

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
requirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective No No evidence of joint working on strategic priorities

Consistent with National Policy | No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF

LP11 - The Countryside: OBJECT

This policy requires that all development in the countryside must “avoid the irreversible loss of
the best and most versatile agricultural land (grade 1 to 3a) where possible.”

While we recognise that this policy is supported by the NPPF through directing development to
poorer quality land, we consider this policy fails to recognise that there are suitable sites for
development particularly in agricultural land grade 3a. Selective planned development of these
sites will not harm the countryside nor should it materially affect the amount of the best and
most versatile agricultural land within the District. It would furthermore provide opportunities for
the Council to meet its identified housing need. We therefore contend that the countryside
policy is too restrictive and fails to plan positively.

Moreover, the policy position appears to be a direct contradiction to the majority of the
Council’s Strategic Allocations and the 2017 HELAA. A number of sites being promoted and
allocated by the Council are best and most versatile agricultural land comprising Grade 2 to 3a.



Furthermore we object to the policy seeking to protect the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside. As stated above this is inconsistent with the NPPF which is clear that account
should be taken of the different roles and character of different areas.

Continuation Sheet

We consider that the policy should be reworded to more accurately reflect the Council’s
Strategic Allocations and positively plan for the District.

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
requirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective N/A

Consistent with National Policy | No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF

LP25 - Affordable Housing Provision: OBJECT

This policy sets out the provision of affordable housing to be delivered on site. It targets the
delivery of 40% affordable housing on sites where 11 homes or 1,001sgm residential
floorspace or more are proposed except where it can be demonstrated that the target is not
viable.

We do not support this policy and consider, amongst other things, that the range of affordable
housing types, sizes and tenures should be clearly set out within the main policy text rather
than referring back to the Housing Register, the Cambridge sub-region Strategic Housing
Market Assessment and other local sources. The Policy currently fails to provide certainty for
developers seeking to establish the tenure mix and associated costs. The policy is also likely to
create uncertainty during periods when evidence is being updated or in situations when the
evidence base documents contradict each other. We therefore consider that the Council should
state the percentage of affordable housing types, sizes and tenures sought within the Local
Plan.

We support the removal of the reference in bullet point ¢ to small clusters referring to ‘about 15
dwellings’. However, we still consider the reference to ‘small clusters of dwellings’ is unclear,
inconsistent with the supporting text, and difficult to achieve on smaller sites.

Supporting paragraph 7.10 states that affordable housing should be ‘pepper-potted’ around a
development and ‘may be provided in small clusters, proportionate to the scale of
development’. However, the proposed wording of Policy LP25 is less clear and does not
provide sufficient guidance regarding what is considered to be a ‘small cluster’. Furthermore,
supporting paragraph 7.14 still refers to small clusters consisting of about 15 dwellings. While
paragraph 7.14 acknowledges that clusters of 15 affordable dwellings could be too large on
smaller sites we consider this reference currently provides the only indication of what the
Council considers to be a ‘small cluster’.

We wish to see this element of the policy amended to provide further clarity on what is
considered to be a ‘small cluster’ in the context of the proposed development or to remove the
reference altogether. We consider that this would provide a greater degree of flexibility for
smaller sites.



We consider that the policy should also recognise that a site’s location within the District and its
local housing market characteristics could be a material consideration affecting the percentage
and mix of affordable housing which can be provided on site. The District Council should
recognise that the different settlements within the District have different markets for affordable
housing with some areas more attractive to affordable housing providers than others. The
policy wording or supporting text should reflect that, where it is supported by viability evidence,
the location of sites will be a material consideration to justify a reduction in the amount of
affordable housing proposed on site.

Continuation Sheet

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
requirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective N/A

Consistent with National Policy No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF

LP30 - Rural Exceptions Housing: OBJECT

Policy LP30 offers some flexibility to proposals outside the built-up area and provides a positive
opportunity to meet housing need as a rural exception. The policy seeks to provide “affordable
housing for people with a local connection” with the aim of increasing diversity in housing
tenures and to meet Huntingdonshire’s housing need.

We support this policy in so far as it recognises that development might be necessary outside
of the built-up area. The policy could enable the Council to support sites outside the built-up
area of settlements to come forward to help meet the District’s housing need. The policy also
recognises the need to provide both affordable and market housing on site to ensure
developments are viable. This provides a counter-balance to the restrictions on development of
LP2 ‘Strategy for Development’ and LP7 ‘Spatial Planning Areas’.

We are concerned however over the lack of clarity in this policy. The policy states the scale
and location of the proposal must demonstrate the availability of services and infrastructure
and the effect on the character of the immediate locality. This does not provide sufficient clarity
to the development industry over issues such as the location of these exception sites or what
scale will be acceptable.

We are also concerned that the policy may not assist with the need to provide additional
affordable housing within the District due to the overly restrictive criteria for eligibility. We
consider that the need for affordable houses across the District, as set out in LP25, should
result in the Council allocating more new housing developments in order to achieve 40%
affordable housing provision from those sites. This would address an urgent need within the
District and provide access to affordable dwellings to all.

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
requirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective N/A

Consistent with National Policy | No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF
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Allocations: OBJECT

We consider that the following allocations should have been included within Huntingdonshire
Proposed Submission Local Plan:

Land off and to the North of 66-100 Thrapston Road, Brampton

An application for 63 dwellings was dismissed at Appeal in December 2017
(APP/H0520/W/17/3172571) as the site was considered to have a harmful impact on the local
landscape and townscape.

However, we do not agree with the Inspector’s findings (and we have lodged a judicial review
of the decision) on this point and note the Council did not consider this site to comprise part of
a valued landscape in its determination of the original planning application. We therefore
consider the site is still suitable for 63 dwellings and lies within a sustainable location which
would not harm the landscape or setting of Brampton.

With regard to landscape impact the site is undesignated in landscape terms, contains no
features of particular value and is enclosed to the public.

The site is approximately 3.25 hectares and is located to the north of Brampton. It is currently a
vacant greenfield site with residential properties to the south. To the north, east and west of the
site is open land including Hinchingbrooke Country Park and Alconbury Brook Pond. Existing
agricultural and commercial uses are located to the north and north east of the site including
Poplars Farm.

The majority of the site comprises semi-improved grassland, tall ruderals and scrub with the
site boundaries comprising individual trees, hedgerows and scrub. Development of the site
should not have a negative impact on either Hinchingbrooke Gravel Pits or Portholme SAC.
Great Crested Newts have been identified within the pond on site and appropriate mitigation
would therefore be required. No reptiles have been recorded on site.

No Tree Preservation Orders are in place on site and one group of trees would require partial
removal to create the vehicle entrance. A number of trees are recommended for removal for
reasons of good arboricultural practice.

There are no designated heritage assets within the site and a single listed building is located
100m to the south. The closest Scheduled Monument is located 500m west of the site.
Development of the site will not affect the setting of these assets due to their distance from the
site and the existing screening. There is no suggestion that the site contains archaeological
remains that would prohibit development.

The site lies within the Huntingdon Spatial Planning Area (SPA) and presents a sustainable
location for residential development in terms of access to local facilities and amenities as well
as a good level of public transport provision. The site is well located to access local schools on
foot/cycle as well as local shops and larger superstores. The site is also located in close
proximity to the cycling routes. The nearest bus stops are located within 250m of the site’s
frontage to Thrapston Road. Development of the site would not have a detrimental impact on
the local highway or sustainable transport networks.



The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and all built development can be proposed outside of
the modelled 1 in 1000 year flood extent. SuDs such as permeable paving and detention
basins can be incorporated into any scheme to ensure that runoff rates do not exceed
greenfield rates.
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According to Natural England Agricultural Land Classification the site comprises Grade 3
Agricultural Land; two grades below the best quality agricultural land. The site is also suitable
for affordable housing.

For the reasons above we consider that Land off and to the North of 66-100 Thrapston Road is
suitable, available and achievable for the provision of new residential development within the
next 5 years. Therefore the site should be included as a residential allocation within the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

Thrapston Road Frontage Site

Additionally, we consider (in the event that the site above is not allocated) that the smaller
frontage site, to the east of n0.66 Thrapston Road, should be considered for allocation within
the Proposed Submission Local Plan.

The site is 0.49ha and capable of accommodating 14 dwellings along the frontage of Thrapston
Road.

We consider that this site would address the perceived impact on the valued landscape raised
in the Inspector’'s Appeal Decision referred to above (notwithstanding that a judicial review
application has been lodged). A frontage scheme would not extend further north than the
existing ribbon development, could not be described as ‘in depth’ and would not breach the
visual boundary of Brampton.

A frontage scheme would continue the established pattern of houses and would complement
the village form and settlement pattern. Additionally any impact on the character of the village
edge or the landscape would be limited due to the reduced extension of development into the
countryside.

The Council assessed the suitability of this site within the May 2013 Environmental Capacity
Study. It was concluded at that time that only the eastern part of the site would be suitable for
development owing to flood risk issues. As a result the scheme would have been below the 10
dwelling threshold for allocation within the future Local Plan so was not separately identified.

These concerns from May 2013 over flood risk have subsequently been removed owing to the
more up-to-date Environment Agency flood risk maps. The Council should therefore look
favourably upon new development in this location on the edge of the settlement which relates
more to the built-up area than the countryside.

We consider this site should be included within Huntingdonshire Local Plan Proposed
Submission.

Old Ramsey Road, St lves

The site is approximately 10.81 hectares and is located to the north west of St lves. It is a
greenfield site currently in agricultural use with a residential property, caravan storage business



to the east (in part) and allotments to the south. To the north of the site is agricultural land and
RAF Wyton a short distance further north. The site would be accessed via Old Ramsey Road.
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The site lies within the St lves SPA and is currently subject to Outline Planning application
17/00931/0OUT and we consider the site is suitable for 131 dwellings.

The site mainly comprises arable land with the boundaries consisting of individual trees,
scrubs, and tall ruderals. A stream runs along the northern boundary. The arable land is not in
itself of ecological significance. No reptiles were found on site however the site margins do
have the potential to support invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, breeding birds, foraging and
commuting bats and hedgehogs. The site also has the potential to support Barn Owls as a
Barn Owl box is present on the western boundary.

It is not necessary to remove any trees to enable development but a section of hedgerow on
the eastern boundary of the site will need to be removed to facilitate vehicle access. The
remaining boundary landscaping can be retained and enhanced through sensitive planting.

There are no designated heritage assets within the study site or the surrounding 1km search
area. Evidence provided from the Historic Environment Record demonstrates that the site is
considered to have low/negligible potential for significant archaeological evidence from all
periods.

Vehicular access to the site could be provided from Old Ramsey Road in the form of a priority
junction designed in accordance with DMRB standards. A new footway is proposed to be
provided along the western side of Old Ramsey Road. The Transport Assessment establishes
that the site enjoys a sustainable location in respect of the services and facilities and in respect
of available public transport. A proposed development of 131 dwellings would not be
anticipated to have a material impact on the operation of the local highway network.

The site is primarily located in Flood Zone 1 and is not considered to be at a significant risk of
flooding from any sources assessed. However, parts of the site adjacent to the ordinary
watercourse are at ‘medium’ to ‘high’ risk of surface water flooding and therefore any proposed
development should be located wholly outside of this area. Sustainable Drainage can also be
incorporated into the scheme to ensure that runoff rates do not exceed greenfield rates. This
can be done through permeable paving and a retention basin on site.

As the site is located within Flood Zone 1 it is sequentially preferable to a number of sites
assessed within the 2017 HELAA. We calculate there are 11 sites with flood risk issues
assessed within the HELAA. We consider that these sites are sequentially less preferable to
Land off Old Ramsey Road and the Council has failed the sequential test set out in the NPPF
by not adequately assessing this site within Flood Zone 1 before actively promoting other sites.

The allocation of some sites within Flood Zone 2 may be necessary in order to meet the
Council’'s Objectively Assessed Need but they should be shown to meet the Sequential and
Exception Tests set out in the NPPF. We object to these sites being allocated before all
possible sites within Flood Zone 1 have been assessed and allocated where they are identified
as being sustainable.

The majority of the site comprises Grade 2 agricultural land. Therefore, we consider the
development would not involve the loss of the best quality Grade 1 agricultural land. The site is
located in very close proximity to the built up area of St Ives with urban uses immediately to the
south east of the site.



The site could also provide additional affordable housing. The Proposed Submission Local
Plan sets a target of 40% affordable housing on residential sites. We consider that this site
could provide 40% affordable housing (equating to 52 units), or potentially more, while
remaining viable. This development site could therefore provide a significant number of the
affordable dwellings requirement within St Ives.
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A Sustainability Matrix based on the Council’'s HELAA criteria was prepared and submitted with
application 17/00931/OUT and the previously withdrawn application 16/01884/OUT. This found
that of the 23 criteria tested, there were 12 positive returns, 10 neural and only 1 negative
(relating to the site not being previously developed land). We therefore object to the fact that a
number of sites have been allocated as a result of the 2017 HELAA which have a similar or
higher number of negative impacts when assessed against the sustainability criteria.

For the reasons above we consider that land off Old Ramsey Road is suitable, available and
achievable for the provision of new residential development within the next 5 years. Therefore
the site should be included within the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed
Submission.

Meeting Lane, Needingworth
The site is approximately 4.9 hectares and is located on the north west edge of Needingworth.

Needingworth is identified as a small settlement in the draft Local Plan. Draft Policy LP10
‘Small Settlements’ states that “a proposal for development on land well-related to the built-up
area may be supported where it accords with the specific opportunities allowed for through
other policies of this plan”. We contend that land at Meeting Lane is very well related to the
existing built up area.

The site is greenfield and accessible from either Meeting Lane or the High Street. The site lies
primarily in Flood Zone 1 although access issues need to be satisfactory resolved. It is located
a short distance to the north of two bus stops and Needingworth Post Office. We therefore
consider that the site is a sustainable location for development.

The site was assessed within the Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment
December 2017. Overall the appraisal was positive with some of the main positive features
including the sites close proximity to Overcote Lane playing fields, Needingworth Village Hall,
Post Office and One Stop Shop. The site is also only 700m away from the Holy Church of
England Primary School and 1.9km from Needingworth Industrial Estate.

However, the Sustainability Appraisal within the 2017 HELAA concluded that the “the site is not
considered suitable for development as it contributes significantly to the character area of the
local area”.

This conclusion seems to run counter to the overall assessment and is seemingly based on the
fact the site would be inappropriate for higher density development.

We consider the site to be suitable for up to 50 dwellings and is also capable of providing
significant public open space. At 4.9ha such a scale of development would qualify as very low
density development, well below the Council’'s own assessment of ‘low density’ development of
30 dwellings per ha in the HELAA. We therefore consider this site is suitable for low density
residential development.



Furthermore the site is supported locally for additional development in the village with the
Parish Council expressing a positive early view of the site’s potential.
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Meadow Lane, Ramsey

The site is approximately 2.2 hectares and is located to the east of Bury within the Ramsey
Spatial Planning Area. The site is currently greenfield with an electricity sub-station adjacent to
the south-eastern corner and was previously used as a practice ground by Ramsey Golf Club.
The development would be accessed from Meadow Lane off Warboys Road.

The site is approximately 650m from Bury Stores and 750m away from Bury Church of
England Primary School. The site is also within 2km of both the High Lode industrial Estate
and the proposed employment site at Upwood Airfield.

We consider the site is suitable for 40 dwellings, open space and additional landscaping. The
site is not located in an area of flood risk. It lies on the south-eastern edge of the extensive
Ramsey Conservation Area adjacent to other housing which falls outside the Conservation
Area.

There is scope to provide a high quality and sensitively designed housing scheme on this site
which could enhance this part of the conservation area and provide an improved edge to the
settlement boundary in this location. It would also help to secure the long-term future of
Ramsey Golf Club.

Accordingly, we consider the site should be allocated for low-medium density residential
development in the Proposed Submission Local Plan.

A site location plan for this site is attached to this covering letter (area marked by black
hatching).

Positively Prepared No Not meet objectively assessed development
requirements

Justified No Not the most appropriate strategy

Effective No Plan will not deliver levels of development needed
over its period

Consistent with National Policy | No Not accord with, inter alia, para 47 of NPPF

Proposals Map: NOTE/OBJECT

We consider the key to the Proposals Map is currently misleading. It contains a reference to
SPA which is understood in this context to apply to ‘Special Protection Areas’ but could equally
apply to ‘Spatial Planning Areas’. We consider this should be clarified and cross reference to
relevant Plan policies in the key could assist in this regard.

Conclusion
We object to the Council’s Proposed Submission Local Plan for the reasons outlined above.

We consider the Plan unduly limits potential future development sites. Further consideration of
the settlement boundaries is required to deliver sites to meet, and potentially exceed, the OAN
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for housing and to provide sustainable and inclusive communities for the future. We therefore
consider the Local Plan, as drafted, fails the tests of soundness
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RPS wish to participate at the oral examination on behalf of Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire
Limited to ensure that our clients’ interests are adequately addressed.

Please do not hesitate to contact either myself or my colleague Robert Mackenzie-Grieve if you
require any information on, or wish to further discuss this representation letter.
Yours Sincerely

A2
', /I-_,_,-—'—}

Mark Buxton
Director
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1.

1.1

1.2

Response to Matter 4 Questions

1) Is it justified to identify an updated OAN for housing for Huntingdonshire rather
than the wider HMA? What are the implications of this for other authorities in

terms of plan preparation and meeting identified needs?

Huntingdonshire District Council’s decision to identify an OAN for the district only is
consistent with the approach apparently agreed amongst the seven HMA authorities. It is
a pragmatic approach to addressing the issue of OAN when there are complexities in
determining the OAN for a large, multi-authority HMA and from the different stages at
which Local Plans for the HMA authorities stand.

However, it is not possible to conclude that paragraphs 47 and 159 of the NPPF are met
by the approach taken by HDC and the other HMA authorities and the figures they have

so far produced individually:

. There is at best only a superficial attempt in the HDC's Duty to Cooperate
document (Core/06, Table 1 and paras. 3.7-3.21) to consider the alignment of the
OANs across the HMA. Although HDC acknowledges that the 2013 SHMA OAN
figures for the HMA are out of date and had to be updated (Core/06 para. 3.15), it
is clear from Table 1 and para. 3.17 that the process of establishing an up-to-date,
full OAN for the HMA is incomplete.

. Whilst there is a brief reference to the now out-of-date 2013 Memorandum of
Cooperation on Peterborough’s absorption of 2,500 dwellings' there is no
indication that the implications for planned housing requirements and any unmet
need of a full OAN for the HMA have been considered.

. Nor is there any indication that the assumptions made by individual HMA
authorities about the flows of people (travel to work) and future employment have

been considered collectively as part of the duty to cooperate process.

2) Was the methodology employed in the Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed
Housing Need Update of 2017 appropriate and does it provide a robust basis for
establishing the OAN?

! Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Memorandum of Co-operation Supporting the Spatial Approach 2011-2031, 2013.

The 2,500 figure is a broad estimate of the share of HMA housing need Peterborough’s adopted Development Plan

is assumed to absorb, and is based on out of date evidence and policies from the RSS.

\/ N
1 "Off‘ REGENERIS



1.3

1.4

1.5

It has weaknesses which mean it falls short of being a robust basis for determining the

district's OAN and consequently understates the district's OAN. These weaknesses are:

. HOUS/01 contains only limited assessment of past household formation rate
trends and concludes there are no grounds to adjust them, without first having
sufficiently considered the evidence for Huntingdonshire. We consider that there

are grounds to justify an alternative approach to household formation.

. A flawed approach to determining whether and how far the starting point
population and household projections should be adjusted to account for future

jobs.

. Its conclusions on the size of the market signals adjustment that should be applied
to the starting point projections. We agree that an uplift in the OAN is justified,
but there is insufficient evidence to support the Council’s conclusion that a small
uplift of 5% is either the appropriate level of increase in the OAN or that it would

have any effect on improving affordability.

. Reliance on comparison with the methodology and conclusions of the 2013 SHMA
to justify the approach taken in CRG 2017 and the lower OAN figure that arises
from the Council’'s 2017 study. The 2013 SHMA is based on out-of-date evidence
and there are substantial differences in several of the underlying figures on the

population, households and economy that are not explained in HOUS/01.

3) Is it justified in not making adjustments to the demographic led figure derived
from the 2014 based household projections in terms of alternative migration

trends, evidence on household formation rates or other factors?

HOUS/01 concludes that no adjustment to the 2014-based household projections on the
grounds that Huntingdonshire's household formation rates (HFR) in the projections are
generally similar to those of England and comparator areas in 2014 (para. 64 and Figure
5). It is based on assumed similarity between different age cohorts for one year only,
providing no detailed commentary on what the rates actually are, and no evidence on
how past trends and the future projections compare. This is of no value in determining

whether adjusted HFRs are necessary.

In evidence to the Biggin Lane inquiry (APP/H0520/W/17/3174462), the Council’s witness
provided additional analysis (included as Appendix 2 in this statement, paras. 4.12-4.15)
on the household projections by comparing projected changes in HFRs from 2011-36.

The conclusion was that there was sufficient similarity between the projections for
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

Huntingdonshire and comparator areas so that no adjustment was necessary. No analysis
has been provided of past trends and adverse factors which may have had a bearing on
the government projections, and why there might be reasons to conclude that the 2000s
had seen worsening trend in Huntingdonshire compared with both past years and that

experienced in other areas.

Detailed analysis of the household projections was carried out in the Regeneris proof of
evidence to the Biggin Lane Inquiry (Attached at Appendix 1, See Appendix D in this

statement). It found an adjustment to be justified for these reasons:

. Affordability worsened substantially across England including in Huntingdonshire
from the mid 1990s onwards, squeezing the ability of younger people to form

independent households.

. The recession from 2008 saw affordability problems exacerbated by rising
unemployment, static wage growth and restrictions on the availability of mortgage

finance.

. Evidence that the HFR for 25-34 year olds in Huntingdonshire worsened from
2001-11 by a larger percentage than all but South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge
in the HMA, the two least affordable local authority areas in the HMA, and by a
larger percentage than England (See Appendix 1, Appendix D, Table A1). This also

represented a marked worsening compared with the 1991-2000 period.

. Prior to 2012/13, Huntingdonshire was operating with a ‘restrained’ housing
delivery target. A restrained housing target compared with projected household

growth would have contributed to constrained household formation in that period.

There are therefore grounds to adjust HFRs for younger households, and particularly the
25-34 year old cohort. By returning household formation rates in the 25-34 cohort to the
level at which they stood in 2001, before the effects of worsening affordability and
recession accelerated a downward trend, the implied upward adjustment to the starting

point projections gives a housing need figure of 829 dpa.

Recently published ONS population projections (2016-based) project significantly lower
population growth. Taking 2011 as the base year, the new projections suggest annual

population growth of 905 compared with 1,350 in the 2014-based projections.

There are several reasons why they should not be relied upon in preference to the

demographic evidence used in HOUS/01 and our submissions:
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1.10

1.12

It is likely that the change is heavily influenced by two recent years of very low net
migration (285 in 2015 and 147 in 2016). This is far below the average (521 a year)
from 2001-16, and lower than only 2008-09. This is likely to have been driven in
part by completions which have averaged 612 a year since 2011 (MON1 Table 7.5)
and where completions of 514 and 534 in 2015 and 2016 were lower than average.
Since the projections are driven in part by recent migration trends, very low figures

would be carried forward into the new projections.

New household projections are not released until September 2018, so it is not yet
clear what are the implications for household growth and housing, and may be

premature to estimate these.

Lower population and working age population growth implies lower workforce
growth. Planning for future jobs growth on the basis of an OAN driven by the
2016-based projections is therefore likely to require a more substantial uplift to
the starting point projections than is currently accepted by the Council, or a
decision to accept that the economy would support lower jobs growth in future

than its forecasts suggest.

The PPG (para. 016) specifies that housing need assessments do not become

outdated each time new projections are issued.

For these reasons, the 2014-based projections should continue to provide the starting
point for OAN.

4)

How have economic/jobs growth forecasts and changes to working age
population been taken into account? Is the 4% uplift to take account of this

justified?

HOUS/01 concludes that the appropriate employment growth figure on which to assess
the OAN is 12,370 net additional jobs (495 pa) for 2011-36 which equates to an annual

growth rate of c. 0.6%.

The Council's conclusion that a 4% uplift to the starting point projections is necessary to

respond to future change in jobs and the labour force is not justified for several reasons:

HOUS/01 relies on only one jobs forecast (EEFM) and contains no comparisons
with other forecasts or with past trends. Whilst paragraph 018 of the PPG specifies
that past trends and/or forecasts should be considered, it is good practice to
weigh up a range of evidence in determining future jobs growth to plan for given

its importance to the alignment of housing and economic growth.
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. Past employment trends data (See this statement Appendix 1, Page 23, Table 7.3),
including sources (EEFM) used by the Council itself, shows that Huntingdonshire
has over some past periods seen markedly higher growth than the 0.6% future

growth per annum assumed in HOUS/01.

. In the 2013 SHMA, a figure of 19,000 jobs 2011-36 (760 a year) was accepted and
later formed part of the 2015 Targeted Consultation by the District Council as part

of the Local Plan process.

. Important differences between some assumptions that underpin the Council’s
preferred EEFM forecast and the ONS demographic projections. For example, the
EEFM model assumes population growth that is 4,500 lower than that assumed in
the ONS projections, but that there will be an extra 4,130 people aged 16-64
compared with c. 2,800 in the 2014-based ONS projections. There is no discussion
in HOUS/01 of the reasons for such differences, or (for example) any assessment of

apparent changes in commuting ratios in EEFM.

1.13  In essence, the Council simply accepts that EEFM is an integrated model and that its
preferred jobs forecast figure is robust and should be entirely relied upon for OAN

purposes without any critical analysis of its underlying assumptions

1.14  Furthermore, it is clear from HOUS/01 (paras. 86-89, para. 142 and Table 10) that the
Council itself does not accept the EEFM jobs growth figure as the one linked to its OAN.
It makes a 4% upward adjustment to the housing need figure compared with the starting
point projection to bring its assumptions about the working age population and the
dwellings they would require into line with those of EEFM. The Council accepts that the
ONS projections imply a shortfall of working age resident labour to support jobs growth,
hence the adjustment of an additional 630 homes compared with the government

starting point projections.

1.15 However, in HOUS/01's later conclusions on the need for an overall 5% adjustment in its
OAN (Table 10) to account for market signals (to 804 dpa), it gives a jobs growth figure of
14,400 (c. 575 pa).? This is the result of the Council having accepted that a higher housing
number would support a higher number of jobs than the EEFM forecast, although it is not
entirely clear how this figure has been reached. It must represent a higher growth rate
than the 0.6% in EEFM, although the figure is not given in HOUS/01.

2 This is rounded from 14,350
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1.16

1.18

Regeneris’s analysis of past jobs growth and a range of forecasts suggests a higher jobs
growth figure of 710 jobs per annum (0.8% employment growth pa) applied from 2016-
36 is a reasonable growth assumption to make. The EEFM data used by the Council
shows that the number of people working in Huntingdonshire increased by 1,000 a year
from 2011-16. This yields a housing need figure of 950 dpa when linking assumptions
about the future labour force, commuting and unemployment are applied. The detail of
those assumptions is set out in Chapter 7 of the Regeneris proof of evidence to the Biggin

Lane Inquiry (attached at Appendix 1) and includes:

. Reasonable assumptions that economic activity rates will increase over the period
from 2011-36, including in older age groups as the state pension age increases.

This generates extra residents in the district's workforce.

. A fall in unemployment since 2011 which also brings more of the resident

population into the active workforce.

. A ratio of working residents to jobs (1.15) which reflects the important role of
Huntingdonshire as a residential location for people commuting to Cambridge and
elsewhere, and which allows for the number of people commuting into and out of

the district to change as the population and employment base increases.

5) How have market signals been taken into account? What do they show? What is
the basis for the 5% uplift? Is this appropriate or should it be higher? Is it

appropriate to include the uplift for economic/jobs growth within this figure?

Detailed analysis of market signals evidence is contained in the Regeneris Biggin Lane
proof (attached at Appendix 1, Chapter 8). It agrees with the Council's conclusion that
analysis of a full range of market signals evidence justifies an uplift to the demographic

projection to address affordability. In particular:

. Lower quartile and median house price to earnings ratios exceed 8.0 and are well

above the England average.

. The latest ONS affordability ratio release (April 2018) gives workplace-based ratios
of 8.76 and 9.15 for Huntingdonshire in 2017.

There is clear evidence of worsening in both house price increase data and affordability
ratios data over both the long and short term. The percentage worsening from 2016-
2017 on the lower quartile measure exceeds that of all the HMA districts with the

exception of St. Edmundsbury.
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1.19

1.20

1.21

1.22

1.23

Average monthly rental prices that at £575 in 2016 were also well above the England
average of £495 with an increase of 24% since 2011, an increase exceeded only by
Cambridge in the HMA.

Whilst the district has comparatively lower house prices than other HMA districts, this is
in the context of a high value housing market in Cambridgeshire, and one that faces and

acknowledges it has significant affordability challenges.

The PPG (para. 020) is clear that, after comparisons of market signals evidence are made:
‘A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned

housing numbers compared to ones based solely on household projections.’

On at least two indicators, Huntingdonshire has seen trends worsen at faster rates than
the national average and several relevant comparators. On these grounds alone, there is a

clear case for an upward adjustment if the approach specified by the PPG is followed.

The key issue is the size of the market signals uplift of 5% applied by the Council. It is

flawed for several reasons:

. A 5% adjustment to the Council's proposed OAN amounts to an extra 960

dwellings in 25 years or only 38 pa to the unadjusted projections figure.

. HOUS/01 provides little justification for selecting 5% as the appropriate figure,
other than to refer to the Planning Advisory Service guidance produced in 2016, to
the application of the 10% flat rate approach applied by Inspectors in other local
plan examinations, and to its assessment that the evidence for Huntingdonshire
suggests very modest adverse market signals evidence (HOUS/01 para. 112) and

requires only a moderate adjustment.

. In the Council's evidence to the Biggin Lane Inquiry (Appendix 2, Table 2) it refers
to market signals adjustments being proposed for Cambridge (30%), South
Cambridgeshire (10%) and indirectly to Forest Heath (5%) to provide further
justification for the Huntingdonshire figure on the basis of its consistency in the
way that it has been applied and the size of the adjustment relative to market
signals evidence elsewhere in the HMA. None of the relevant Local Plans have yet
been adopted and it is premature to conclude both that these adjustments are

reasonable and that the approach proposed for each area is the most appropriate.

. The Council’s evidence offers no explanation as to why a 5% adjustment might

reasonably be expected to ease affordability pressure. The PPG specifies (para.
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1.25

1.26

020) that a market signals adjustment should be reasonable and be expected to

improve affordability.

A range of evidence and the emerging revised PPG for housing need assessment clearly
suggests much higher adjustments being required to achieve marked improvements in
affordability:

. In proposed revisions to the PPG currently subject to consultation by the DHCLG, a
market signals uplift of 27% taking the full OAN to 1,010 dpa for Huntingdonshire
is implied.

. The March 2016 Local Plans Expert Group proposals for a revised OAN method
implied a 20% market signals uplift for Huntingdonshire based on house price and
rental affordability measures. Applied to proposed method set out by LPEG, this
would imply an OAN of 958 dpa.

. The 2016 Redfern Review was underpinned by evidence that implied a c. 44% uplift
on the household projections would be necessary to keep house price inflation in
check. Applied to the starting point projections for Huntingdonshire, this implies
an OAN of 1,098 dpa with a market signals adjustment on this basis.

. The conclusion that very substantial uplifts are necessary to address affordability is
also rooted in the research that underpinned the 2004 Barker Review. Set against
the projected demand linked to the most recent national household projections,
this implies a c. 23% increase over 210,000 households a year. Applied to the
Huntingdonshire starting point projections, this implies around 937 dpa, a figure

broadly consistent with the implications of the LPEG approach.

On the basis of this evidence, a market signals uplift of at least 20% for Huntingdonshire
(implying at least 914 dpa) would be justified if affordability is to be addressed, and
higher uplifts of the order suggested by the emerging OAN guidance would not be

unreasonable (ie c. 1,000 dpa).

The Council’s approach in HOUS/01 appears to be that, since a 5% uplift on the starting
point housing need figure will enable the district to support more extra jobs than the
EEFM forecast, it will also address economic growth needs. This assumes both that the
Council’s jobs growth figure and the detail of the population and labour force modelling
that underpins it is robust and reasonable. The weaknesses in this evidence suggest that
it cannot be relied on to justify the conclusion that the 5% uplift will also address

economic growth needs.
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1.28

1.29

1.30

1.31

1.32

6) Given the scale of identified affordable housing need, should the OAN be

increased to assist in delivering more? If so to what extent?

The affordable requirement identified by HOUS/01 is 7,897 or 316 pa (para 136). This
represents 39% of the proposed annual OAN of 804 dpa. Policy LP25 sets a target of 40%
affordable housing in schemes of >11 units, a figure the Council considers justified on the

basis of its viability evidence.

HOUS/01 (Figure 20) shows that, from 2002-16, annual average affordable housing
delivery as a percentage of total housing completions was 21% and the district only
achieved completions of 300 in two of the fourteen years over the period. The study

concludes also that:

"This proportion is above the average percentage of affordable dwelling completions over
the period of available data. If it could help deliver the required number of affordable

homes, HDC should consider an increase in the total housing'

No such specific adjustment to the proposed housing requirement is made in the
Submission Local Plan. However, an upward adjustment to the overall requirement has
the potential to increase the delivery of affordable homes and address the potential

shortfall against affordable housing need if the district falls short of its 40% target.

7) In overall terms is the OAN of 20,100 between 2011-2036 (804/yr) appropriate

and justified? Is there a basis to arrive at an alternative figure and if so what?

There is an alternative figure justified by the evidence described in this hearing statement:
. A starting point housing need figure of 765 dpa.

. An economic growth adjustment that would take the figure to 950 dpa.

. A market signals adjustment which at a minimum would yield 914 dpa and where
higher figures would be justified (958 dpa and 1,010 dpa).

An overall OAN of 950 dpa would therefore be appropriate for Huntingdonshire.

8) Is the Local Plan justified in seeking to make provision to meet this OAN? Is
there a case to make provision for a higher or lower number? How does it

compare with past rates of delivery?

No comment.
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1.33

9) Is the approach of the Local Plan towards housing provision and jobs

growth/employment land provision consistent?

In short, it is impossible to determine from the Local Plan whether and if so how the jobs
growth figure it commits to (+14,400 jobs 2011-36) linked to its proposed housing
requirement is consistent with the allocations of employment land outlined in the Plan.
There are no direct references to this 14,400 figure in relation to employment land.
Whilst allocations of employment land are identified in various places in the Plan (eg.
Figure 2, Key Diagram), there is no simple summary of the total allocations and

commentary on how these are derived from any employment growth evidence.
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Scope of Evidence

A relevant matter for this inquiry is whether Huntingdonshire District Council can currently

demonstrate a five-year supply of land for housing.

There is no NPPF compliant Local Plan Housing requirement to use in the five-year land

supply calculation.

In this situation, it is for the Inspector to conclude on what is the appropriate housing

requirement to be used for the purposes of this appeal.

My evidence therefore addresses the matter of the appropriate objectively assessed need
(OAN) figure to use for this inquiry for the purposes of the five year housing land supply

calculation. In this proof of evidence | do the following:

. Summarise the key areas of agreement between my evidence and that of the
Council. On the latter, | focus chiefly on the Cambridge Research
Group/Cambridgeshire County Council study Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed
Housing Need (April 2017, CD 5.2). | understand that this is the district's most up-
to-date and comprehensive OAN study.

. Describe the process for determining OAN specified in government guidance and

through practice which | have applied in my assessment.
. Briefly set out the chronology of the Council’'s OAN evidence.

. Set out my evidence on each of the main components of the OAN, and my final
conclusions on the OAN figure for Huntingdonshire. Throughout, | compare my

evidence to that of the Council.

| gave evidence on Huntingdonshire's OAN at a recent inquiry (October 2017) relating to
land at Thrapston Road, Brampton (PINS Ref: APP/H0520/W/17/3172571). | maintain the
same core figures in my proof but include some amendments to address points raised at
that previous inquiry.

My proof also takes account of OAN evidence prepared by consultants RPS in 2015 and

submitted with the planning application in 2016.

To make the best use of inquiry time on what is a complex matter, | focus in the body of
my proof on those aspects of our respective OAN evidence where there are significant
differences. Where | have provided the inquiry with additional evidence, | include this in

appendices to my proof.

\
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1.8 A summary of my case and my conclusions is provided in my conclusions in Section 9 of

my proof of evidence.

\|
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Credentials of Witness

My name is Dr Ricardo Gomez (BA, MA, PhD). | am a Director with Regeneris Consulting, a

specialist economic and regeneration consultancy.

| graduated from Staffordshire University with a BA in 1994 then took a MA at the University
of Hull. | then undertook a PhD on European Union trade policy at the University of Glasgow
on an ESRC scholarship. After completing my study in 1999 | spent 4 years as an academic
researcher and lecturer at the universities of Strathclyde, Edinburgh, Manchester and Bristol.
In my last university research and teaching post | was a member of the Centre for Urban
Studies at the University of Bristol. | then spent 2 years as a regional policy adviser to

Lancashire County Council.

| joined Regeneris as a Senior Consultant in 2005 and became an Associate Director in 2008.
| have been a Director of the company since 2013. The company is a specialist economic
development and regeneration consultancy. We work for private and public-sector clients
providing housing need assessment, economic impact analysis, employment land studies
and other research relevant to the planning system. Members of the Regeneris team and |
have given evidence on housing need at numerous public inquiries and examinations in

public of Local Plans.
My experience includes:

. Providing evidence at planning appeals and Examinations in Public addressing
matters of housing need and the socio-economic benefits of housing development.
| have provided expert witness evidence on OAN at Section 78 inquiries in Aylesbury
Vale, Gloucestershire, Huntingdonshire, Lancashire, Newark and Sherwood, Redcar
and Cleveland, Warwickshire, Sedgefield, Stratford-on-Avon and Wokingham. | have
provided evidence at EIPs in Aylesbury Vale, Basingstoke and Deane, Blackburn with
Darwen, Cheshire West and Chester, Chorley, High Peak, North West Leicestershire

and Stratford-on-Avon.

. Overseeing and managing studies on housing need and the socio-economic impact
of proposed housing or commercial developments for sites and wider areas in 35

local authority boroughs in England and Scotland.

. Leading the socio-economics analysis to support outline and full planning
applications for large scale and new mixed use residential developments in England

and Scotland.

\
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. Overseeing the preparation of socio-economics chapters for the Environmental
Impact Assessments submitted with planning applications for large-scale residential

schemes and a wide range of smaller housing developments.

2.5 The evidence which | have prepared and provided for this appeal (PINS Ref:
(APP/H0520/W/17/3174462) in this proof of evidence is true and has been prepared and is
given in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution and | confirm that the
opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions based on research carried out by
my company in the past 12 months. In providing expert evidence to the inquiry | am fully
aware that my duty is to the inquiry and | provide my honestly held professional view,

irrespective of by whom | am employed.
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3. Key Points of Agreement and Difference

3.1 In section 4 of my proof, | explain in more detail what government guidance and practice

has established as the process for determining an area’s OAN. Essentially, the key steps

are:

1)

2)

3)

6)

Start with government household projections produced by the Department for
Communities and Local Government, and the population projections that underpin

them. This will yield a future dwellings estimate.

Assess whether there are any aspects of population or household evidence which
point to future change that might reasonably be expected to be different to that
implied by the government projections. This could in turn imply a different future

dwellings need figure.

Consider the alignment of future jobs, population and labour force change. If
projected population and labour force change do not align with future
employment growth, the implication may again be a different dwellings figure to

that of the first two steps.

Review a range of market signals evidence about house prices, affordability and
development rates. Assess whether any additional adjustment to the housing
need figure should be made explicitly to respond to adverse market signals
evidence. The purpose is to increase the planned supply of housing to a level that

could help improve affordability.

Consider the OAN against affordable housing need in the area, and what
contribution that OAN could make to the future delivery of affordable housing
making reasonable assumptions about the proportion of all future housing which

might be affordable.

Determine on the basis of this evidence what is the OAN for the area.

3.2 My evidence and that of the Council in the CRG 2017 Report (CD 5.2) follows these steps,

although there are some differences in our respective approaches and the technical detail

of our analysis.

3.3 To assist the inquiry | first set out below the main areas of agreement and difference

between my OAN approach and that of Huntingdonshire District Council.

\
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Table 3.1 Areas of Agreement and Difference in Approach, Appellant and Council

Appellant Council Substantive Difference?
Housing Focus on OAN evidence in CRG No
Market Area Huntingdonshire only for April 2017 report for
purposes of inquiry Huntingdonshire only
Starting Point Department for Uses DCLG and ONS No
Projection Communities and Local 2014-based projections

Government (DCLG) and
Office  for National
Statistics (ONS)  2014-
based projections are

appropriate starting point

Adjustmentsto | Tests a range  of Tests the government No

Demographic alternative  trajectories projections data and

Projections but concludes no alternative  trajectories
alternative population but concludes that no
projection more adjustment necessary.
appropriate. Adjusts Adjusts population for
population for employment growth.

employment growth.

Adjustments to | Concludes there are Concludes that no Substantive difference
Household grounds to adjust adjustment to the
Projections household formation rate household projections
trajectory for younger data is necessary.

people and shows

implications of this for

OAN.
Adjustment for | Upward adjustment to Adjustment to EEFM Substantive difference on
Employment demographic projection projection is necessary. potential level of
Growth necessary. employment growth and
how to assess jobs-
housing alignment.
Market Signals | Market signals uplift to Market signals uplift to Agree that an adjustment
Adjustment OAN justified. Evidence OAN is justified. is appropriate, but
to indicate 20% uplift to Conclusion is that a 5% substantive difference on
demographic OAN as a uplift to demographic size of uplift.

minimum. At least a 20% OAN is appropriate.
uplift to demographic
OAN is appropriate.

34 | summarise below what this means for the OAN numbers. | conclude that the minimum
OAN for housing in Huntingdonshire should be 950 dpa. The Council’s conclusion is that
the OAN is 804 dpa.

LR
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Table 3.2 Appellant and Council OAN figures (Dwellings Per Annum)

Appellant Council

Step 1: Starting point demographic and household 762 dpa 765 dpa
projections
Step 2: Adjustments to starting point projections 829 dpa na
Step 3: Adjustment for future employment growth 950 dpa 796 dpa
(starting point + economic growth uplift)
Step 4: With market signals adjustment 914 dpa 804 dpa
(starting point + market signals uplift) (minimum)
Step 5: Overall OAN 950 dpa 804 dpa

(minimum)

3.5  The final OAN figure | arrive it is 950 dpa and | arrive at this figure taking account of the

outcome of the range of scenarios | have modelled and which | set out in this proof. The

Council’'s 804 dpa figure is the result of the Council applying a 5% uplift to the starting

point household projections figure.
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How to Formulate an OAN

NPPF

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) issued in March 2012 sets out an explicit
and unambiguous target to "boost significantly the supply of housing” (CD 6.1 para 47).
The 27 March 2012 NPPF launch speech from Greg Clark stated..."This National Planning

Policy Framework will help build the homes the next generation needs”.

The primacy of the housing delivery target is rooted in underpinning government analysis
released prior to the launch of NPPF. The government’s November 2011 Laying the

Foundations : A Housing Strategy for England states:

° "...for decades in Britain we have under-built. By the time we came to office, house
building rates had reached lows not seen in peace-time since the 1920s". Foreword

from David Cameron and Nick Clegg.

. “The problems we face are stark — we have not built enough new homes for more

than a generation” (Para 5, Executive Summary).

The NPPF is clear on the importance of Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) ensuring they have
properly assessed housing need. In paragraph 47 it says LPAs should ‘use their evidence
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market

and affordable housing in the housing market area...".

Para 50 states that “...to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities
for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. Local
planning authorities should....plan for a mix of housing based on current and future

demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the community...”

Paragraph 158 of the Framework requires that LPAs ‘ensure that their assessment of and
strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they take full

account of relevant market and economic signals’.

There is further clarity on what should be involved in the process of assessing housing
needs in paragraph 159, under the Plan Making heading. The NPPF states that LPAs should
"prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs, working
with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries.
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing and

the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:

\
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. meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and

demographic change;

. addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the

needs of different groups in the community;

. and caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet

this demand”.

National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)

The Government published National Planning Practice Guidance in March 2014 (CD 6.3).
The PPG provides more clarity on the process for measuring objectively assessed housing

need, and identifies three broad steps that should be included:

First, the guidance makes it clear that Government household projections are a starting
point for identifying housing need, but they may require adjustment by plan makers.

Specifically, the guidance says:

“The household projections are trend based, i.e. they provide the household levels and
structures that would result if the assumptions based on previous demographic trends in
the population and rates of household formation were to be realised in practice. They do
not attempt to predict the impact that future government policies, changing economic
circumstances or other factors might have on demographic behaviour” (para. 15 of the

section on Methodology: Assessing Housing Needs — see CD 6.3).
And:

“...plan makers may consider sensitivity testing, specific to their local circumstances, based
on alternative assumptions in relation to the underlying demographic projections and

household formation rates”. (CD 6.3, para 17)

The PAS guidance document (Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets Technical
Advice Note, July 2015, CD 8.5) states that it is necessary to explore alternative demographic
assessments..."The base period used in the latest official projections, 2007-12, is especially
problematic. The period covers all of the last recession, in which migration was severely
suppressed as many households were unable to move due to falling incomes and tight
credit. Therefore the official projections may underestimate future migration - so that they
show too little population growth for the more prosperous parts of the country, which have

been recipients of net migration in the past”. (CD 8.5, para 6.23).

\
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The PAS guidance is pointing to the potential for future projections based on longer-term
past migration trends to be tested. Since natural change (birth and death rates) is relatively
stable over time, migration in and out of an area is the key variable in demographic change.
The rationale for testing longer-term past trends than the 5/6-year reference period used
in the official projections is that it would take account of migration trends in both
recessionary and pre-recessionary periods (for example, if a reference period from 2002-14

were used).

At the time the PPG and the PAS Guidance were published, the 2012-based projections
were the latest official projections available for OAN purposes. However, these have been
superseded by the 2014-based projections released in mid-2016. Whilst these newer
projections use a different reference period (2008/9-2014), the grounds for considering
sensitivity testing the projections based on alternative and longer-term migration trends
remains. Recessionary conditions prevailed for much of the period from 2008 to 2013 and
so the issue of projecting forward on the basis of recent recessionary trends still provides

some justification for considering alternative periods.

The rationale for testing alternative household formation rates to those used in the
government projections is similar. Essentially, the DCLG projections translate projected
population change into household numbers by applying a set of rates at which people of
different ages and genders would be expected to form independent households. Since the
rates used by the DCLG are also based on past trends, there are grounds for testing

alternative trajectories to those assumed in the official projections.

Second, the guidance is clear on the need to build economic growth assumptions into
assessments of housing requirements in local areas. On how to factor economic growth

into plans it states:

“Plan makers should make an assessment of the likely change in job numbers based on
past trends and/or economic forecasts as appropriate and also having regard to the growth

of the working age population in the housing market area” (CD 6.3 para. 19).

“Where the supply of working age population that is economically active (labour force
supply) is less than the projected job growth, this could result in unsustainable commuting
patterns (depending on public transport accessibility or other sustainable options such as
walking or cycling) and could reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such
circumstances, plan makers will need to consider how the location of new housing or

infrastructure development could help address these problems” (CD 6.3 para. 19).

\
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There have been some Councils that argue an OAN can be based only on demographic
forecasts and should not build in any economic growth assumptions. This is not correct. A

recent Inspector’s decision letter makes this clear:

“The Council argues that the advice in the PPG does not require local planning authorities
to increase their figure for OAN to reflect employment considerations, but only to consider
how the location of new housing or infrastructure development could help address the
problems arising from such considerations. | disagree. In my view, the PPG requires
employment trends to be reflected in the OAN, as they are likely to affect the need for
housing. They are not “policy on” considerations but part of the elements that go towards
reaching a “policy off” OAN, before the application of policy considerations” (Fairford
Appeal Decision, 22" September 2014, APP/F1610/A/14/2213318, para. 19, see excerpt at
Appendix A).

The July 2015 PAS note (CD 8.5) also provides useful guidance on this matter. In discussing
the factors that should be included in an OAN (defined as being “above the line” by PAS)

and those which should be excluded (defined as “below the line”), the PAS guidance says:

. “Future jobs belongs above the line, because jobs impact on the demand for housing
(many people want to live near their workplaces or new job opportunities),

independent of any policy considerations” (CD 8.5, para 4.5)

A recent case in Redcar and Cleveland (Saltburn Appeal Decision, 6™ December 2015,
APP/V0728/W/15/3006780) offers insights on this matter. The relevant extracts from the

decision letter from Inspector Rose can be found at Appendix B.

At the Redcar and Cleveland appeal the appellant’s OAN explained that determining the
OAN for housing was essentially a three-step process (demographic starting point plus
economic considerations plus market signals considerations). The Council argued at some
length that they were not obliged to consider economic factors and assess the case for an
economic adjustment as part of the OAN process. Instead they argued they could rely solely

on the CLG household projections.

Inspector Rose agreed with the appellant’s approach and was critical of Redcar & Cleveland

Council’s failure to address economic considerations in determining the OAN:

. “The appellant does not take issue with the Council's assessment of household
projections, but considers that figure only to represent the starting part for

assessment, and only reflects one element of overall housing need” (para 66).

\
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. “I find that the Council's assessment of housing need, by failing to take proper
account of economic implications, falls significantly short of the expectations of both
the Guidance and of PAS" (para 71).

. “... find no justification for the Council to confine its assessment of housing need in

the way it has” (para 81).

. “l have also noted a number of appeal decisions quoted, none of which give any
authority for disregarding economic considerations and which generally indicate the

appellant’s three-stage approach to be well-established” (para 72).

There are now numerous instances of appeal decisions wrestling with issues of economic
growth rates. It is clear that the economic adjustment is an issue for both plan making and

decision taking.

Third, affordability issues and market signals are recognised in the PPG as factors which
should be considered in establishing housing requirements. The guidance sets out a series
of indicators on prices, (land, house purchases, rent), affordability, overcrowding and
development rates (CD 6.3 para. 019). It recommends (para. 20) analysis of these trends

and comparison with other areas.
The purpose of this analysis is specified by the PPG as follows:

‘The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting point) should
be adjusted to reflect appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the
balance between the demand for and supply of dwellings. Prices or rents rising faster than
the national/local average may well indicate particular market undersupply relative to
demand (para. 019).

The process the PPG requires is therefore to determine whether there is evidence of
worsening trends relative to national and/or local averages. The clear implication is that
this is likely to indicate that there is a mismatch between the supply of housing and

demand.

The need for an adjustment which could lead to change in the balance of supply and
demand is the focus of para. 020 of the PPG. It states that:

‘A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned
housing numbers compared to ones based solely on household projections...In areas where
an upward adjustment is required, plan makers should set this adjustment at a level that is
reasonable. The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices

and rents, and worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high

\
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demand (eg the differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in
affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the additional supply response should be’
(para. 20).

Further on the question of the uplift to improve affordability, paragraph 020 states:

‘Market signals are affected by a number of economic factors, and plan makers should not
attempt to estimate the precise impact of an increase in housing supply. Rather they should
increase planned supply by an amount that, on reasonable assumptions and consistent with
principles of sustainable development, could be expected to improve affordability, and

monitor the response of the market over the plan period.’

The Recent Housing White Paper

In February 2017 the government published its Housing White Paper - Fixing our broken
Housing Market (CD 6.2).

The White Paper confirms that the issues which underpinned the release of NPPF in 2012

remain true today, and have in fact intensified.
The White Paper states:

. “I want to fix this broken market so that housing is more affordable and people have
the security they need to plan for the future. The starting point is to build more
homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that more ordinary working families
can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down. We need
to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in the places they
want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach that tackles failure at every

point in the system”. Foreword from the Prime Minister.

. “This country doesn’'t have enough homes. That's not a personal opinion or a
political calculation. It's a simple statement of fact. For decades, the pace of house
building has been sluggish at best. As a result, the number of new homes has not
kept pace with our growing population. And that, in turn, has created a market that

fails to work for far too many people”. Foreword from the Secretary of State.

. “The housing market in this country is broken, and the cause is very simple: for too
long, we haven't built enough homes. Since the 1970s, there have been on average
160,000 new homes each year in England. The consensus is that we need from
225,000 to 275,000 or more homes per year to keep up with population growth and

start to tackle years of under-supply. This isn't because there's no space, or because

\
\|



4.29

4.30

4.31

432

Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

the country is “full”. Only around 11 per cent of land in England has been built on.
The problem is threefold: not enough local authorities planning for the homes they
need; house building that is simply too slow; and a construction industry that is too

reliant on a small number of big players.” Introduction p9.
The White Paper states at p.23 that:

. “The current approach to identifying housing requirements is particularly complex
and lacks transparency. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out
clear criteria but is silent on how this should be done. The lack of a standard
methodology for doing this makes the process opaque for local people and may
mean that the number of homes needed is not fully recognised. It has also led to
lengthy debate during local plan examinations about the validity of the particular
methodology used, causing unnecessary delay and wasting taxpayers’ money. The
Government believes that a more standardised approach would provide a more
transparent and more consistent basis for plan production, one which is more
realistic about the current and future housing pressures in each place and is
consistent with our modern Industrial Strategy. This would include the importance

of taking account of the needs of different groups, for example older people”.

° “The Government will, therefore, consult on options for introducing a standardised
approach to assessing housing requirements. We will publish this consultation at
the earliest opportunity this year, with the outcome reflected in changes to the

National Planning Policy Framework".

The new proposed methodology was issued for consultation in September 2017 and |
comment on its implications in my proof of evidence (Attached as separate Appendix C to
my proof). Essentially it proposes a much simplified methodology for OAN, treating the
household projections as the starting point and applying upward adjustments for market

signals.

What Spatial Area to Use?

NPPF paragraph 47 states that LPAs should ‘use their evidence base to ensure that their
Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in

the housing market area...".

| have reviewed evidence produced both by Cambridgeshire local planning authorities,
including the 2013 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (CD 8.1), and national statistics.

Both confirm that the appropriate HMA for Huntingdonshire comprises seven local
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authority areas spanning Cambridgeshire and Suffolk. They are Cambridge, East
Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Forest Heath, Huntingdonshire, South Cambridgeshire and St
Edmundsbury.

However, | recognise that the HMA planning authorities including Huntingdonshire District
Council are progressing with their local plans on the basis of OAN evidence produced for
the individual districts. This is the case with the study produced by the Cambridgeshire
Research Group/Cambridgeshire County Council in April 2017, and which is the most recent
evidence submitted on OAN by Huntingdonshire District Council (CD 5.2).

In focusing on the OAN for Huntingdonshire only, | am therefore maintaining consistency

with the approach adopted by the Council.

Since this inquiry needs to determine the appropriate OAN to use for the purposes of
assessing the 5 YLS, this lends further weight to a focus on the district alone. The practice
of identifying the OAN for an area is a complex exercise, and one which engages with the
relevant figures for seven districts would considerably extend the evidence put before the

inquiry, and would not in my view be proportionate for the purposes of this inquiry.

What is the Appropriate Timescale to Use?

The PPG states (CD 6.3 para. 015) that the data in the latest government population and
household projections, which are currently the 2014-based projections, should be used as

the starting point in establishing the OAN.

However, Huntingdonshire District Council's emerging Local Plan is concerned with
planning for the 25 years from 2011 to 2036, and its most recent OAN evidence (CD 5.2)

identifies housing need figures for this time period.

My opinion is that some care needs to be exercised in using 2011 as the start date. Over
the past 6 years to 2017, there have been changes in the district's population, household
formation, employment, and labour force which have a bearing on both the official
government population and household projections, and on economic forecasts. These
changes should be carefully considered in arriving at a reasonable and evidence-based view

about likely future change.

The Council has not considered in any detail how change in population, households,
housing, jobs and the labour market since 2011 may bear upon its projections and

supporting evidence post-2016.

\
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440 For this reason, | show throughout my proof figures for 2011-36 but comment where
relevant on the implications of what has happened since 2011 for my analysis and that of

the Council.

My OAN Methodology

441 My approach to identifying the OAN for Huntingdonshire for the purposes of this Inquiry
is to follow each of the core steps identified by the NPPF and PPG. That is:

. 1: Start with the official (ONS and DCLG) population and household projections.

. 2: Determine whether these starting point projections should be sensitivity tested
and whether alternative assumptions should be applied in preference. These may
give rise to adjusted calculations of the OAN linked to demographic and household

change.

. 3:  Assess whether further adjustments are necessary to the OAN linked to

employment growth and changes in the labour supply.

. 4: Consider market signals evidence and determined whether an adjustment to the

OAN figure should be made in response to adverse market signals evidence.

442 To carry out my assessment, | use POPGROUP, a software package which is used extensively
by local planning authorities and consultants to model future housing need. This package
has also been used by the Cambridge Research Group in its 2017 study for Huntingdonshire
(CD 5.2).

\
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Essential Chronology on Huntingdonshire's
OAN

Much of my commentary on the Council’s evidence centres on the CRG 2017 study (CD
5.2). This is the most up-to-date analysis available, produced for the Council and submitted
as part of its evidence to accompany the Council’'s emerging Local Plan currently out for

consultation.

Prior to this, earlier evidence was produced in 2013 in the form of the Cambridge housing
sub-region Strategic Housing Market Assessment (May 2013, CD 8.1) and an accompanying
Technical Report produced by Cambridgeshire County Council in April 2013 (CD 8.2).

A long period has elapsed between the 2013 and 2017 evidence, with much new data on
population, housing and the economy released over this period which has a direct bearing

on the district’s OAN figures.

The key point to draw from the studies is that, despite a slight reduction in the OAN from
21,000 (840) dpa in the 2013 study to 20,100 (804 dpa) in the 2017 study, Huntingdonshire
District Council is identifying a housing requirement in its emerging Local Plan which is in
line with the 2013 OAN figure (21,000 or 840 dpa).

To assist the Inquiry, | compare below the headline figures from the earlier and recent OAN
studies produced for Huntingdonshire District Council. The data shows that, whilst there
are marked falls in both the population and jobs assumed in the 2017 evidence, the

recommended OAN figures are much closer.

\
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Figure 5.1 Comparison of Key OAN Figures, Council’s Evidence, Change 2011-36

21000 20100

Population Jobs Homes

W 2013 SHMA W 2017 OAN Study

Source: CD 8.1, Chapter 8 Table 10 and CD 5.2, Table 7

5.6 At the Thrapston Road inquiry, the Council emphasised consistency between the 2013
SHMA and the CRG study, describing the latter as having been 'based on’ the former (CD
10.2, para. 46).

57 My point is that there are clearly some substantive differences in these key numbers
between the 2013 SHMA and the 2017 CRG study, with both future population and jobs
considerably lower in the 2017 study. However, there is a lack of any critical analysis of
these differences, nor to how they have been factored into the judgement the Council
makes about the population and jobs it should plan for. In essence, it is simply accepting
in its OAN figure that these lower numbers are appropriate, reasonable and consistent with
the 2013 SHMA approach.
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Step 1: Demographic Starting Point

| have highlighted that the PPG establishes the official ONS and DCLG population and
household projections as the starting point for OAN. | consider in this section what the
most up to date projections and population data imply is the starting point OAN for

Huntingdonshire.

To focus on the key points and limit the volume of data and text in the main part of this
proof, | have included in Appendix D my more detailed consideration of the projections
and related population and household data. However, since | consider that there are
grounds to make an adjustment to the household projections, | deal with this issue in the

body of my proof.

2014-based Starting Point Projections

The DCLG starting point projections (2014-based) giving population growth of 33,785 and
household change of 18,585 for the period from 2011-36. In the table below | show how
the 2014-based projections compare with the earlier 2012-based projections used in the
Cambridge Sub-Region SHMA (2013).

Table 6.1 Huntingdonshire Population and Household Change, 2011-36

Population Annual Household Annual Dwellings Annual
Change Change Change Change Change Dwellings
2011-36 2011-36)
2014-based 33,772 1,351 18,590 744 19,050 762
2012-based 28,775 1,151 16,500 660 16,900 675
(17%) (24%)

Source: ONS Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP 2012 and 2014-based); DCLG Households

Projections (2012 and 2014-based). 25 year numbers are rounded to nearest 10.

| agree with the Cambridgeshire Research Group’s analysis (CD 5.2, Table 2) that shows the
same starting point figures to which | refer above based on the SNPP 2014-based

projections.

There is a slight difference between my dwellings change figures and those from the CRG
report. My figure of 19,050 (762 dpa) compares with 19,140 (765 dpa) in the CRG study

%
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(CD 5.2 Table 2)." The reason for this lies in the data we use to convert households to
dwellings. | use the most recent DCLG Council Tax Base data and DCLG vacant dwellings
data which gives a vacancy rate of 2.4%. The CRG study uses the earlier 2011 Census data
to derive a vacancy rate of 3%. Essentially, this is the allowance we both make for a
proportion of dwellings to be unoccupied at any given point in time, or to be second

homes, and is standard practice in housing need assessment.

My review of the 2014-based projections suggests that they provide a reasonable starting
point on potential future population change in determining Huntingdon’s OAN. In this
regard, my approach is the same as that taken in the CRG 2017 study (CD 5.2) in that we
both use the 2014-based projections as the starting point.

| have, however, considered a range of possible alternative demographic and household
growth scenarios as the PPG specifies should be part of the OAN process. | set out this
evidence and my conclusions about it in Appendix D of my proof. | summarise my analysis

here.

Adjustments to the Demographic Projections

| have analysed current and past population data for Huntingdonshire, taking account of
both past population change overall and past migration trends which, alongside natural

change, are the driver of population growth.

Past population change is a key determinant of the government household projections.
The household projections essentially reflect the change that would occur in the number
of households based on an area’s future population and the rate at which they form
households. To generate the 2014-based population projections which drive the 2014-
based household projections, the Office for National Statistics draws on past trends in the

5-6 year period up to 2014.

The PPG (CD 6.3, para. 015) is clear that adjustments to the projections may be required to
reflect factors affecting local demography (ie population change in a given area) and
household formation rates not captured in past trends. In housing need assessment, the
widely used approach is to test alternative demographic scenarios based on longer-term
past trends (for example, 10 or 15 years) compared with the 5-6 year period used by the
ONS. Both the Council and I have carried out analysis of this type, and | set out the outcome

of my modelling in paras. D.49-53 of my Appendix D.

' | assume that the CRG study has simply rounded the household and dwellings figures to the nearest 10.

\
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Essentially, we are asking whether there are reasons evident in the population data to prefer
a longer-term past trends scenario over the ONS projections. In both my analysis and that

of the Council, we find no compelling grounds to do this.

Adjustments to the Household Projections

The practice of assessing the grounds for adjusting the household projections follows a
similar course. The PPG (CD 6.3 para. 015) specifies that the past under-supply of housing
and the worsening affordability of housing may have suppressed household formation.
Since the rate at which people are assumed to form households is also based on past trends,
the question is whether the starting point projections carry forward the suppression of
household formation. Paragraph 015 is clear that local household formation rates should

be considered (ie trends in the local area).

| reach a different conclusion to that of the Council about the grounds for adjusting the
household projections. | conclude that there are reasons to adjust the household formation
rates so that the trajectory of future household growth differs from that assumed in the

2014-based starting point projections. The CRG 2017 study concludes that there is not.

| set out my detailed analysis in paras. D.20-D.48 of my Appendix D. My conclusions centre

on the following:

. Huntingdonshire saw a marked worsening of affordability during the 2000s. It was
affected in common with much of England by a long run rise in house prices.
Recession from 2008, which resulted in rising rates of unemployment, static wages
and constraints on the availability on mortgage finance, further exacerbated the

problem.

. Evidence that the household formation rate in 25-34 year olds, the age cohort worst
affected by poor affordability, fell from 2001-11 by a larger percentage than all but
South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge in the HMA, and by a larger percentage than
England (Table A1, my Appendix D). This represented a marked worsening
compared with the earlier 1991-2000 period.

. Prior to 2012/13, Huntingdonshire had a housing delivery target that was ‘restrained’
(my Appendix D, para. D.47). Evidence | have reviewed does not specify the district's
OAN during the 2000s, but | note that government household projections point to
household growth of 860-1,000 a year over this period, the Regional Spatial Strategy
target stood at 560 dpa, and the district delivered at 671 per annum from 2004-11.

A restrained housing target compared with projected household growth and/or
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delivery at a level which was below projected household growth would have been a

constraint on household formation during the decade.

My conclusion is that there are grounds to conclude that future household formation might
follow a different course to that of the DCLG 2014-based projections. | therefore test an
alternative scenario in which household formation rates in the 25-34 year old cohort change
by 2036 to the level at which they stood in 2001 (my Appendix D, para. D.49). This
represents a position prior to the worsening downward trend that occurred during the
2000s as a result of the factors | have described above. It yields a housing need figure of
829 dpa, which is 25 dpa higher than the Council’s preferred OAN of 804 dpa.

Huntingdonshire Council makes no adjustment for alternative household formation rate
trajectories. The CRG study (CD 5.2, para. 64 and Table 5) finds that the evidence it reviews
provides no grounds for such an adjustment. However, my point is that this is based on
evidence (CD 5.2 Table 5) that household formation rates in Huntingdonshire were on par

in 2014 with those of comparator areas.

The CRG 2017 analysis does not consider any evidence on past trends and how household
formation rates have changed over time. It shows only that household formation rates in
some age cohorts were higher than those in other, and some lower, in one year (2014). |
do not agree that this is an appropriate method of determining whether adjustments

should be applied to the household projections.

Conclusions

My conclusions on this element of Huntingdonshire's OAN are largely the same as those of
the CRG 2017 study for the Council. That is, we agree that there are no compelling reasons
to consider that any alternative to the official 2014-based population projections should be
preferred. To this end, our starting point is the SNPP 2014 and this gives rise to a figure of
762 dpa in my analysis and 765 dpa in the Council’s evidence.

| have found no compelling evidence to suggest that a longer-term based population
projections should be preferred to the SNPP 2014. There is nothing in the earlier migration
or population change during the 2000s to suggest that these years are a more reliable

guide to likely future population growth than the official projections.

| have tested the headship rates from the 2014-based projections and tested an alternative
scenario in which the trajectory of rates for 25-34 year olds follows a more positive course
than the one assumed in the government projections. This results in adjusted annual

housing need figure of 829 dpa.

\
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Step 2: Economic Adjustment

The PPG has underlined the importance the Government has attached to ensuring that
Local Plans are supportive of employment growth. The guidance requires plan makers to
assess likely levels of job growth in their local area and assess the ability of the future labour
force to meet these needs. Where there are projected shortages in the local labour force
then the PPG effectively recognises that additional housing, over and above the base
demographic projection, may have a role to play in facilitating the growth of the local

labour force.
What is required in assessing the need for an economic adjustment is:
. A view on future jobs growth

. A series of linking assumptions that connect jobs growth through to the need for

additional housing.

My understanding of what the PPG specifies about how to approach an economic growth
adjustment appears to be broadly shared by the CRG 2017 study for Huntingdonshire
District Council. At CD 5.2 paras. 68-72 it briefly summarises the key points from the PPG

on this issue.

| recognise that the question of the relationship between future jobs and the OAN is
technically complex and contested, and that it may be considered to be an issue best
addressed at an examination in public, since it is fundamentally about the alignment of jobs
and housing in a local plan context. However, this aspect of my OAN calculations relies on
an approach that is widely used in studies of this type and which has been an integral part

of my evidence at other Section 78 inquiries.

Furthermore, Huntingdonshire’s Local Development Scheme estimates that examination of
the new Local Plan will conclude in mid-2019 (ie just under 2 years away) and it has only
recently issued its consultation draft Plan. The OAN figure included in this consultation
draft (20,100 or 804 dpa) emerged in April 2017, and as such has not been tested through

responses to the consultation draft.

In view of this, it is reasonable to consider the respective evidence of the appellant and the
Council on jobs and the OAN at this inquiry as part of determining the appropriate figure

against which to assess Huntingdonshire's 5 year housing land supply.

\
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Jobs Growth

The PPG (CD 6.3, para. 018) specifies that plan makers should assess the likely change in

job numbers based on past trends and/or economic forecasts as appropriate and also

having regard to the growth of the working age population in the housing market area.

| consider it appropriate to take account of multiple sources of information in reaching a

view about future employment growth for the purposes of determining an OAN, including

comparing past trends with forecasts. This is because:

There are often significant variations between different forecasters’ views of
economic growth, and these views also change regularly over time. | show in the
table below how forecasts for 2015 varied over the course of 18 months from
February 2014 to August 2015. The point here is that the average varied over time

and that there were clearly considerable differences between individual forecasters.

Table 7.1 Comparison of Forecasts for UK Employment Growth in 2015

February | July 2014 | November March August
2014 2014 2015 2015

Average Independent 1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.5%

Forecasters

Average City Forecasters 1.4% 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5%

Range 0.5- 0.4%- 0.5%- 0.5- 1.0%-
2.4% 2.4% 1.9% 1.8% 2.5%

Source: HM Treasury (Various) Forecasts for the UK Economy

Since forecasters’ base their view of the future in part on the current and short-term
picture of the UK economy, changes in their view about the present state of the
economy will feed through into long-term forecasts. This is further reason for

considering current and past jobs data alongside different forecasts.

Planning Inspectors have recognised both the volatility of employment forecasts
and the benefit of considering several forecasts. My Appendix E provides excerpts
from two sets of Inspectors’ conclusions for local plan examinations (South
Worcestershire and Basingstoke) in which there are remarks about this issue. In
South Worcestershire, the Inspector observed that the use of three separate
forecasts rather than one had added to robustness of the Council’s preparatory work
for the OAN (para. 11). In Basingstoke, the Inspector found that a wide range of

employment growth scenarios to be appropriate given the 'volatility’ of forecasts
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(para. 228). Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council had demonstrated that its
proposed housing requirement could support the figure at the highest end of the

range it assumed.

7.9 My analysis therefore takes account of past jobs data over different periods, current jobs
figures and different forecasts in reaching a view about the appropriate level of jobs growth

for OAN purposes.

Past Trends

7.10 | have first considered past evidence on jobs growth trends. Taking the period pre-
recession (ie to 2007), the various data sources and measures | have reviewed show that
Huntingdonshire saw jobs growth rates well in excess of 1% per annum both in terms of
the number of people working in the district and the total number of jobs including
government trainees and military jobs. This applies both to longer-term pre-recession
trends (eg. 1991-2007) and to shorter term trends (eg. 2001-07).

Table 7.2 Pre-Recession Employment Change to 2007, Huntingdonshire

Annual Annual %
Change
EEFM People Based (2001-2007) 2.0 2.7%
EEFM Total Jobs (2001-2007) 1.6 2.0%
Oxford Economics Total Jobs (1991-2007) 1.5 2.1%
Oxford Economics People Based (1991-2007) 2.1 3.5%
Experian Workforce Jobs (1997-2007) 1.1 1.5%
BRES/Annual Business Inquiry (Employees, 1998-2007) 14 2.1%
ONS Total Jobs (2000-07) 1.0 1.3%

Sources: East of England Forecasting Model (2017); Experian Local Forecasts (July 2017); ONS Business
Register and Employment Survey/Annual Business Inquiry (Rescaled); ONS Jobs Density; Oxford Economics

Local Economic Forecasts

7.11  The recent recession which took hold towards the end of 2007, the effects of which
persisted until at least 2013, had a marked effect on economic growth and employment
change across the UK. Taking account of past trends which include pre-recession, the
recession and post-recession for the period 2015, the data show a mixed picture of growth.

Employment growth rates vary from 0.6% per annum to 1.2% per annum.

%
APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 25 '0"



712

713

7.14

APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 26 V"

Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

Table 7.3 Employment Change to 2015

Annual Annual %
Change
EEFM People Based (2001-15) 0.9 1.2%
EEFM Total Jobs (2001-15) 0.5 0.7%
Experian Workforce Jobs (1997-2015) 0.75 1.0%
Experian People Based (2004-15) 0.4 0.6%
BRES/Annual Business Inquiry (Employees, 1998-2015) 0.8 1.2%
BRES (Total Employment, 2009-15) 0.45 0.6%
ONS Total Jobs (2000-15) 0.7 0.8%
Census Workplace Population (2001-11) 0.8 1.1%

Sources: East of England Forecasting Model (2017); Experian Local Forecasts (July 2017); ONS Business
Register and Employment Survey/Annual Business Inquiry (ABI data rescaled); ONS Jobs Density

As | explain later in this section, 0.6% per annum the preferred future employment growth
rate assumed by the CRG 2017 study drawn from the East of England Forecasting Model.
Of all the past trends data | have considered over different periods, with and without the
impacts of recession included, the figure of 0.6% per annum is at the bottom of the range

of past growth rates.

Huntingdonshire’s economy is acknowledged to be one in which traditional industries
continue to play an important part and are a more significant driver of employment than is
the case in other areas. The consultation draft Local Plan (CD 4.2, p.20) is clear about this.
It recognises that, amongst other sectors, the rural economy (food production, agriculture,
tourism) is a key component of Huntingdonshire’'s employment base. The jobs data | have
reviewed confirm this. It shows also that sectors which have seen expansion over the long
term include food manufacturing, logistics/distribution, utilities, professional services and
some elements of public sector activity (health and education). Logistics/distribution and
professional services are sectors which continue to be amongst the sectors which have been
growth nationally. Recent public spending restraint has acted as a check on the growth of
public sector jobs but it also remains an important component of Huntingdonshire's

economy.

The CRG 2017 study makes only a very brief passing reference to past trends. At para. 76
it refers to the jobs forecasts it uses as reflecting past trends and the chart at Figure 6 shows
how total employment has changed according to the East of England Forecasting Model
since 2001. However, there is no further commentary about the relevance of past trends in
employment to the forecasts the CRG 2017 study uses, nor to the sectors that have driven

past jobs growth in the area.
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This is a limitation of the Council's evidence base. Past trends data is both publicly available
and is embedded in the East of England forecasting model used by the CRG. It is reasonable
to assume that consideration of past trends should be part of a comprehensive analysis of

the district's future employment prospects and its implications for future housing need.

In summary, my analysis of past employment growth trends suggests that, pre-recession
trends saw Huntingdonshire create employment at a robust rate well in excess of 1% per
annum. The effects of the recession are clear in the longer-term trend data to 2015 which
gives rates ranging from 0.6% pa. to 1.2% pa. The 0.6% per annum figure is the lowest of

the past trends | have included in my analysis.

This reflects one of the key challenges in interpreting employment data. It is prone to
variation depending on the starting/end point and on the measure of employment used.

It is therefore important to consider a range of time periods and measures.
Employment Forecasts

Past and Current Forecast Evidence

My second step in reaching a view about future jobs growth in Huntingdonshire is to take
account of employment forecasts, as the PPG also suggests. | start by considering the same
set of employment forecasts used in the Council’s evidence base. The CRG 2017 study (CD
5.2, para. 75) uses forecasts from the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM). Produced
in August 2016, these forecasts project total employment growth of 12,370 jobs from 2011-
2036. This represents employment growth of just under 500 net new jobs a year or an
annual growth rate of 0.6% pa. This would be at the lowest end of all of the past trends

data | have considered in my analysis above.

| have also reviewed the alternative measure given by the EEFM. That is, the ‘people based’
indicator which measures the number of people working in the district. Since the purpose
of taking account of employment growth is to assess the future number of workers needed
for Huntingdonshire, this might be seen as a more appropriate measure of change although

both it and total employment are frequently used in housing need assessment.

On the people-based measure, the EEFM suggests that employment will increase by 11,400
(2011-36) or 450 jobs a year at an annual rate of 0.55% per annum. This would represent

a lower rate of growth than any of the past trends periods | have considered.

| have compared the latest EEFM forecasts used in the CRG 2017 study with past forecasts
cited in the 2013 SHMA (CD 8.1, Section 12.2, Table 13) and the 2013 Technical Report (CD

\
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8.2 Tables 26 and 29). In addition, | have reviewed a version of the EEFM forecast produced
in 2014 covering the period 2011-31.

| have also obtained a set of forecasts produced for me by Experian in July 2017. |
commissioned these forecasts because | consider it good practice to take account of
another forecaster's view where available of future employment growth in arriving at my
own conclusions about potential increases in jobs in Huntingdonshire. The CRG 2017 study
uses only one set of forecasts (EEFM) and so it does not sense check them against the
outputs of other forecasters. | have explained why | consider it robust to take account of
both past trends data and more than one forecasting house output in assessing housing

need.

The outputs of the various forecasts | have reviewed are shown in the table below.

Table 7.4 Comparison of Current and Past Forecasts, 000s

Total Jobs Annual Annual %
Change Change Change
EEFM Baseline (2013) 5.6 0.224 0.3%
LEFM Baseline (2013) 19.8 0.792 0.9%
EEFM Alconbury (2013)* 18.3 0.732 0.8%
SHMA 2013 19.0 0.760 0.8%
EEFM 2014 (2011-31) 10.0 0.502 0.6%
EEFM August 2016 12.4 0.495 0.6%
Experian July 2017, Workforce Jobs 17.5 0.700 0.8%

Sources: Cambridge Sub-Region SHMA (2013) Section 12.2, Table 13; Cambridgeshire County Council
(April 2013) Population, Housing and Employment Forecasts Technical Report, Tables 26 and 29; Experian
UK Local Market Forecasts Quarterly (July 2017); East of England Forecasting Model (2014) *Alconbury

scenario included adjustment to take account of potential effects of Alconbury Enterprise Zone

7.24 The key point is that the EEFM figures are at the low end of the range of employment

7.25
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growth given by the forecasts. The latest EEFM suggests an annual rate of 0.6% per annum
for 2011-36, which is somewhat lower than scenarios considered earlier by the Council in
the 2013 SHMA evidence and in the recent forecasts | have obtained from Experian. The
growth rates given by the forecasts are also somewhat lower than in several of the past

trends periods | have considered above.

| note also that the 2013 SHMA and Technical Report modelled the implications of delivery
of the Alconbury enterprise zone in two of the scenarios. The Technical Report suggests
that this adds 8,000 net additional jobs to the total (CD 8.2, para. 5.7.1) although the effect
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on the employment forecast seems to be an increase of 12,800 compared with the 2013
baseline forecast (+5,600 v. 18,400).

A strict application of the objective approach to determining the OAN would not include it
in the process of linking employment growth to housing need. The Planning Advisory

Service guidance on OAN (CD 8.5, para. 4.2) puts this very clearly:

It is generally accepted that the OAN as its name indicates should be derived from objective
analysis of the evidence, to the exclusion of any policy objectives and value judgments; and
that evidence should be entirely about need and demand, to the exclusion of any supply-
side factors such physical constraints, policy designations and adverse impacts of
development. The excluded factors are ‘below the line” they have no bearing on the OAN,
but plan-makers should take them into account at a later stage, when translating the OAN

into a provision target.

In other words, whilst Local Plan making and proposed housing requirements should take
account of initiatives like Enterprise Zone delivery, the PAS guidance suggests they should

typically be excluded from the calculation of the OAN.

However, it would be reasonable to expect the Enterprise Zone to contribute new jobs in
addition to those assumed in the forecasts, since the forecasting houses do not explicitly
take account of initiatives of this type. My understanding is that businesses are now

operating on the site and that the Alconbury Enterprise Zone is generating new jobs.

Determining how future employment growth forecasts might be adjusted to take account
of an initiative that is delivering new jobs in an area is also a complex exercise, since the
jobs growth figures assumed by forecasts must implicitly reflect some of the impacts of
new development. In this instance, the Alconbury Enterprise Zone initiative provides us
with additional employment growth context to consider in arriving at a reasonable view of

future jobs in Huntingdonshire.

My analysis of past forecasts and the Council’'s SHMA 2013 evidence also suggests that, in
its previous housing need evidence, it has accepted much higher levels of employment
growth than is the case in the CRG 2017 study which treats the EEFM August 2016 figure
(12,370 2011-36 or 495 jobs a year) as the appropriate forecast figure to use. This implies
that its view of the district's economy is now considerably lower than assumed 3-4 years
ago. This figure is an important part of the context for the local plan, and the level of
economic growth that is being planned for is an issue that has significant implications for

people working and businesses in the district.

\
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It is also important to note that the CRG 2017 does not, in the final analysis, assume that
12,370 jobs or 495 a year is the appropriate level of growth for its OAN and for local plan
purposes. In Table 10 of the CRG study, it shows the outcome of adjustments it considers
to be necessary that result in a revised and higher jobs growth figure of 14,350 (574 a year).
To support this higher level of jobs growth, it concludes that the housing need is 804 dpa,
the preferred OAN for Huntingdonshire. No annual rate of growth is provided, but |

estimate this to be closer to 0.7% per annum than 0.6% per annum. | comment on this

The period 2011-36 remains the emerging Local Plan period for Huntingdonshire, and the

25 years over which the Council’'s OAN evidence applies. However, | have two reservations

. In mid-2017, more than 6 years has elapsed since the start of this period during
which time there is a substantial amount of evidence about actual population,
employment and labour force change in Huntingdonshire. This should be taken into
account in determining the OAN. As far as | can determine, the Council has carried

out no such analysis in its treatment of the relationship between jobs, population,

. The period 2011-17 has seen the UK exit from recession and a bounce back in
employment post-2013 as constraints on private sector investment began to be

lifted. This also coincided with an upturn in the housing market.

The main impact on future employment growth centres on the difference between forecast
change from 2011-36 compared with 2016-36. Since 2015 is the latest year for which actual

jobs data is available from government surveys, | take 2016 as the base year for the

7.31

further below.

The Appropriate Time Period
7.32

about using it in my own modelling:

the labour force and housing.

7.33

employment forecasts.
7.34

| show in the table below how the most recent forecasts compare.

Table 7.5 Comparison of Employment Forecasts, 2011-36 and 2016-36, 000s

Annual Annual % Annual Annual %

Change Change Change Change

2011-36 2011-36 2016-36 2016-36
EEFM Total Jobs 0.495 0.58% 0.381 0.38%
EEFM People Based 0.454 0.55% 0.321 0.44%
Experian Workforce Jobs 0.700 0.79% 0.540 0.58%

APP/H0520/W/17/3174462
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0.66% 0.480 0.60%

Experian Workplace Based 0.516

Sources: EEFM (August 2016); Experian UK Local Market Forecasts Quarterly (July 2017)

Two issues arise from this analysis:

. The EEFM forecasts are somewhat lower than those of Experian. Experian’s forecasts
appear more in line with past trends growth rates, albeit still at the lowest end of

the range.

. The 20 years from 2016-36 implies lower growth rates than those that apply from
the 2011 starting point. This is a pattern | would expect, since the period 2011-16
saw employment rebound after recession. In essence, a significant proportion of the
overall growth in the forecasts from 2011-36 has already occurred by 2016 and this
is reflected in the figures with a later start year. In the EEFM data, the number of
people working in Huntingdonshire is estimated to have increased by 4,900 or just
under 1,000 per annum from 2011-16. In the Experian data, the equivalent annual

figure is 660 a year.

In my own modelling, | have therefore tested two employment growth scenarios from the
EEFM and Experian forecasts. In the EEFM scenario | use its forecast increase in the number
of people working in Huntingdonshire (321 per annum) from 2016-36. In the Experian

scenario | use its workplace based figure of 480 per annum from 2016-36.

In both these scenarios, my modelling takes account of change in population, jobs and the
labour force between 2011 and 2016.

| have pointed to the forecast growth rates for Huntingdonshire being significantly lower
than the rate of employment growth which has occurred in past years in Huntingdonshire.
Furthermore, the previous forecasts used by the Council itself (SHMA 2013 and Technical

Report) also point to higher growth rates than those now assumed in the CRG 2017 study.

For this reason, | also assess the implications for housing need if employment growth
occurred at a future rate that is more consistent with past trends. | therefore model a
growth rate of 0.8% per annum from 2016-36, which equates to an additional 710 net new

jobs a year.

Growth at this level would be consistent with rates accepted in previous studies by the
Council as part of the Cambridge housing sub-region SHMA (2013). Huntingdonshire has
seen larger average annual increases in the number of people working in the district since

2011 based on both the EEFM data (people-based employment) and the Experian data |

\
APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 31 V"A



7.41

742

7.43

Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

have obtained. The rate of growth is also in line with the average annual growth rate

assumed in the Experian model for workforce jobs from 2011-36.
Linking Assumptions

When assessing the need for employment growth adjustments to the OAN, it is necessary
to make a number of linking assumptions about the future characteristics of an area’s
labour force. In my own modelling, this allows the POPGROUP software | use to calculate
the level of population/migration change required to meet a given level of jobs growth.

The approach | use is one that is commonplace in housing need assessments.

Essentially, | ask the question as to whether the population and housing need linked to
future employment growth is different and possibly higher than that implied by the
demographic projections. If the population growth given by the starting point projections
suggests insufficient labour to meet future jobs growth, more in-migration of working
people may need to be factored into the OAN calculation, resulting potentially in a housing

need figure higher than that of the demographic projection.
Resident Workforce

The starting point is to consider how the resident workforce of Huntingdonshire is
projected to change over the period to 2036. The chart below shows that a substantial
majority of projected population growth is expected to occur in the oldest age groups. The
data show that the population aged 16-64 is projected to increase by just 2,800 compared

with an increase of 27,500 in the over 65 cohort.

Figure 7.1 Population Change Figure 7.2 Population Change
Huntingdonshire 2011-36 Huntingdonshire 2016-36
20000 18000
18000 16000
16000 14000
14000 12000
12000 10000
10000 8000
8000 6000
6000 4000
4000 2000
2000 0
0 -2000  0-15 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
2000  0-15 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+ -4000
W 2011-36 W 2016-36
Source: ONS 2014-based Subnational Population Source: ONS 2014-based Sub-National Population
Projections Projections
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On the face of it, the data suggest a mismatch between future employment growth and
growth in the core of the district’s resident workforce, the population aged 16-64. It
appears to be an example of a situation described by the PPG where the 'supply of working
age population that is economically active (labour force supply) is less than the projected
job growth, this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns....and could reduce the
resilience of local businesses.” The PPG goes on to specify that ‘in such circumstances, plan
makers will need to consider how the location of new housing or infrastructure

development could help address these problem’ (CD 6.3 Para. 018).

At the level of jobs growth assumed by the EEFM forecasts (+12,400, 2011-36), the increase
far outstrips growth in the 16-64 population which is projected to be just over 2,800.
Taking the period 2016-36, the picture is slightly different, with the population aged 16-64
projected to increase by around 3,250. Even at the lowest of the forecasts | have considered
(321 jobs a year or 6,240 in total), this 3,250 figure still falls far short of the increase in the
number of jobs. This underlines the importance of considering whether assumptions about
how population and labour force projections relate to jobs in the EEFM model are

reasonable and plausible.

However, change in the working age population is only part of the story of how
Huntingdonshire's labour force is projected to change. There are other factors which will

determine this change and our modelling must take account of these:

. Economic activity rates, the rate at which people of different ages and genders
would be expected to participate in the workforce, will increase over time. In
particular, increases in the state pension age (SPA) will take effect and accelerate the

trend towards older people remaining in or re-joining the labour force.

. Unemployment may fall over time, releasing more people into the active resident
workforce.
. A proportion of Huntingdonshire’s future workforce will continue to commute into

the district, whilst a proportion of its resident workforce will continue to out

commute each day.

| consider each of these factors in turn.
Increasing Economic Activity Rates

In all areas of the UK working lives are being extended, with enhanced economic activity in

later life. To estimate future economic activity rates | have taken the base estimate of

\
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economic activity for Huntingdonshire from the 2011 Census as this remains the most

accurate picture of economic activity to date.

| draw my assumed changes in economic activity rates from the Office for Budget
Responsibility. The OBR was established by the government to deliver independent
analysis and advice about public finances, and it produces long term projections across a
broad range of economic and social indicators including participation rates. As such, it is

an authoritative source of such evidence and its projections are widely used in OAN studies.

Use of the OBR rates has been debated extensively at several recent Section 78 Planning
Inquiries and examinations in public. At a recent Inquiry at Longbank Farm (Redcar and
Cleveland), the Inspector concluded that greater weight should be attached to the OBR
rates than those of the economic forecaster, in this instance, Experian (see my Appendix F,
paras. 19-21). In the course of the Telford EiP (See excerpt at my Appendix G, paras. 4-5),
the Inspector expressed concern about the realism of economic activity rate increases
assumed by forecasting houses. The Inspector’s decision in an Inquiry in Boreham, Essex
concluded that greater weight should be attached to the OBR rates than to the rates
assumed by the Council (my Appendix H, paras. 32-33).

The most recent long term economic activity projections were produced by the OBR in
January 2017 as part of its annual Fiscal Sustainability Report series. | apply the percentage
point changes assumed by the OBR to the economic activity rates of Huntingdonshire's
resident population. The effect of this step in my analysis is to assume that, for the district’s
projected population over the next 20 years, there will be increases in the rates at which

they will be expected to be economically active.

Economic activity rates are amongst the most complex aspects of labour force change to
address in housing need assessment. There is no reliable data on what has changed since
2011 in terms of the rates of different age groups and genders, with the Census providing
the most robust recent figures. Data from the ONS Annual Population Survey are given up
to 2016, but are subject to large margins of error at a local authority level because of the

sample sizes on which they are based.

Given strong recent jobs growth post-recession, it is reasonable to assume that a higher
proportion of residents in Huntingdonshire (and elsewhere) are now economically active
and in employment than was the case in 2011. However, there is no clear-cut evidence on

exactly how rates have change.

To reflect this, | have sensitivity tested the OBR rates in a number of different ways in my

modelling. This includes:
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. Not allowing for any decline in economic activity rates in any age group over the

age of 20. The OBR assumes some slight falls in rates for males aged 30-59.

. Modelling how economic activity rates might have increased between 2011 and

2016 in line with the jobs growth that has occurred in the district in this period.

The OAN figures linked to each of these sensitivity tests are set out later in this section of

my proof.
Unemployment

It is good practice to allow for the possibility that a fall in the unemployment rate will occur
over time. The combination of employment growth over time and a workforce that it is
ageing and where the labour supply is tightening might reasonably be expected to see

unemployment reduce over time.

At the time of the 2011 Census, the number of economically active residents identifying as
unemployed was just under 4,000, representing a rate of around 4.2%. Model based
unemployment data from the Annual Population Survey (APS) put the rate at around 5.7%
in 2011, although the APS is subject to significant margins of error where the rate could be

+/- 1.3% over this period.

The latest APS data puts the unemployment rate in Huntingdonshire at around 2.8% in
2016. The Experian forecast suggests a rate of 2.5% in 2016, but it assumes a rise in the
unemployment rate before it levels off at around 3% in the mid-2020s. The EEFM uses a
different measure of unemployment (claimant count rate) which measures unemployment
benefit claimants. This puts the current rate at 0.7% and the EEFM assumes it falls to a
negligible 0.4% through the 2020s.

The key point that arises from this analysis is that the unemployment rate in
Huntingdonshire has already fallen to a low level since 2011. At 2.8%, this would represent
a rate lower than that achieved in the district at the recent peak of the UK economy pre-
recession. Given that it is also consistent with the figure assumed in the Experian data, my

modelling fixes the rate at this 2.8% level throughout my projection.

There is no discussion about unemployment rate changes in the CRG 2017 study and it is

not clear what the Council's evidence accepts on this issue.

\
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Commuting

7.61 My assumptions about the future workforce and jobs in Huntingdonshire must also take
account of commuting. To do this, | use the ratio of working residents of Huntingdonshire
to people working in the district. The most reliable source of this data remains the 2011
Census, and it gives a ratio of 1.15. This effectively means that for every 100 people working

in Huntingdonshire, there are 115 residents of the district in employment.

7.62 The implication of this figure is that Huntingdonshire is a net exporter of labour. There are

more working residents than people who work in the district.

7.63 There is no reference in the CRG 2017 evidence to commuting in the context of the
assumptions used to arrive at the proposed OAN. However, the study recognises that there
are significant outflows of (CD 5.2, Figure 2) of working residents to other areas. | have
reviewed the same Census data as the CRG study and it shows that, of 89,500 working
residents in Huntingdonshire in 2011, 40,700 worked in the district (c. 64%) and 31,000
worked elsewhere (36%). Of this total, 20,400 worked in six districts, the majority in the
Cambridge HMA and Peterborough, together with other surrounding districts.

\
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Table 7.6 Destination of Huntingdonshire's Out Commuters, 2011

Destination District Number
Huntingdonshire 57,548*
Peterborough 6,026
South Cambridgeshire 5,830
Cambridge 4,716
Bedford 2,520
Westminster City of London 1,329
Central Bedfordshire 1,270
Total 21,691

Source: ONS, 2011 Census Origin-Destination Data *Number includes people working at home or at no

fixed place of work. Some of the latter group may also work outside Huntingdonshire although not clear

from the Census.

| choose to fix the ratio at 1.15 throughout my projection. There are two reasons for this:

Two of the local authority areas to which Huntingdonshire residents commute in
substantial numbers (Cambridge and Peterborough) have workforce: jobs ratios well
under 1.0. In Peterborough'’s case the figure is 0.84, in Cambridge, 0.63. This implies
that both are significant net importers of labour. In other words, as important
employment centres they rely on labour from the surrounding area including
Huntingdonshire and | see no evidence to suggest that this pattern would be

expected to change substantially.

The Planning Advisory Service guidance (CD 8.5 para. 8.16) has cautioned against
assuming changes in jobs: resident workforce ratios without evidence that there are
good reasons to assume that such changes will occur. The guidance also warns that
individual local authorities should not adopt these approaches unilaterally without

agreeing them with other local planning authorities in an HMA.

| have also considered the resident workforce to employment ratios assumed by the two

forecasting sources on which | have drawn (EEFM and Experian). There appear to be

substantial differences between the two which give me further grounds to be cautious

about diverting from the figures implied by the 2011 Census. In the case of the EEFM, the

ratio of employed residents to people working in the district changes from 1.15in 2011 to

1.06 at 2016 before rising again to 1.11 by 2036. The Experian data suggests a different

pattern in which the ratio starts at 1.19 in 2011 and rises over the period to 2036.
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The CRG Study Approach

The CRG 2017 study takes a different approach to me in the way it treats employment
forecasts and the assumptions about population and labour force change embedded in
them. Its approach is described at CD 5.2, paras. 81-89. It centres on its view that, since
the EEFM [and other forecast models] link employment and population, alternative
population assumptions cannot be appropriate because the level of employment growth
assumed would change if the population were different (CD 5.2, para. 82). The CRG study
therefore uses the EEFM's population projection to determine whether any adjustment

should be made in the OAN figure to account for employment growth.

The method the CRG 2017 study uses to determine the OAN linked to the EEFM forecast is
fairly complicated. My understanding having reviewed the description of the approach (CD
5.2, paras. 83-88) is that it takes the EEFM's population figures and applies its own
calculations of the household formation rates that should be applied to this population to
arrive at a dwellings figure. Since the projected size and age structure of the EEFM’s
population is different to that of the official projections, it concludes (CD 5.2 Table 6 and
paras. 88-89) that an uplift of 4% is necessary, giving an OAN of 19,910 (796 dpa) compared
with 19,140 (765 dpa) in the SNPP 2014 scenario.

There are several important issues that the study does not consider in adopting this

approach and in drawing its conclusions on the OAN figures:

. The lack of any consideration of what past trends or other forecasts suggest about
the future trajectory for Huntingdonshire's employment, including reference to
forecasts it has presented earlier. It simply accepts the EEFM figure as the only one
that should be considered. | have shown that past trends data shows much more

positive growth rates than the rate assumed in the EEFM.

. The lack of any critical analysis of the population assumptions embedded in the
EEFM modelling. For example, it is clear that the population growth assumed by the
EEFM is c. 4,500 lower than that assumed by the SNPP 2014, but there is no
explanation given as to why this should be the case. | note that the EEFM shows an
annual dwellings requirement of 668 (16,688 in total) from 2011-36 in is August 2016

output®. In other words, planning on the basis of the housing need identified by the

2| cannot explain the difference between my reading of the EEFM's household and dwellings projections (+16,570 and
+16,688, 2011-36) and those cited by the CRG 2017 study at Table 6 (+16,820 and +17,320).
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EEFM model would imply a much lower figure than even the starting point

demographic projections suggest.

Similarly, the EEFM'’s projected increase in what is defined as the working age
population (16-64) is 4,130 compared with 2,816 in the SNPP 2014. This is 32%
higher but there is no explanation as to why the pattern of population change
should be expected to be significantly different to that of the SNPP 2014 in this age

cohort.

The absence of any critical review or evidence about whether the economic activity
and employment rates assumed in the EEFM should be regarded as reasonable and
likely to occur. | have reviewed the EEFM and it is simply not possible to establish
what is assumed about changes in economic activity and employment rates in
different age cohorts. | have pointed earlier in my proof to instances in which
Inspectors have criticised excessively optimistic assumptions in forecasters’ models
but there is no detail provided in the CRG study to establish whether such analysis

has been carried out.

The lack of any analysis of commuting and the EEFM'’s assumptions about it. The
EEFM assumes changes in the ratio of working residents to jobs in the district. Again,
there is no explanation given or commentary on the evidence that would support

an assumption of this kind, nor on its implication for neighbouring areas in the HMA.

The limited detail on workforce change provided in the EEFM shows that, whilst the
working age population is projected to increase by 4,130, the number of employed
residents is projected to rise by 10,000. Even allowing for a fall of 1,900 in the
number of unemployed residents, this suggests that some significant increases in
participation and employment rates must occur, potentially in older age cohorts.

These should at least be considered in the Council’s evidence.

| have shown that there are sound reasons to question some of the assumptions embedded
in the EEFM model as part of a test of their robustness. The Council’s evidence does not
set out any analysis of the assumptions in the EEFM, and my view is that the EEFM should
not be relied upon as the only source of evidence that should be used to determine what
jobs growth figure and related OAN linked to employment change is appropriate for
Huntingdonshire. This underlines my view that a robust approach to economic growth
adjustments in OAN should take account of past trends and multiple sources of forecast

evidence.

\
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Furthermore, the CRG study itself appears not to accept the EEFM’s own estimates of
housing need linked to its employment growth projections . The CRG's figure of 796 dpa is
substantially higher (by 130 dpa) than the equivalent housing growth figure of 668 dpa in
the EEFM’s outputs for what appears to be the same jobs forecast. No explanation of this
is given in the CRG 2017 study.

It is also important to note that Huntingdonshire District Council itself does not appear to
accept that the EEFM’s employment forecast is either the appropriate level of jobs growth
for its OAN or for its emerging local plan. The CRG 2017 (CD 5.2 para. 142) study concludes
that the jobs growth figure linked to its preferred OAN of 20,100 (804 dpa) is 14,350 jobs
(574 pa) rather than the EEFM figure of 12,370 or 495 per annum (CD 5.2 Table 6). This
higher figure, rounded up to 14,400, is cited in the consultation draft Local Plan as part of
the objectively assessed development need for Huntingdonshire (CD 4.2, para. 4.1 and p.
24).

This higher jobs growth figure is not based on an alternative forecast or a revision of the
EEFM forecast in light of past trends. It is a number derived from the higher housing and
population number linked to the CRG's preferred OAN in which the household projections
starting point is increased by 5% to take account of market signals. Essentially, the higher
housing number is assumed to bring extra people and jobs. The CRG study explains that
the EEFM has modelled the implications of the adjusted housing number (804 dpa) to
provide the higher jobs figure (CD 5.2 para. 142).

There is no further supporting evidence in the CRG 2017 study to explain in any detail how
it is derived, although I take it that it is based on the assumptions embedded in the EEFM
model. As such, the 14,400 jobs figure is not an objective representation of likely future
jobs growth, but a constrained policy figure linked to the preferred OAN. It is therefore
inconsistent with the PPG's paragraph 004 (Reference ID: 2a-004-20140306) which requires

the objective assessment of need to be based on ‘facts and unbiased evidence'.
Adjusted OAN Figures for Employment Growth

Having followed the steps | outline above, | show in the table below the key outputs from

my modelling of three employment growth scenarios.

\
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Table 7.7 Key Figures for Employment Growth Adjustment Scenarios, 2011-36

Population Average Household Dwellings Dwellings
Change Annual Net Change Change per annum
Migration
321 jobs pa. 30,820 715 17,580 18,014 720
480 jobs pa. 37,260 878 19,932 20,424 816
710 Jobs pa. 46,560 1,113 23,341 23,850 943-964

7.75 The results of my sensitivity tests give OANs ranging from 943 to 964 dpa linked to jobs
growth of 710 per annum. | have also shown the implications of the lower jobs growth
figures from the Experian and EEFM data, applying my assumptions to derive housing need

figures.

Conclusions

7.76 I have considered a range of past trends and job forecast as the PPG requires in determining
whether and what scale of economic growth adjustment should be applied in
Huntingdonshire’s OAN. In contrast, Huntingdonshire District Council’'s CRG study

considers only one forecast (EEFM) and says very little about the relevance of past growth

trends.

7.77 | do not accept that all of the EEFM’s figures should be accepted uncritically, and that no
alternative view of change is possible. Indeed, the CRG study itself concludes that the
housing need implied by the EEFM is much higher than the model itself suggests. This
approach is also based on a view of employment change from 2016-36 that would see
Huntingdonshire create jobs at a rate of only 321 a year, a rate far short of past growth

rates in the district.

7.78 Whilst | recognise that there is currently some uncertainty about the growth trajectory of
the UK economy, my analysis of employment change suggests that a growth rate of 0.8%
pa (or 710 jobs a year 2016-36) is reasonable when considered against past long-term
trends and recent growth rates. As such, | regard an OAN figure around 950 dpa as the

appropriate housing need number linked to jobs growth at this level.

%
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Step 3: Market Signals Adjustment

The PPG (CD 6.3 para. 019) provides guidance on the indicators that should be assessed
within an analysis of market signals. These indicators comprise land values, rates of
development, house prices, rents, affordability, overcrowding/hidden households and land

prices.
Where indicators show a worsening trend then PPG specifies that plan makers should:

‘Increase planned supply by an amount that, on reasonable assumptions and consistent
with principles of sustainable development, could be expected to improve affordability, and

monitor the response of the market over the plan period’ (CD 6.3, para. 020).

No definition of what is reasonable is given in the PPG, but | refer in this section of my proof
to a range of approaches that have been applied in market signals uplifts in other places

and which | consider most appropriate for Huntingdonshire.

| show in this section of my proof that:

. There is clear evidence of worsening trends for Huntingdonshire on several
indicators.
. The district is in a worse position than some HMA districts and the England average

on most indicators. On several indicators, it is significantly worse than the national

average.

My conclusion is that there are clear grounds for an upward adjustment to account for
market signals, and that this should be set at a level which is markedly higher than the

Council's preferred figure of 5% if any improvement in affordability is to be achieved.
Land Values

| lack access to a data source that provides up-to-date residential land value figures to
compare across areas. The most recent data | have obtained is the DCLG's Land Value
Estimates for Policy Appraisal guidance, produced in February 2015, shown in the table
below. The data do not suggest that Huntingdonshire is significantly more expensive than
most other districts in the HMA, and that it has lower value residential land with permissions

than some areas.

\
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Table 8.1 Residential Land Values Per Hectare

Area Post Permission Value Per Ha
Cambridge £5.7
South Cambridgeshire £3.2
England £2.0
St.Edmundsbury £1.8
Maidstone £1.6
Huntingdonshire £1.5
East Cambridgeshire £1.0
Forest Heath £0.9
Fenland £0.4
East Northants £0.8

Source: DCLG (February 2015) Land Value Estimates for Policy Appraisal, Table 1
Rates of Development

| have referred earlier in my proof of evidence to the rates at which new housing has been
delivered in Huntingdonshire. My analysis shows clearly that since 2011 delivery has lagged
well behind either the figure that the Council accepts as its OAN or its emerging housing
requirement. Prior to 2011, | do not have an OAN figure against which to assess delivery
of new housing in Huntingdonshire but delivery appears to have been on average below

the levels implied by earlier household projections.

| accept that, as per the CRG study's analysis (CD 5.2, figure 15), the delivery rate was higher
than either the Structure Plan figure or the East of England Plan targets, although it is not
clear that either represented OANs, or how they related to starting point household

projections figures.

| have reviewed evidence on completions across Cambridgeshire and the HMA including
the Suffolk districts from Cambridgeshire County Council, covering the period 2001-11. The
data appears in Table 13 of the 2013 Technical Report (CD 8.2), and data from the DCLG's
published tables (Table 125) which gives total dwelling stock estimates. Taking 2001 as the

start point, | have compared the total change in the stock of dwellings implied by this data.

The data put Huntingdonshire in the two lowest ranking local authority areas in terms of

change in the housing stock between 2001 and 2011.

\
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Table 8.2 Change in Dwelling Stock 2001-11

Local Authority Area Change in Dwelling Stock, 2001-11
Cambridgeshire 13%
Cambridge 11%
East Cambridgeshire 19%
Fenland 16%
Huntingdonshire 10%
South Cambridgeshire 14%
Forest Heath 11%
St Edmundsbury 10%

Sources: DCLG Live Tables, Table 125, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-

dwelling-stock-including-vacants; CD 8.2, Table 13

Whilst the trajectory of housing growth in Huntingdonshire may have tracked that of other
areas, the net increase it saw in its stock from 2001-11 appears to lag that of comparator
areas at a time when there was a national problem of housing supply failing to keep pace

with demand.

House Prices

| start by considering current lower quartile house prices and how these have changed in
the long run and over the past 5 years. Lower quartile prices are theoretically in the
segment of the market which should be most affordable to those on lower incomes, so
represent the best indicator of affordability of homes to buy. The data do not suggest that
Huntingdonshire is in a significantly worse position than several of the HMA districts,
although it is substantially less affordable than England and three comparators areas on
this measure. It has seen house prices increase much faster than the England average over
the 2011-16 period.
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Table 8.3 Lower Quartile House Prices and Change to 2016

Lower Quartile % Change % Change
Average Price 1996-2016 2011-16
2016

Cambridge £320,000 433% 60%
South Cambridgeshire £262,000 323% 42%
HMA Simple Average £201,900 318% 37%
Maidstone £196,000 260% 26%
East Cambridgeshire £195.000 298% 34%
St Edmundsbury £187,500 308% 34%
Huntingdonshire £175,000 289% 30%
East Northamptonshire £150,000 308% 30%
Forest Heath £146,500 249% 22%
England £145,000 237% 16%
Fenland £127,500 276% 23%

Source: ONS, Ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings (lower quartile and median), 1997 to 2016

8.13  For Huntingdonshire, the increase from 2011-16 represents a rise from £140,000 to
£175,000, or a substantial £35,000 jump in prices fuelled by the housing market's recovery

post-recession.

8.14 The picture is very similar on the median house price measure. Again, the district has a
higher house price than the England average and has seen the rate of change worsen at a

faster rate than England and two of the comparator areas.

8.15 In 2011, Huntindonshire’s median housing price stood at £180,000, so the 5 year increase
to £225,000 represents a rise of £45,000. Increases at this level far outstrip the rate at which

wages have increased in the same period.

\
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Table 8.4 Median House Prices and Change to 2016

Area Median Average Change 1997-2016 Change 2011-16
House Price 2016

Cambridge £415,000 419% 66%
South Cambridgeshire £331,000 295% 39%
Maidstone £265,000 263% 34%
HMA Simple Average £259,429 309% 38%
East Cambridgeshire £250,000 303% 35%
St Edmundsbury £245,000 309% 35%
Huntingdonshire £225,000 275% 29%
England £220,000 267% 22%
Forest Heath £190,000 255% 23%
Fenland £160,000 256% 22%

Source: ONS, Ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings (lower quartile and median), 1997 to 2016

8.16  On the basis of the house price evidence, Huntingdonshire does not stand out as

significantly worse than other districts comparatively significantly worse than most of the

other HMA areas. However, the rates at which prices have increased exceed those of

England and Fenland and Forest Heath since 2011.

Affordability Ratios

8.17  Affordability ratios measure the ratio of house prices to incomes, and are a key measure to

consider in market signals assessment. On the lower quartile measures, the data suggest

that at over 8.0, house prices are likely to be unaffordable for many lower income

households. The district’s ratio is higher than that of England and three of the comparators.

8.18 On rates of change, the district has seen its rate worsen faster than that of England and

three comparators.
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Table 8.5 Lower Quartile Affordability Ratios and Change to 2016

Area Lower Quartile Change 1997- Change 2011-16

Affordability 2016

Ratio, 2016
Cambridge 13.32 196% 46%
South Cambridgeshire 11.03 146% 25%
Maidstone 9.95 109% 18%
St Edmundsbury 9.90 153% 25%
HMA Simple Average 9.53 136% 23%
East Cambridgeshire 9.39 105% 15%
Huntingdonshire 8.04 119% 16%
East Northamptonshire 7.86 166% 18%
Forest Heath 7.82 97% 10%
Fenland 7.20 130% 15%
England 7.16 101% 7%

Source: ONS, Ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings (lower quartile and median), 1997 to 2016

8.19  On the median measure, Huntingdonshire has a higher ratio than that of three comparators

and England. At 8.25 it is well above the England average. The rate of change has been

worse than three comparators and England in the long run and short run. Notably the ratio

has worsened faster than that of East Cambridgeshire since 2011.

Table 8.6 Median Affordability Ratio and Change to 2016

Area Affordability Ratio | Change 1997- Change 2011-16
2016 2016
Cambridge 12.97 192% 50%
South Cambridgeshire 10.12 123% 29%
Maidstone 10.03 119% 25%
East Cambridgeshire 9.47 142% 20%
St Edmundsbury 9.37 145% 28%
HMA Simple Average 9.27 139% 30%
Huntingdonshire 8.25 125% 23%
Forest Heath 8.17 102% 36%
East Northamptonshire 7.89 150% 16%
England 7.72 118% 14%
Fenland 6.57 139% 16%

Source: ONS, Ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings (lower quartile and median), 1997 to 2016
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8.20 The affordability ratio evidence therefore suggest that Huntingdonshire is in a

8.21

8.22

comparatively worse position than England and several comparators both in terms of

absolute values and rates of change over time.

This is a key test of affordability and the need for a market signals uplift. A ratio of 8+ far

exceeds what could reasonable be considered to be affordable for those on average and

lower than average incomes, and is contributing to growing numbers of people opting for

private rented property and, in the case of younger people, to live at home with parents

longer than they might otherwise do.

Rental Prices

Private rental price data suggest that Huntingdonshire has comparatively lower prices.

Notably, however, the district has seen its rental price worsen at a faster rate than all of the

comparators and England with the exception of Cambridge from 2011-16.

Table 8.7 Lower Quartile Rents and Change 2011-16

Area Monthly Rent 2016 Change 2011-16
Cambridge 815 48%
South Cambridgeshire 750 15%
Forest Heath 650 18%
Maidstone 650 13%
East Cambridgeshire 650 18%
St Edmundsbury 600 20%
Huntingdonshire 575 24%
East of England 570 19%
East Northamptonshire 500 11%
England 495 10%
Fenland 475 6%

Source: Valuation Office Agency (2017) Private Rental Market Statistics

8.23  On the median rent indicator, the picture is different, with Huntingdonshire seeing a rate

of change which is on par with that of several districts, but higher than that of England and

three of the comparator areas.
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Table 8.8 Median Rents and Change 2011-16

Area Average Change

Rent 2016 | 2011-16

Cambridge 1,100 38%
Forest Heath 900 38%
South Cambridgeshire 875 19%
East Cambridgeshire 750 17%
Maidstone 750 15%
St Edmundsbury 725 26%
East of England 695 17%
Huntingdonshire 675 17%
England 650 14%
East Northamptonshire 595 11%
Fenland 550 5%

Source: Valuation Office Agency (2017) Private Rental Market Statistics

8.24 The rental price data suggest that, at the more affordable lower quartile end of the market,

the combined pressure of high house prices and poor affordability, pressure from other

areas and the relatively lower prices in Huntingdonshire may be creating pressure on the

rental market reflected in prices that are increasing faster than in other locations.

Concealed Households

8.25 Concealed households are an indicator of stress in the housing market, representing

households which might otherwise live independently but which are actually living as part

of another household.

8.26 The data show that Huntingdonshire saw the third highest percentage change in the

number of concealed households between 2001 and 2011. This represented an increase

from 0.7% to 1.4% of all households over this period.
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Table 8.9 Concealed Households 2001-11

2001 2011 Change 2001-11
Cambridge 202 476 136%
Forest Heath 93 177 90%
South Cambridgeshire 285 507 78%
East Cambridgeshire 180 286 59%
Maidstone 347 666 92%
St Edmundsbury 164 367 124%
Cambridgeshire 1,221 2,425 99%
Huntingdonshire 315 688 118%
England 161,254 275,954 71%
East Northamptonshire 150 252 68%
Fenland 246 468 90%

Source: ONS Census 2001 and 2011, Tables SO011 and LC1110EW

On this measure, Huntingdonshire fares worse than most of the comparator areas | have

considered.
Other Context

| have also considered other housing market contextual data. For example,
Huntingdonshire saw from 2001-11 an 18 percentage point fall in the proportion of 25-34
year olds owning their own homes. Analysis by Shelter in 2014 put the number of young,

working adults living with parents in Huntingdonshire at just under 6,100.?
Summary

On the basis of the evidence | have reviewed, | share the CRG study’s conclusion that a
market signals uplift for Huntingdonshire is justified by some of the market signals
evidence. Summarising the evidence | have considered, there are two indicators (rates of
development and concealed households) where Huntingdonshire is certainly in a
comparatively worse position in terms of change over time. It is clearly in a significantly
worse position than the England average on many of the indicators. Whilst the district is
comparatively more affordable than the majority of the comparators, this should also be
seen in the context of what is a high value housing market in Cambridgeshire, and one that

faces and acknowledges it has significant affordability challenges.

3 http://england.shelter.org.uk/_ data/assets/pdf_file/0007/906820/2014_07_The_Clipped_Wing_Generation_FINAL.pdf
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The PPG (CD 6.3 para. 020) is clear that, after comparisons of market signals evidence are

made:

‘A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned
housing numbers compared to ones based solely on household projections.’ (my emphasis
added).

On at least two of these indicators, | have shown that Huntingdonshire has seen trends
worsen at faster rates than the comparators | have considered. On these grounds alone
there is a clear case for an upward adjustment. My comparison of indicators with other

districts and the England average further underlines the case for an adjustment.

What is the appropriate uplift?

The PPG is clear that the purpose of a market signals adjustment is to adjust supply relative
to assessed demand such that affordability might reasonably be expected to improve over
time. This does not mean falling prices. Rather, it could imply price inflation slowing relative

to changes in income so that affordability ratios improve.

Whilst the CRG study and | agree that a market signals uplift is appropriate, | do not share
its conclusion that a 5% uplift on the demographic OAN is the appropriate response (CD
5.2 para. 112). The CRG study explains that this adjustment adds 960 dwellings or just 38
a year to the unadjusted projections based figure (CD 5.2, Table 7).

The only justification for the uplift proposed in the CRG study is given at para. 112. Here,
the study’s conclusion is that the flat rate 10% applied by a number of planning inspectors
and cited in the PAS guidance (CD 8.5, para. 7.19) is not appropriate and is too high for
Huntingdonshire. The reason appears to be that the evidence provides grounds for only a
‘very modest’ uplift (CD 5.2 para. 112), which is set at half the 10% flat rate applied

elsewhere.
| consider this rationale and the scale of the uplift to be flawed in two respects:

. There is no explanation in the study as to why an adjustment of this size would be
expected to have any marked effect on house prices and affordability. At best, it is
difficult to see why an uplift amounting to 38 dpa would have any discernible impact

on the balance of supply and demand in the district.

. There is no reference to the market signals uplifts proposed and applied in the OANs
of other HMA local authorities. Whilst the focus of the CRG study is on the district

alone, the uplifts applied for market signals in other areas would be expected to

\
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influence the demand-supply balance and affordability across the HMA. The effects
of increasing the supply of housing explicitly to affect the demand-supply balance
would be expected to operate at a larger than local scale. A higher increase in a
neighbouring authority might therefore have unintended consequences for efforts
to improve affordability in an area which has factored into its planned housing

supply a lower adjustment.

| recognise that the flat rate 10% adjustments have been applied in districts with more
adverse market signals than Huntingdonshire. Simply applied to the starting point OAN of
762 dpa, this would take the OAN figure to 838 dpa, a figure close to Huntingdonshire

District Council’s earlier housing need figure of 840 dpa.

At the Thrapston Road inquiry, the Council sought to justify its proposed uplift by reference
to its consistency with the approach applied elsewhere in Cambridge HMA OAN studies,
and in turn by reference to the adjustments applied in local plans in other areas of the
country, and specifically to Planning Inspectors’ conclusions at local plan examinations in

Eastleigh, Uttlesford and Canterbury.

For two main reasons, | do not consider that this provides justification for the approach

adopted by Huntingdonshire Council.

First, in at least one of the other Cambridge HMA studies cited by the Council, the
consultants explicitly caution against relying on comparison with other areas to determine
the appropriate market signals uplift. | have included the relevant passages from the Forest

Heath OAN study in my Appendix |.* The study states that:

‘From the three cases discussed above [ie Eastleigh, Uttlesford, Canterbury) we
cannot draw definite conclusions about the appropriate market signals uplift for

Forest Heath' (para. 6.8) and

'In short, the size of any market signals uplift cannot simply be inferred from earlier

examples’ (para. 6.9).

Second, my understanding is that no Planning Inspector has yet accepted the market
signals uplifts proposed in the recent Cambridge HMA studies to which the Council has
referred as the relevant EIPs have not yet concluded. The Forest Heath examination has

taken place but no conclusions are yet available.

4 Peter Brett Associates (February 2016) Forest Heath District Market Signals and Objectively Assessed Housing Need,

para 6.8.
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8.41 | have taken account of a range of evidence which points to alternative approaches to

addressing this critical challenge in England’s housing market and which suggest that the

level of uplifts necessary to improve affordability should be substantially higher than 5%.

2017 Housing White Paper (CD 6.2) and Proposed New Methodology for OAN
(excerpt in my Appendix C) suggest an uplift of 27% giving a total OAN of 1,010

dpa. The market signals uplift element amounts to 212 dpa.

The March 2016 Local Plans Expert Group proposals for a revised OAN method
implied a 20% market signals uplift for Huntingdonshire based on house price and
rental affordability measures (see excerpt in my Appendix J). Applied to proposed
method set out by LPEG, this would imply an OAN of 958 dpa as | explain in
Appendix J. Applying a 20% adjustment to my starting point population and
household projections figure, which | calculate to be 762 dpa, this would mean an
uplift of 152 dpa giving an OAN figure of 914 dpa, or 22,860 in total.

The 2016 Redfern Review (CD 8.4) was underpinned by evidence that implied a c.
44% uplift on the household projections would be necessary to keep house price
inflation in check. This evidence has been tabled by consultants at examinations in
public (see excerpts at my Appendix K and L). Applied to the starting point
projections for Huntingdonshire, this implies an OAN of 1,098 dpa with a market

signals adjustment on this basis.

The 2004 Barker Review concluded that housebuilding would need to increase to
260,000 units a year to manage house price inflation downwards to a more
sustainable level over the long-term. Set against the projected demand linked to
the national household projections, this implies a c. 23% increase over 210,000
households a year. Applied to the Huntingdonshire starting point projections, this
implies around 937 dpa, a figure broadly consistent with the implications of the LPEG

approach.

Conclusions

8.42 Both my analysis and that of the CRG study concur that a market signals uplift should be

applied in Huntingdonshire’s OAN. However, | do not consider that a 5% uplift is either

justified or adequate as a response to a problem that is amongst the most important policy

issues facing the UK currently.
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8.43 In considering alternative approaches to how a market signals uplift might be applied, the
evidence | refer to implies that much larger increases are considered necessary if house
price inflation and affordability is to be eased. In my analysis, the minimum OAN would be
914 dpa based on the demographic projections plus a 20% uplift. However, application of
the recently published DCLG proposed new method for OAN (1,010 dpa) and my
application of the LPEG approach (958 dpa) would suggest that a market signals adjusted
OAN figure could be higher.

%
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My Conclusions

There is an established and accepted approach to OAN analysis as set out in PPG and
guidance from the Planning Advisory Service (PAS). Having established the appropriate
housing market area definition, it involves a three-step process of (i) a demographic starting
point based on the official CLG household projections and any appropriate adjustments to
be applied (ii) assessing the need for an economic uplift and (iii) assessing the need for a

market signals uplift.

For the purposes of this inquiry, | have carried out my analysis for Huntingdonshire only
although it is clear that the district forms part of a much larger Cambridgeshire HMA. |
have done so in order to enable straightforward comparison of my analysis and conclusions
with that of the Council, which has prepared OAN evidence for the district only and in which
there is no reference to its housing need in the context of the wider HMA. Given the
approach adopted across Cambridgeshire, in which local authorities in the HMA have
prepared their ‘'own’ OAN studies, there are also pragmatic reasons to focus on

Huntingdonshire only.

However, this is an issue which | am certain would be subject to considerable scrutiny and
challenge at an examination in public. Since the Council accepts that it forms part of a
wider HMA, its OAN would need to be considered in the context of the overall OAN for the

HMA at the examination.

On the starting point projections, | conclude that the past demographic data do not provide

obvious evidence that the ONS demographic projections should be adjusted.

The result of my analysis is a demographic starting point of 762 dpa based on the 2014-

based government projections.

Unlike the CRG study, | consider that there are good reasons to test the household
formation rates from the government household projections. The data suggest that
household formation rates in younger cohorts of Huntingdonshire's population fell at a

faster rate than was the case across most of the HMA and the England average.

The sensitivity testing | have carried out shows the impact of assuming that household
formation rates return by 2036 to the levels at which they stood in 2001. This represents
an alternative trajectory to that of the DCLG projections, and it would give an OAN of 829
dpa compared with the 762 dpa starting point.

\
APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 55 V’"



9.8

9.9

9.10

9.11

9.12

Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

My adjustments for economic growth differ substantially to the conclusions of the CRG
2017 study. My analysis concludes that a higher rate of jobs growth than that assumed by
the CRG study would be consistent with past trends in Huntingdonshire and other forecast
evidence produced for the area. At 710 jobs per annum my modelling gives an OAN of

950 dpa linked to future employment growth.

Finally, my assessment of market signals reaches the same conclusion as that of the CRG
2017 study in that we both agreed that an upward adjustment to respond to adverse

affordability evidence is justified.

However, we differ considerably on the appropriate upward adjustment to make. |
conclude that, as a minimum, a 20% adjustment should be applied which would give an
OAN of 914 dpa. | have also pointed to several authoritative studies and to the
government'’s newly issued consultation proposals for an OAN methodology which show
that figures from 958 dpa to 1,100 dpa could be justified.

On the basis of the evidence in my proof | conclude that the OAN for Huntingdonshire is
at least 950 dpa for the period 2011 to 2036. This is the requirement figure that should be
used in any 5YLS analysis at this inquiry.

This compares with the CRG study for Huntingdonshire District Council which proposes an
OAN of 804 dpa (20,100 total), and with an emerging requirement in the consultation Local
Plan of 840 dpa (21,000).

\|
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Appendix A - Extract from Fairford Appeal

Decision

@ The Planning Inspectorate

iAppeal Decision

Inguiry opened on 29 July 2014
Site wisit made on & August 2014

by Sara Morgan LLB {(Hons) MA Solicitor {Mon-practising)
an Ingpectar appainted by the Secretary of State for Communitie and Local Gawe m et
Dieciion dite; 22 Sepbernber 2014

Appeal Ref: APP/F1610/Af142213318
Land south of Cirencester Road Fairford GL7 4B%S

+ The appeal iz made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grart outline planning permizsion,

+ The appeal iz made by Sladrman Developrrents Ltd against the decision of Cakswold
Dristrict Council,

+ The application Ref 13/03097/ CUT, dated 16 July 2013, w as refused by notice dated 13
Movernber 2013,

+ The developrrernt proposed is residential developrent (up to 120 dwellings), access,
parking, public open space, landscaping and associated infrastructure (all matters
reserved other than rreans of acces:).

+ TheInguiry sat for 7 davs on 29-21 July, 1 August and 4-8 August,

Decision

1. The appealis allowed and planning permission is granted for residential
developrnent (up to 120 dwellings), access, parking, public open space,
landscaping and associated infrastructure (all matters reserved other than
means of access) on Land south of Cirencester Road Fairford GL7 4BS in
accordance with the termns of the application, Ref 13/03097/0UT, dated 16 July
2013, subject to the conditions set out in the Schedule at the end of this
decision.

Preliminary

2, The application was in outling, with all matters reserved for future
determination other than means of acess,

3. The plans before the Council when it reached its decision were a site location
plan 2013-006-FT-004, a proposed access plan TPMA 1033 005 Rev B, and a
developrment framewor: plan 5514-L-03 Rev D, &t the Inquiry, the Appellants
requested that replacernent site location plan 2013-006-PT-004 Rev D and
developrment framewor: plan 5514-L-03 Rev E should be substituted for the
originals, The differences between the original and proposed plans are very
rhinar and address landawnership issues, I am satisfied that no injustice would
be caused to any party if the appeal were to be considered on the basis of
these revised plans,

4, As the application is in outline, with only rmeans of access to be considered at
this stage, the proposed developrment frarmewark plan will be regarded as
illustrative,

wrwt .planningpar lal.gav. ui/planninginspeclaia =

""\
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fppeal Decision APRFLE10/A 142213315

Research suggests that planning should be on the basis of household formation
patterns assumed in the 2008 projections unless there is strong local evidence
to the contrary as tothe likely long-temn trend.,

16, Monetheless, there was agreement between Mrs Wood and Mrs Collins (giving
evidence on OAN on behalf of the appellants) that a combination of the two
sets of household projections should be used, ratherthan one ar the ather.
Mrs Collins suggested a range of between 207 and 315 dpa based anly an
meeting demographic need. I have not been able to recondle those figures
with the Council's.

17. However, the appellants have gone on to consider the effect of long-term
employment trends in the district, using the outputs from a recognised model,
“POPGROUPY, which models future housing dermand, The appellants” evidence
indicates that there will be a reduction in the working population of the distHct
due to ageing, but a forecast trend based growth in jobs, so that job growth in
the distnct is likely to exceed labour supply, They argue that if this is not
taken into account in the assessment of OAN it would give nse either to
unsustainable in-commuting or a harmnful effect on local businesses in terms of
their ability to attract labaour,

14, Mrs Collins suggests as a result a requirement of between 500 and 580
dwellings per annum to meet in full demographic and employment needs, As
anly limmited informnation has been provided as to the assurmptions fed into the
rmadel, this outcome muost be treated with some caution

19, on the other hand, the Council has not provided a figure for AN which takes
account of ermployrent trends, The Council argues that the advice in the PPGT
does not require local planning authonties to increase their figure for OAN to
reflect ernployment considerations, but only to consider how the location of
new housing aor infrastructure developrnent could help address the problems
arising from such considerations, I disagree. In my wiew, the PPG requires
employment trends to be reflected in the ©aN, as they are likely to affect the
need for housing., They are not “policy on” considerations but part of the
elerments that go towards reaching a * policy off” OAN, before the application of
policy considerations. There is no evidence that the Council’s figures reflect
ernployment considerations,

20, The PPG also advises, at paragraph 2a-019, that the housing need number
suggested by household projections should be adjusted to refledt appropriate
rmatket signals and other man:et indicators of the balance between the dermand
for and supply of dwellings, The Council has not produced a figure which
purports to do this,

21. In Cotswold, the affordability ratio of house prices to earmings is one of the
warst in the south-west, In addition, the appellants produced evidence derived
from Census data of concealed families, overcrowded households and the
nurnbers of young adults living with their parents. Their evidence paoints to a
growing level of affordable housing need in the district, The appellants suggest
that in view of these mardet signals, 150 dpa should be added to the lower end
of their suggested range of 500 to 580; that would produce a figure of 650
dpa. The aim of this would be to achieve a modest reduction in house prices,
They suggest that a more ambitious approach to tackling affordability would be

L1} paragraph 2a-D1E-201 20106

wrwt . planningpar lal.gav.uk/planninginzpeclaale 4
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Appendix B - Extracts from Saltburn Appeal

Decision

@ The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 13, 14, 15 and 16 October 2015

Site visit made on 16 October 2015

by Peter Rose BA MRTPI DMS MCMI

A Inapectar appainted by the Secretary of State for Cormrmunities and Local Goe m et
Decision date:; 16 December 2015

Appeal Ref: APP/Y0728/W/15/3006780
Land south of M arske Road, Salthurn

*# The appeal iz made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refuszal to grant outline planning perrission.

* The appeal iz made by Tavlor Wirmpey (LK) Ltd against the decision of Redcar and
Cleveland Borough Council,

# The application Ref: RA2Z014/0631/00M, dated 26 Septemnber 2014, was refused by
notice dated 9 January 2015,

+ The devdoprrnent proposed iz the erection of up to 130 dwellings, landzcaping and
ancillary works,

Decision

1, The appeal is allowed and autling planning permission is granted for the
erection of up to 130 dwellings, landscaping and ancillary waorks at Land south
of Marske Road, Saltbum, in accordance with the terms of the application
Ref: RAZ014/0631/00M, dated 26 Septernber 2014, and subject to the
conditions set out inthe attached schedule.

Application for costs

2. An application for costs has been made by Taylor Wirnpey (UK) Ltd against
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Councl, This application is the subject of a
separate Decision,

Procedural M atters

3. The application is for outling planning perrmission, with all matters except
access reserved for subsequent approval,

4, at the Inguiry, an agreement made under section 106 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 and dated 13 October 2015 was subritted, The
agreement has been signed and executed as a deed and I consider the appeal
on that basis,

Main Issues
5. The main issues in this appeal are;

(a) the location of the developrnent with regard to the developrnent limits
defined in relation to Policy DP1 {Development Limits) of the Redcar and
Cleveland Local Development Framewaor: Developrent Policies Docurnent
July 2007 (the DPDY;

""\
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Appeal Decizion APPOOT2EW 15/ 3006730

additional planting, or for the creation of new landscape, I find this approach
has been adopted by the proposed scheme, which would also be an appropriate
response to the existing hard edge of Saltburn identified by the Characer
Assessment,

62, Itherefore ind that the scheme would not be harmful to the intnnsic
landscape quality of the appeal site,

Five-vear housing fand suppfy

63, The Framework requires the local planning authority to identify and update
annually a supply of specific deliverable housing sites sufficient to provide five
vears  worth of housing relative to its full objectively assessed needs for market
and affordable housing {QaM],

Meed

&4, Mo up-to-date housing requirement has vet been tested and agreed as part
of the formal statutory development plan process, Such wors is now underway
by the authority and the inguiry was presented with a position staternent in the
forrm of the Coundl’s Background Technical Paper: Five-vear Housing Need and
Land Supply Position dated September 2015, (the Background Technical
Paper). Mo witnesses were provided by the Coundl to receive
cross-exarnination and this docurnent has the status of an untested whtten
subrnission,

65, Mewertheless, the Council’s position is that, drawing upon the Department for
Cormrmunities and Local Govermment’s (DCLG) |atest 2012-based household
growth projections, there is an anticipated household growth within the
Borough of 176 households per annurm to 2020, The Coundl’s estimate 1s
then, in warious scenarios, qualified by its corporate aspirations, including aims
to reverse population decling, to support local economic growth and to
encourage economically active households, To reflect this "corporate policy
uplift’, the Council’s annual growth figure ranges from 176 to 286 households
pEr annum,

66. Incontrast, the appellant contends the Coundl has not sought to understand
itz full objectively assessed housing needs in any meaningful way, The
appellant does not take issue with the Council’s assessment of household
projections, but considers that figure only to represent the starting part for
assessrment, and only reflects one element of overall housing need.

67, The appellant assesses the Council’s OAN to be some 395 dwellings per
annurm. This reflects consideration of the economic implications for housing
need based upon relatively conservative assumptions of economic growth of
0.2% per annur (109 jobs per annum).

63. The Planning Practice Guidance (the Guidance) identfies three steps to
establishing overall objective housing need. The starting paint is use of
household projections published by the DCLG, It then advises that plan
rmakers should make an assessment of the likely change in job numbers based
on past trends and/or economic forecasts as appropriate, and also having
regard to the growth of the working age population in the housing market area.
Housing need should then be further adjusted to reflect appropriate marlet
signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the dermand
for and supply of dwellings,

10
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Appeal Decision APRWITZE WS 15/ 2006730

a9,

.

71,

7z

73,

74,

75,

The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) has produced an Objectively Assessed
Meed and Housing Targets Technical advice note dated July 2015 which
similarly advises that OAN should be derived from objective analysis of the
evidence to the exdusion of any paolicy objectives, value judgerments and
supply-side factors such as physical constraints, It further recornmends that
consideration of future jobs be taken into account because jobs impact upon
the dermand for housing independently of any paolicy considerations, and
locating housing dose to jobs avoids unsustainable commuting. Indirect
evidence of market signals should also be considered,

The appellant has indicated that the third elerment, market signals, does not
significantly affect its overall figure of housing need and the appellant’s
assessment of household projections is also broadly similar to that of the
Councl, The key difference between the respective positions is therefore the
absence of objective economic assessment.

Ifind that the Council’s assessment of housing need, by failing to take proper
account of econormic implications, falls significantly short of the expectations of
both the Guidance and of PAS, Whilst the appellant’s altermative calculations
have not been tested through the necessary rigours of a developrnent plan
process, I am satisfied that the assessment offers a realistic and robust
indication of the Borough’s full AN in advance of any ‘policy-on’ considerations
consistent with national guidelines., Furkther, the evidence suggests a level of
need considerably greater than that identified by the Council,

Whilst the Council refers to adwice in the Guidance that any cross boundary
rnigration assurnptions will need to be agreed with the ather relevant lacal
planning authority under the duty to co-operate, I do not consider that to be a
reference to QAR but to *policy-on’ considerations. The appellant accepted that
an elerment of the 109 jobs growth per annurm would invalve in-migration but,
in response to a need arising from predicted local economic growth, I see no
reason why that figure would need to be agreed with other parties as it would
reflect organic job growth within the local area. I have also noted a number of
appeal decisions quoted, none of which give any authority for disregarding
economic considerations and which generally indicate the appellant’s
three-stage approach to be well-established,

The Council’s position in relation to full obhjectively assessed housing need
also falls significantly short of the approach affirmed in the Court of Appeal
(Hunston v S5 CLG [2013] EWCA Civ 16100, This found that it was mistaken
to use a constrained figure for housing requirements below the fully objectively
assessed needs,

Supply

I find there is significant commmon ground between the main parties regarding
the availability of housing land within the Borough, The Coundl identifies a net
five-year housing land supply for sarme 1,816 units, whilst the appellant
identifies a supply for some 1,483 units, The difference relates to the status of
some six sites as part of the caloulation, and to the treatment and
cateqgarisation of smaller sites.

Footnote 11 to the Framewaork states that, to be considered deliverable,
housing sites should be available now, should offer a suitable location for
developrnent now, and shauld offer a realistic prospect that housing

11
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Appeal Decision APPYWOTZEMWY 15/ 3006730

7B,

77

7.

79,

a0,

dl.

developrment will be delivered on the site within five vears, Development
should also be wiable,

The Guidance further adwvises that planning permnission or allocation in a
developrment plan is naot a pre-requisite for a site being deliverable in terms of
the five-year supply. Local planning authorities will need to provide robust,
up-to-date evidence to support the deliverability of sites, ensuring that their
judgernents on deliverability are clearly and transparently set out,

The Council explained that the re-categorisation of schemes providing up to
nine units is in response ta the advice of the Guidance, The Council considers
it has simply sub-divided an existing category and has not incurred double
counting of 85 units across 13 sites delivering 5-9 dwellings. I note this
change in methodology has not been agreed by the relevant local Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessmment (SHLAA) Partnership but do not have
sufficent detailed evidence before me to demonstrate if and how the Counal’s
revised calculation may distort the end total by wirtue of double-counting as
suggested,

onthe basis of the site-specific details provided, my assessment of supply is
that a limited proportion of the units proposed for the six sites in dispute is
lilkely to be deliverable over the next five yvears, particulady allowing for likely
units at the former Adult Education Centre and at Luke Senior Home, This
|eads me to condude that the supply of housing land over the next five vears is
lilkely to be somewhere slightly above the appellant’s figure of 1483, but below
the Council’s assessment of 1816,

surmrmaty and irmplications: five-vear housing land supply

&5 affirmed by the Court of Appeal in Hunston w 35 CLG [2013] EWCh Civ
1610, it is not the purpose of a section 78 appeal to formally determine an
authonty’s OAMN, its housing requirernent, or its available five-vyear housing land
supply, That exercise is a legitimate part of a wider and more elaborate
development plan process, It is necessary, howewver, to take a considered
view, on the basis of the available evidence, as to whether the expectations of
the Framewark are likely to be met in those regards in order to weigh the
appropnate imphcations for this particular appeal decision,

The Council questioned the extent to which|the methodology set out inthe
Guidance and by PAS needed to be followed, Indeed, the Guidance is not
mandatory, and states that there is no one methodological approach that will
pravide a definitive assessment of developrnent need. It does advise,
howewver, that the use of the standard methodology set out in the Guidance is
strongly recornmended because it will ensure that the assessment findings are
transparently prepared. It explains that local planning autharities may
consider departing frorm the methodaology, but they should explain why their
particular local circumstances have led therm to adopt a different approach
where this is the case.

In light of this clear advice, I find no justification for the Council to confine its
assessment of housing need in the way it has, This same issue arose at an
appeal relating to Land south of Cirencester Road, Fairford and invalwing a
developrment of up to 120 dwellings (Appeal Ref: APPYF1610/8/14/ /2213315
dated 22 Septernber 2014). In paragraph 19, contrary to the Council’s
assertion, the dedsion condudes that the Guidance requires emplovment

12
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Appeal Decision APRWOTZE 15/ 3006720

trends to be reflected in an ©AN as they are lilkely to affect the need for
housing,

2. The Council considers it has 11.4 wears of deliverable housing land against an
annual “policy-off’ reguirernent of 176 dwellings, Based upon the appellant’s
assessrment of supply and a more commprehensive assessment of requirernent at
395 dwellings per annum, the appellant considers the Borough has only 2.6
yvears” worth of supply.

3. MNotwithstanding these indications, no formal up-to-date statutary five-vear
housing land supply, reflecting both OAN and available land, is available as a
product of the developrment plan process, and the onus of proof in
dernonstrating a five-yvear supply with reference to the Framewaork rests with
the local planning authority,

g4, The expected coverage of a robust, full objective assessment of housing need
is set out in both the Guidance and by PAS, Whilst this content and
rmethodology is not prescriptive, the very limited form of assessment
undertalken by the Council, devoid of economic considerations, lacks both
robustness and justification. At best, I find it reflects just one aspedt of local
housing need.

85, Setting aside differences in relation to housing supply, Ifind the Council has
not undertaken an approprate assessment of objectively assessed housing
need. In the absence of an appropriate assessment of need, it is not possible
to identify whether an adequate five-vear supply of land is available to meet
such need. Hence I find the Council is unable to demonstrate a five-vear
supply of housing land, This is also consistent with the appeal decision at Land
south of Cirencester Road, Fairford referred to above, In that instance, the
Coundil did not have a clear understanding of housing needs inthe area as
required by paragraph 159 of the Framework and, consequerntly, the Inspector
found it difficult to see how a five-year supply can be dermmonstrated inthe
absence of an understanding of its OAN,

g6, Accordingly, it also follows, by virtue of paragraphs 47 and 49 of the
Frameworl:, that relevant policies in the development plan for the supply of
housing are to be considered out-of-date. Further, by wirtue of being
out-of-date, relevant provisions of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development under paragraph 14 of the Frameworl: are also engaged, should
the scheme be found to constitute sustainable developrnent,

37, Theimplications for Policdes DP1, DPZ and C523, and their possible status as
policies for the supply of housing, are set out in my overall planning balance to
fallaw, The absence of a five-vear housing land supply also places a prermium
upon the housing benefits of the proposed scherme,

Section 106 agreement

83. The section 106 agreerment makes commmitments to various matters,
inzluding affordable housing, public open space and a local labour agreement.,
The Coundl has provided evidence of compliance with the relevant statutory
provisions set out in Regulations 122 and 123 of the Community Infrastructure
Lewy (CIL) Requlations 2010 and this is not disputed. I have also had regard
to the Framewaork, and to the relevant advice of both of the Guidance, and of
the Planning Inspectorate’s Procedural Guide Planning Appeals - England,
published July 2015,

13
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Appendix C - Planning for the right homes in
the right places: consultation

proposals

Attached separately as Appendix C.

See excerpt from supporting DCLG calculations below.

Application of proposed formula for assessing housing need, with contextual data
Published 14th September 2017

All data is correct to the best of our knowledge as of publication.

Figures for authonties marked with * have not been verified by the authority, and may be subject to correction

Indicative assessmentof  Current local assessment of housing  Proportion of Local Authority land area
) housing need based on  need, based on most recent publically | covered by Green Belt, National Parks,
ONS Code. Local Authority proposed formula, 2016 to 2°°" available document Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty ¢~
M Mo b (dwelings per annurr) | ™ (dwellings per annum) M Sites of Special Scientifc Interest M hd hd
07000011 1,010 804 % e qovuk
Notes

7:[Local plan numbers are for the local planning authorities that relate to the local authority areas listed, but exclude the plans of National Parks, the Broads Authority and Development Corporations with plan-making powers
2:|Central Bedfordshire adopted plan number refers to Mid Bedfordshire plan prior to the formation of Central Bedfordshire, and as such covers a smaller geographic area.
3:|Solihulrs Local Plan number is not treated as adopted following a High Court judgement
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Appendix D - Additional Analysis of

D.1

D.2

D.3
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Population and Household

Projections

In this appendix | provide my detailed review of the government household and population
projections (starting point) data. | also include my testing of these projections taking

account of:

. Past, longer-term migration trends for Huntingdonshire which include pre-recession

years.

. Alternative household formation rate trajectories in light of evidence on how
younger household formation rates in particular were adversely affected by housing

market conditions and other factors during the 2000s.

Population Change and Projections

The latest projections suggest higher growth in population than the 2012-based
projections. The difference is +5,000 people and it is therefore a relatively substantial

figure.

The chart below shows how the projected change in different age cohorts compares
between the SNPP 2012 and SNPP 2014. The main point is that the higher population
figures in the later projections are driven by a combination of higher growth across most
age cohorts and smaller falls where cohorts are projected to contract. The only exception

is the over 85 cohort.
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Figure A1: Change in Age Cohorts, 2011-36, SNPP 2012 and SNPP 2014
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Source: Office for National Statistics, 2012-based and 2014-based Sub-national Population Projections

The ONS projections are based in part on past population change and specifically migration
rates in the years preceding the first year of the future projection (ie 2012 or 2014). The
projections use a 5 year period for domestic internal migration, and a 6 year period for
international migration. Essentially, the rate at which people of different ages and genders
have moved in and out of an area of these preceding years is carried through into the
projections. This also explains the differences in the projected change in different age

cohorts.

The chart below shows the change in population and net migration in each year from 2001
to 2016. It suggests that net migration in the reference period for the 2014-based
projections (2009-14) was higher by around 170 people a year than the equivalent period
for the earlier 2012-based projections. Projecting forward a higher rate of migration based
on recent past trends would translate into a commensurately higher level of projected

population growth.

%
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Figure A2: Past Population Change and Net Migration, Huntingdonshire, 2001/2-2015/16
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Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid Year Estimates with Components of Change

The ONS data show average annual population change in the 2001-14 period to be around
1,260. The official 2014-based projections suggest growth of 1,351 per annum from 2011-
36. This suggests that the starting point projection is broadly in line with past population

change over the long-term in Huntingdonshire.

The past figures show a very high level of population change in 2003-4 which is likely to
relate to the way military personnel were counted, which was followed in 2004-5 by a year
of negligible population growth (+168 people). To have account of this, my analysis
considered also the 10 years from 2006-16 in which the data show an average annual
increase of 1,180. Even allowing for the dampening effect of several years of recession on
migration, the SNPP 2014 figure (average 1,351 per year 2011-36) does not exceed the
2006-16 average by an implausible figure.

Household Change and the Projections

The 2014-based projections suggest household growth is around 2,000 higher between
2011 and 2036 than the 2012-based projections. Given that household growth is directly
linked to population change, since it is the extra population forming extra households, the

2014-based household growth figure would be expected to be higher.

The DCLG household projections translate population into households by applying
headship rates, the rate at which people of different ages and genders are projected to be
the head of an independent household. On the face of it, since the 2014-based household

%
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projections use the most up-to-date households evidence available to the government,

they also represent a reasonable starting point in assessing future housing need.

D.10 As s the case with the population projections, the household projections are based on past
trends. The reference period for the projections extends back to 1971 and so takes account

of longer term shifts in household formation patterns.

D.11 The charts below show the household formation trajectories of the 2012 and 2014-based
household projections in overall terms and for the 25-44 cohorts, age groups which are
widely accepted to be those most likely to have seen their ability to form independent
households through home ownership or renting affected by high house prices and a failure

nationally to ensure that the housing supply has kept pace with demand.

Figure A3: 2014-based projections Figure A4: 2012-based projections
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Source: DCLG 2014-based Household Projections Source: DCLG 2012-based Household Projections

9.13 Both projections suggest a very similar trajectory to 2036. There are small differences in
that the 2012-based projections finish in 2036 with marginally higher rates than the 2014-

based projections. However, these differences are not significant.

Sensitivity Testing the Demographic Projections

D.12 The PPG (CD 6.3, para. 017) specifies that the household projections (and the underlying
population projections) may be sensitivity tested and alternative assumptions may be made

both in relation to the demographic data and the household formation rates data.
Updating for Current Mid Year Population Estimates

9.14 Afirstadjustment is to take account of reported actual population change that has occurred

between 2014 and 2016. The chart below shows that actual population change has been

%
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lower than the SNPP 2014 projected for 2015 and 2016. By 2016 the difference amounted

to around 900 people fewer.

Figure A5: Actual Population Compared with SNPP 2014, 2014-16
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Source: ONS Mid Year Population Estimates; SNPP 2014

The Case for Alternative Population Projections

D.13 On the demographic projections, the key issue centres on whether factors which have
influenced population change in the reference period used in the official projections might
be atypical. Since the ONS population projections are based on migration trends over the
5/6 year period prior to the base year (2012 or 2014), the question is whether this represents
a period in which population change in Huntingdonshire might not be considered

representative of the typical pattern of population change in the district.

D.14 Clearly, the 5/6 period leading up to 2012 and a significant part of the period leading to
2014 were years in which the recession had a marked effect nationally on several drivers of
population change and migration, including house price change, house-building rates, job

security, incomes and savings.

D.15 To address this issue, an alternative approach is to consider whether trends in the longer-
term past appear different to those evident in the 5/6 year ONS reference period. The PAS

guidance (CD 8.5, p.23) is clear on the merits of alternative, longer term migration scenarios:

. “A more general problem relates to the ONS forecasting model. To predict migration
between local authorities within the UK that model uses a base period of five years

(for international migration the period is six years and the figures are controlled to
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national totals). This can throw doubt on the projections, because for many areas
migration varies widely over time. Over a number of years one would expect such
fluctuations to cancel out, so that long-term trends become apparent. But a five-
year base period does not seem enough for this, bearing in mind that the ONS
projections look ahead 25 years and Local Plans 15 years or longer. This is a main
reason why for many areas successive rounds of population projections show very

different results”.

. “The base period used in the [then] latest official projections, 2007-12, is especially
problematic. The period covers all of the last recession, in which migration was
severely suppressed as many households were unable to move due to falling
incomes and tight credit. Therefore the official projections may underestimate future
migration - so that they show too little population growth for the more prosperous
parts of the country, which have been recipients of net migration in the past. If so,
by the same token the projections will also overestimate population growth for areas

with a history of net out-migration”.

. “For all these reasons, in assessing housing need it is generally advisable to test
alternative scenarios based on a longer reference, period, probably starting with the
2001 Census (further back in history data may be unreliable). Other things being
equal, a 10-to-15 year base period should provide more stable and more robust

projections than the ONS's five years”.

D.16 This is reinforced in the findings of the 2016 Local Plans Expert Group report (2016, see CD
8.3, Appendix 6):

. “In some locations recent trends in migration may be influenced by short term
factors that may mean future needs are not captured in by the official projections.
Plan makers should apply a sensitivity test based on a longer term ten year migration
trend...Where the ten year migration trend projects a higher level of population and
household growth across the housing market area as a whole, this should be used
as the demographic starting point, replacing the DCLG household projections”
(Appendix 6).

D.17 Possible alternatives therefore centre on the application of longer-term past reference
periods for migration and their impact on future population change. Whilst the PAS
guidance suggests a 10 year period, data provided by the ONS also enables a longer past
period to be tested (2001-16).

\
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D.18 The analysis of the past population data (Figure A2 above) does not suggest any compelling
case that longer term past population change is markedly different from the reference
period for the latest ONS projections. In other words, there is not a compelling reason to
assume that a longer-term trend base projection provides a better basis for the future

projection:

. Average annual population change in the longer-term past is not substantially
different to that suggested by the SNPP 2014.

. Migration fluctuates from year to year, but the evidence does not suggest that the

recession years saw net migration markedly fall compared with earlier years.

D.19 Nevertheless, to ensure consistency with the approach taken by Huntingdonshire District
Council in the CRG evidence, and to follow the method specified in the PPG, alternative,
longer-term based projections have been tested and the outcome is shown later in this

appendix.

The Case for Alternative Household Formation Rate Scenarios

D.20 The PPG is clear that the household formation rates assumed in the DCLG starting point

projections can also be sensitivity tested. Specifically, it suggests:

‘For example, formation rates may have been suppressed historically by under-supply and
worsening affordability of housing. The assessment will therefore need to reflect the

consequences of past under delivery of housing’ (CD 6.3, para. 015).

D.21 The purpose of this testing is to determine whether future household formation rates could
reasonably be expected to follow a different course to that assumed in the official DCLG
projections. Since the household projections are based in large part on past trends, these
are carried through into the future rates. Factors which may have affected both

Huntingdonshire specifically and household formation generally need to be considered.

D.22 The past 20-25 years have been marked by both a long-run rise in house prices nationally
which accelerated through the 2000s, and which have seen affordability of homes to buy
or rent worsen significantly across much of the UK. The recent Housing White Paper
highlights this problem and rightly points to its adverse impacts on younger people in

particular:

'As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple on a low-to-middle income saving five

per cent of their wages each month would have enough for an average-sized deposit after
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Just three years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise that home ownership
among 25- to 34-year-olds has fallen from 59 per cent just over a decade ago to just 37
per cent today’(CD 6.2, p.10).

And

‘Rising prices are particularly tough on younger people trying to get onto the housing
ladder, or wanting to move into their first family home. Some young people have no choice
but to continue to live with their parents, friends or strangers to make ends meet. Renters
are seeing their rents rise; some are only just about managing to cover their costs’(CD 6.2,
para. 4.3, p.58).

The affordability challenge was compounded during the 2000s by the impacts of recession.
Whilst the recession had a dampening effect on house price inflation for a period, it also
saw rising unemployment rates and job insecurity, falling or static real incomes and tough
lending conditions, all of which combined to further affect the ability of some cohorts of

the population to buy or rent homes and form independent households.

The issue of an under-supply of housing relative to demand in previous years is also
recognised by the PPG as a factor which may have constrained past household formation
rates. This issue has both contributed to and compounded the problems associated with

worsening affordability. The 2017 Housing White Paper is also clear about it:

'Since the 1970s, there have been on average 160,000 new homes each year in England.
The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 275,000 or more homes per year to keep

up with population growth and start to tackle years of under-supply’(CD 6.2, p.9).

The White Paper goes on to directly connect under-supply to house price inflation and

affordability problems:

'The laws of supply and demand mean the result is simple. Since 1998, the ratio of average
house prices to average earnings has more than doubled. And that means the most basic
of human needs — a safe, secure home to call your own — isn't just a distant dream for

millions of people. It's a dream that's moving further and further away’(CD6.2, p.9).

The PPG therefore requires some analysis of past household formation rates and how they
relate to the future projections, and also of the rates at which housing has been delivered

in Huntingdonshire.

\
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Household Formation Trends

D.27 The chart below shows that, in the 25-34 cohort the headship rate fell sharply during the
2000s. The projections suggest it stabilises at this level until the early 2020s, before again
falling into the 2030s. The rate in the 35-44 cohort is largely stable in the projections before
rising slightly into the 2030s.

Figure A6: Past and Projected Headship Rates, 25-34 and 35-44 Year Olds, 1991-2036
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Source: DCLG 2014-based Household Projections

D.28 At first sight, there are certainly grounds to conclude that recent trends have seen
household formation in the 25-34 age group behave differently compared with the earlier
period during the 1990s, and that this downward trajectory appears to be locked into the

projections.

D.29 However, whilst it is reasonable to conclude that affordability and other economic factors
are very likely to have influenced this pattern, a range of other social and cultural changes

are likely also to play a part. These include:

. Societal changes such as the age at which people are typically forming couples and

starting families;

. The impacts of student debt and the increase in the numbers of young people going
to university, which may delay the ability and or propensity of people to buy a home

or rent a home and form an independent household;

. Changes in the characteristics of employment, with the recession having seen a rise

in more precarious forms of employment. Although it is not absolutely clear that

%
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this is something that will persist in the long term, it may be affecting the ability of

younger people to save a deposit and buy a home.

A complex interplay of factors is therefore involved in shaping household formation rates.
Isolating which factors have most weight in any area, including Huntingdonshire, is beyond
the scope of an OAN exercise. Nonetheless, the data show that the headship rate in
younger cohorts in Huntingdonshire fell during the 2000s at a time when a combination of

adverse socio-economic and housing market factors were clearly evident.

The purpose of identifying the OAN is part of the process of identifying the district's future
housing requirement, following the approach set out in the NPPF and the methodology
prescribed in the PPG. Since a key purpose of the NPPF is to significantly boost the supply
of housing, an approach to future household formation which effectively accepts that the
impacts of poor affordability and recent falls in household formation rates in younger age
cohorts will persist over the next 20 years seems to me inconsistent with the Framework
and the role that OAN plays in it. It is therefore reasonable to test alternative household
formation rate scenarios to consider whether it is reasonable to assume that future rates

might change in a different way to that assumed in the projections.

On this issue, Huntingdonshire District Council’s evidence concludes that no adjustment to
the 2014-based rates is necessary. However, there are weaknesses in the CRG 2017 report’s
analysis of household formation rates and the conclusions it draws on this. The report
compares (CD 5.2 Figure 5) the estimated household formation rate for 25-34 year olds in
Huntingdonshire in 2014 with those of Maidstone, East Northants, the Cambridge HMA
and England. Its point (CD 5.2 para. 64) is that there is sufficient similarity between these

rates to suggest that no alternative scenarios are needed.

This analysis tells us nothing substantive about how past trends in Huntingdonshire
compare with those other areas. There is no reference to change in the 1990s or 2000s. At
best, it is simply a snapshot that show that in one year (2014), household formation rates
in some age groups were higher whilst others were lower in Huntingdonshire than the

comparators.

The table below shows that Huntingdonshire saw a bigger percentage fall in the headship
rate of 25-34 year olds than all but Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire in the HMA. The
fall was higher than that of England, the remaining HMA districts and the two comparator
areas to which the CRG study refers (East Northants and Maidstone). This suggest that the

downward trend was worse in Huntingdonshire than most of these comparators.
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Table A1: Percentage Point and Percentage Changes in Headship Rate, 25-34 year olds
1991-2000 and 2001-11

Percentage Point Change Percentage Change

1991-2000 2001-11 1991-2000 2001-11
South Cambridgeshire 0.1 -4.7 -0.2% -10.2%
Cambridge -3.2 -4.7 -6.2% -9.7%
Huntingdonshire -0.3 -4.4 -0.6% -9%
England -0.6 -4.0 -1.2% -8.5%
East Northants 2.3 4.1 5.0% -8.4%
St Edmundsbury -0.1 -3.5 -0.2% -7.2%
Fenland 0.7 -3.3 1.5% -6.9%
Maidstone -0.6 -2.9 -1.4% -6%
Forest Heath -1.2 -2.1 -2.4% -4.2%

D.35 The CRG report goes on to suggest that, had the study concluded that Huntingdonshire
diverged from the comparators, then it would have considered an alternative scenario
based on the much earlier DCLG 2008-based projections. These projections pre-dated the
2011 Census and drew on trend data that also preceded the recession. By way of
illustration, the figure below shows how the projected rates compare in the 2008-based
and 2014-based projections for the 25-44 year old cohort. Two differences stand out. First,
the 2008-based projections assume both higher rates and a more positive picture of
household formation rate change over the period to the 2030s. Second, for both age
cohorts the rates start higher in 2011 in the 2008-based projections compared with the

2014-based version.

Figure A7: 2008-based and 2014-based Figure A8: 2008-based and 2014-based
projections, 25-34 Year Olds, 2011+ projections, 35-44 Year Olds, 2011+
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The 2008-based projections continue to be used by several consultants producing OAN
evidence, and were also part of the proposed new method for OAN outlined in the 2016
Local Plans Expert Group report to government. The latter suggested that, where there was
evidence of a suppression of household formation rates, an alternative projection should
be carried out using the 2008-based projections. The LPEG recommended assuming that
household formation rates returned by 2033 to a point half way back to the level assumed
in the 2008-based projections, where the 2014-based projection suggested a lower rate in
2033 (CD 8.3, Appendix 6).

There are, however, reasons to be cautious about using the 2008-based projections as an
alternative basis for projecting forwards. They were based on population and household
estimates in the 2000s, and the 2011 Census showed the actual picture to be different in
many areas to that assumed in those projections. This is clearly illustrated in the charts in
my Figures 5.7 and 5.8. The 2014-based projections effectively show the actual headship

rates for those cohorts in 2011, whilst the 2008-based version shows the estimated rate.

Taking account of these issues, my own testing of alternative household formation rate
trajectories uses past data rather than the 2008-based projections as the basis for modelling

the implications of a different trajectory.
Housing Development Rates

The rate at which housing completions have occurred in Huntingdonshire has a bearing
both on past population movement and growth (through migration) and on household
formation. Whilst the dynamics of this relationship are complex, the level of housing

delivery will have had an impact on people’s ability to move to and within Huntingdonshire.

Nationally, the under-supply of homes relative to assessed demand in the form of national
household projections is recognised to have been a factor in rising house prices, affecting

household formation rates in younger age groups particularly.

Between 2011 and 2016, Huntingdonshire delivered a cumulative 2,996 net completions
(average 599 pa) against its emerging Local Plan requirement of 4,200 (840 dpa). This
represents a shortfall already of 1,204 dwellings, and will have influenced the district's
capacity to absorb population growth/migration and to allow new households to form over
this period. Analysis of recent data shows that the district saw population growth and net
migration slow from 2013-16 and it is reasonable to assume that the rate at which new

housing has been completed has been a factor here.

\
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Figure A9: Net Completions v. Emerging Local Plan Requirement 2011-16

2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

mmm Net Completions ===Emerging Requirement 840 dpa

Source: Huntingdonshire District Council, Annual Monitoring Report, 2016

This issue in the Inspector’s decision (18" July 2017) in the recent Lucks Lane Inquiry (CD
7.1). Here, the Inspector concluded that the rate at which housing has been completed
since 2012 amounts to persistent under delivery that needs to be addressed (para. 18) and
that the ‘current policy position is acting as a constraint to delivery in Huntingdonshire'

(para. 17).

It has not been possible to locate any specific analysis of Huntingdonshire's past
completions against the plan targets that applied for the period up to 2011. Data in
Cambridgeshire County Council’'s 2013 Technical Report (CD 8.2, Table 14) show that net
completions amounted to 6,714, or an average of 671 a year.” The CRG study (CD 5.2, Table
14) shows a pattern in which completions rose from 2002/3 to 2011/12 before falling
sharply. The CRG study suggests that this fall occurred from a level that was ‘very high’
(para. 102).

The only requirement figure applying in that period seems to be the now revoked Regional
Spatial Strategy which indicated a requirement of 560 a year from 2001, or 5,600 dwellings
over 10 years to 2011. This suggests that Huntingdonshire exceeded the emerging RSS

requirement.

However, government household projections produced in 2003/4 and which covered the
period from 2004-11 (ie 7 years) suggested household growth averaging 860 — 1,000 a year

over that period. Against an average annual completions rate of 671 a year, this suggests

> Population, Housing and Employment Forecasts Technical Report
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that Huntingdonshire was falling short of projected household growth for much of the
2000s.

D.46 Unfortunately | have no evidence as to Huntingdonshire’s OAN during the 2000s, and
whether this was represented by the RSS figure (560 dpa) or the household projections
(857-1,000 per annum). An under-supply of housing relative to household growth demand
would constrain the ability of households to form. Conversely, we might expect to see
household formation rates follow a more stable course than that which occurred during the
2000s if the district were delivering housing at a level which exceeded the level of assessed

demand. It is clear however that the latter did not occur.

D.47 At the recent Lucks Lane Inquiry, the Inspector’s conclusions suggest that the period prior
to 2012/13 was one in which the Local Plan target figure fell short of Huntingdonshire's
OAN:

‘| note that delivery was significantly better in the period before 2012/13 and that the LP
target was consistently met. However, this was a restrained target that did not represent

the full objectively assessed need for the area’ (CD 7.1, para. 14).

D.48 On the balance of the evidence on both past household formation rates and past delivery
rates, it is sensible to test the implications of alternative household formation rate

trajectories in younger age cohorts.

My Alternative Demographic and Household Projections

D.49 Having reviewed the most recent data and projections, and having taken into account the
evidence presented in the CRG 2017 study, the following scenarios for population and
household change in Huntingdonshire and the housing need figures associated with each

of them have been tested.

. SNPP 2014 - Simply taking the outputs from the most recent government

projections (see Section 6 of my proof of evidence).

. SNPP 2014 Adjusted — A scenario in which the actual population change that has
occurred from 2014 to 2016 is taken into account in my projections. This has the
effect of slightly dampening population and household growth compared with the
official projections. | am cautious about this scenario because it is clear that it
reflects the impacts of Huntingdonshire delivering new housing at a rate well below

that suggested by the official projections in recent years.

\
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. SNPP 2014 Alternative Household Formation Rates — In which | assume that the rates
for younger age cohorts return by 2036 to the level at which they stood in 2001
rather than following the trajectory suggested by the DCLG projections.

. 10 Year Migration — A scenario in which | apply the average rates of migration for
the period 2006-16. In other words, an alternative past trend is used as the basis for

projecting forward.

. 15 Year Migration — Extending the longer-term past trends scenario to take account

of average migration rates from 2001-16.

D.50 The table below shows the key data on change in each of these scenarios, including implied

average annual net migration.

Table A2: Demographic Scenarios, Change 2011-36

Population Average Households Housing Annual
Change Annual Housing
Net (DPA)
Migration
SNPP 2014 33,770 792 18,590 19,050 762
SNPP 2014 Adjusted 32,410 768 18,150 18,600 744
SNPP 2014 with 33,770 792 20,240 20,730 829
Alternative
Household
Formation Rates
10 Year Migration 29,150 683 16,800 17,210 689
15 Year Migration 30,660 714 17,350 17,780 711

D.51 The outputs of these scenarios modelling in terms of housing need appear to be consistent

with those of the CRG 2017 study where the same or similar scenarios have been assessed.

D.52 The adjusted figure for SNPP 2014 taking account of population change from 2014-2016 is
also slightly lower because of the lower than projected population of Huntingdonshire in

these years.

D.53 The CRG report does not, however, give any detail on the household and housing numbers
associated with its own sensitivity tests. Whilst it has clearly considered scenarios similar
to my own (see CD 5.2, para. 48 especially), the only output which gives any indication of
the related numbers appears in a chart CD 5.2 Figure 3. Based on this chart it is clear that

the scenarios give very similar results to those set out in Table A2 above.
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Appendix E - Excerpts from EIP Conclusions

South Waorcestershire Developrment Plan, Inspectar’s Report, February 2016 ANNEX B

STAGE 1 OF THE EXAMIMNATION OF THE SOUTH WORCESTERSHIRE
DEVELOPMEMT PLAMN

INSPECTOR'S FURTHER INTERIM COMCLUSIOMNS
ON THE OUTSTANDIMNG STAGE 1 MATTERS

Introduction

1. This paper deals with the issues that remained outstanding following
the publication of my Stage 1 Interim Conclusions [IC - EX/400b]
after the first round of Stage 1 hearings in Cctober 2013, It does not
revisit issues which were resolved in the IC, In reaching these
further interim conclusions I have taken account of all the evidence
submitted during Stage 1 of the examination, including the
discussions at the reconvened hearing sessions on 12 and 14 March
2014, My recommendatons are in bold type.

2.  Thenational Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] was published on
6 March 2014, Participants were notified and invited to raise any
relev ant points concerning PPG at the reconvened hearing sessions.,
They were also allowed a fortnight to make written representations
on the implications of PPG for the Stage 1 matters. I have taken
those representations into account in arriving at my conclusions and
recommendations,

The housing requirement {Matter 1)
The objective assessrnent of housing need over the Plan period
Context

3. My IC concluded that the analvsis in the February 2012 SHMAT
[CD090] does hot provide a reliable basis for identifying the level of
housing heed ln South Worcestershire over the Blan period, 1 also
found that rone of the other analyses of housing need presented b
the examination provides a sufficiently firm basiz on which to derive
an overall fousing requirernent for the Slan period .,

4, I therefore asked the South Worcestershire Councils [*the Councils®]
to undertake some further analysis in order to derive an objective
assessment of housing need over the Plan period, My IC set ot
guidelines for that further analysis, and I gave some additional
clarification in a letter to the Councils on 31 October 2013,

5. Thefurther analysis commissioned by the Councils is set outin a
report of January 2014 by AMION Consulting, entitled Sowth
Waorcestershire Developrment Blan — Objective Assessrment of Housing
Meoed [EXf415 - *the AMION report®]. The modelling work which

L Al docurmnents with reference numbers prefized by EX, CD or RM are available
on the examination webpage,

&%
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South Worcestershire Developrment Plan, Inspectar’s Report, February 2016 ANMNEX B

call into question the use of the earlier forecasts in Edge’s jobs-led
scenario modelling.

11. Much more significant are the differences between each of the three
forecasts used by Edge, with the CE forecast predicting job numbers
to grow by over 10% in South \Waorcestershire from 2012 to 2030,
compared to growth of around 6% predicted by Experian and OE”.
Such differences are, of course, not unusual between forecasters
each using their own methodology, The use of three separate growth
forecasts (rather than just one as in the February 2012 SHMA) adds
substantally to the robustness of Edge’s modelling work, &AMICON's
review of the three forecasts concludes that all three provide up-to-
date, representative and realistic forecast scenarios for planning
purposes, On the evidence before me I have no reason to disagree,

12, CE have also developed a Smart Efficiency ahd Growith Scenario
which has been informing the Worcestershire Local Economic
Partriership [LEP]'s Strategic Economic Plan and Local Growth Deal?,
&t the hearing session I was told that it had not been published in its
final form. However, I understand that it envisages employment
growth of some 25,000 jobs in the whole of Worcestershire between
20132 and 2025, I have no figures for the distribution of that growth
across the districts, and moreover it appears that the level of growth
envisaged is dependent, at least in part, on the success of a bid for
substantal Governrment financial support, These various
uncertainties mean that the Smart Sficlency and Growth Scenario
does not currently provide a firm basis on which to project future
housing need in South \Worcestershire,

13, The AMION report has thus addressed two of my three principal
criticisms of the SHMA, In respect of the third, concerning older
people’s economic participation rates, no change from the 2011
Census position is assumed in Edge’s core scenario modelling.
However, changes are assurmed in Sensitivity Scenarios 2 and 3,
which [ consider further below,

The core scenarios

14, Onthe basis of Edge’s modelling work, the AMION report presents six
core scenarios of population and household growth over the Plan
period®. Three are described as *alternativ e trend” scenarios and
essentially reflect differing assumptions about future migration
trends, including a zerc-migration “natural change” scenario. As
none of these scenarios forms the basis for AMION's recommended
level of housing need it is unnecessary to consider them in detail,

* Ew/415, p6, Table 2.4
4 Ex/415, p3, footnote 1
5 Alongside a seventh core scenario which replicates the official 2010-based sub-
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%Sg The Planning Inspectorate

Report to Basingstoke & Deane
Borough Council

by Mike FOX BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Comnwnities and Local Govermment

Date: 6% April 2016

PLAMMING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 (AS AMENDED)

SECTION 20

REPORT OM THE EXAMINATION INTO BASINGSTOKE AND DEANE

LOCAL PLAN 2011-2029

Docurment submitted for examination on 9 Cctober 2014
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Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

B asingstoke 2:Deane Borough Council Basingstoke and Deane Local Plan, Inspedor's Repart, Aprhl 2016

which identifies a requirement for 772 jobs pa (15% jobs growth 2011-2029),
which armongst other variables, assumes a higher migration rate into the
Borought,

224, The third scenario is the Experian Model, which is quoted by some of the
house builders’ representatives, It identifies a growth of 1,322 jobs pa (25%
jobs growth 2011-2029), The HNS explains why it considers that the Experian
forecast could ower-estimate the amount of jobs that are likely to be
generated in the Borough over the plan period. In brief, this is because it is
based on a ‘shift-share’” model which works an a top-down basis with labour
dermand forecasts which are known to be less robust during periods of
economic stability and for long term projections (10 years or more). Experian
also projects a lower unemployment rate than the other projections.  Finally,
the demographic modelling carried out by Edge &nalytics generates a job
growth of 446 pa, although these figures appear to play down economic
activity rates in the over 64 years cohaorts!!?,

225.For all of the above reasons, 1 consider that the Cambridge Econoretrics
method, which is used by HCC, is appropriate for the Plan, It is very well
respected, and Regeneris, on behalf of one of the house builders, states that
the HCC analysis: “is based on dats from a highly respected, independent
forecasting house (Cambridge Econornetrics) 20,

226.The ELR Update!?! sets out a3 jobs growth target for the Borough, which was
introduced to the Plan following the Exploratory  Meeting. Using the
Carmbridge Econometrics model, it indicates that the local economy may grow
at around 2.5% pa over 2011-2029, with productivity rates higher than the
regional and national rates and the number of jobs is estimated to grow at an
annual rate of 0.7%, which is equivalent to 700 jobs pa, with the strongest
growth projected between the years 2016-2021. The main growth areas are
predicted to be in financial and  business  services,  construckion,
accommodation and foad services and inform ation/tel ecommunicationst??,

227.Paolicy EP1 incorporates a jobs target of 450-700 jobs pa, which the Council
considers appropriate in response to past trend data (based on analysis of job
growth findings from the Annual Business Enguiry and Business Register and
Employment Survey), which supports the lower end and middle of the range,
and economic farecasts which support the upper end of the range, The upper
end of the target also accords with the goals of Enterprise EM3 LEP for the
growwth in the local economy. The Council’s HWNS also explains how the jobs
target range is compatible with the demographic modelling produced by Edge
in relation to &M,

228.The relatively wide range is considered appropriate in view of the high
volatility of the data at local level*®, 1 am satisfied that the Borough's jobs

"2 Thidi Appendix 7.
" BDBC Cabinet Report Local Plan Housing Mumberss 27 January 2015 - See Section S Employment Target
[Examination Docurnent PS/02711].

"9 Gladran Developments Ltd: Staternent on Issue 3 - Spatial Strategy and Housing Meed, paragraph 45,2 11
September 2015 [Examinaton Docurnent PS04/ 15 ],
121 O o = B =

5 v ! O g5 Tr [}

ment P 23],

APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 83



Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

Appendix F - Excerpt from Longbank Farm

Inquiry Decision

% The Planning Inspectorate

\Appeal Decision
Inquiry held on 12 - 15 January and 19 January 2016
Site visit made on 19 January 2016

by 1 A Murray LLB {(Hons), Dip.Plan.Env, DMS, Solicitor
A Inapector appainted by the Secretary of State for Cormemunit e amnd Local Gomee mirert
Decision date; @ March 2016

Appeal Ref: APP /Y0728 W /15/3018546
Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough, TS7 9EF

+ The appeal is made under section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning perrission,

+ The appeal is made by Gladedale Estates against the decision of Redcar 2 Cleveland
Barough Council,

+ The application Ref R/ 2014/0304/C0M, dated 15 May 2014, w as refused by notice
dated 16 October 2014,

+ The devdoprnert proposed is described in the application as “outline planning
application far the construction of up to 220 dwellings on land at Longbank Farm,
Crrneshby, !

Summary of Decision: The appeal is allowed, and planning permission
granted subject to conditions set out below in the Formal Decision.

Procedural matters

1. Matwithstanding the description in the application, the parties agreed that the
proposal can best be described as an outline application for the construction of
up to 320 dwellings induding vehicular and pedestrian access off
Ormmesby Bank and associated landscaping. All matters are reserved for
subsequent consideration apart from access,

2. On 18 September 2014, the Council issued a screening dedsion confirming its
wiew that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is not required. Mo
contrary wiew has been expressed and I am satisfied that an EIA is
Unnecessary,

3. The inquiry ran for S days in total and whilst the accompanied site wisit took
place on 19 January 2016, I also made 2 unaccompanied visits to the area on
11 and 13 January, The second of those visits began at 0825, so I observed
local peak hour traffic conditions.,

Main Issues
4, The main issues are;

+ Whether the Coundl can demonstrate that it has a supply of specific
deliverable sites sufficient to provide five vears warth of housing,

+ Whether, having regard to the above and any other factars, Policy DPL of
the Redcar & Jeveland Local Development Framework Developrent Plan

%
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Appeal Decision APRITZE A 157301 3546

Policies OPD, July 2007 is out of date and if so0, how rmuch weight attaches to
it, and:

o the impac of the developrment on the site’s countrysideslandscape
and ecological value;

o whether the proposal represents sustainable development;

o whether any adverse impacts of granting planning permission would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the polices in the Mational Planning Policy Framewaorl: (the
Frammework) taken as a whaole;

o or whether specific policies in the Frammewor: indicate developrment
should be restricted?,

+ If Palicy DP1 is nat out of date, whether any material considerations indicate
that planning permission should nevertheless be granted.

Reasons
Five year housing land supply

5. Paragraph 47 of the Framewaork: indicates what local planning authorities should
do to boost significantly the supply of housing, This includes ensuring that
they have a supply of spedfic deliverable sites to provide five years worth of
housing against their requirernents, The Council has not established its
housing requirement in an up-to-date development plan and the starting point
is therefore to consider what the objectively assessed need for housing is.
Indeed, it is worth noting at the outset that, whilst the parties differ over
whether some sites are genuinely deliverable, they agree that this difference is
not determinative; if the Council's assessment of objedtively assessed need is
to be preferred, then it can demonstrate a five vear supply of housing land but,
if the appellant’s assessment is to be preferred, it cannot,

Ohjectively dssessed Meed [(OAN)

6. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPGIE indicates the correct approach to the
assessment of OAMN, It provides that needs should be assessed in relation to
the relevant housing rmarket area (HMAY® and T have no reason to take issue
with the parties” agreement that the Borough of Redcar and Cleweland is the
approprate HMA, The PPG also savs the assessment of developrment needs “is
an objedive assessment of need based on facts and unbiased evidence. Plan
rakers should not apply constraints to the overall assessment of need...™ This
is custornarily described as the “policy-off’ (or *policy-neutral™, rather than
‘policy-on’ approach.” A policy-on approach is taken when setting policy
targets, but it is not appropriate to my assessment of need in this appeal.

7. The appellant and Coundl dispute each other’s methodologies, but in this
regard, the PPG says: *There is no one methodological approach or use of a
particular dataset{s) that will provide a definitive assessment of developrment
need, But the use of this standard methodology set out in this quidance is

' Hawing =gaid o faalnal= S in Lhe Framesark,

Y Cawz Dacumenl [C0) 5 4.

4 PPG [ 2a-DDE.

* PPG D 2a-DDd.

% Gam paragiaph 15 al Lhe Planning Sdvimary Servios guidance al (0SB

2
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Appeal Decision APRAITZEMA 15/ 3015546

strongly recommmended because it will ensure that the assessment findings are
transparently prepared. Local planning authonties may consider departing
from the methodology, but they should explain why their particular local
drcumnstances have led them to adopt a different approach where this is the
case, The assessment should be thorough but proportionate, building where
possible on existing information sources outlined within the guidance.” The
PPG later reiterates that “establishing future need for housing is not an exact
science, Mo single approach will provide a definitive answer,”®

@, The starting point when assessing OAN is the household projections published
by the Department of Communities and Local Sovernment {DCLGE), which are
based on Office for Mational Statistics (ONS) population projections, The 2012
- 2037 Household Projections were published on 27 February 2015 and these
are the most up-to-date estimate of future household growth.” The PRG then
allows for sensitivity testing, specfic to local cincumnstances and for account to
be taken of ermployrment trends and market signals 2

9, Forthe appellant, Mr Wisher contends that the SAM 15 355 dwellings per
annum {dpa)® over the next S years. Ms Howick has been commissioned by
the Council to direct its OaM study, which forms part of the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment {SHMAY, The Council’s OAN calculation is taken from the
SHMA, which is currertly in final draft formm, Ms Howick contends that the QAN
is 213 dpa for the next 5 years,

10. The parties made reference to a number of factors to explain the difference
between their 04N calculations, namely: jobs figures; unemployrment rates;
differing baseline yvears for the calculation of ©AN; the impact of ONS mid-vear
estimates; the use of different activity rates; and what Ms Howicl; describes as
a “logical inconsistency™ in Mr Wisher's approach,

11. A significant amount of inguiry timme was taken up with a debate over job
forecasts., Ms Howick favours the Experian forecast of 30 new jobs p.a.,
whereas Mr Wisher uses a figure 109 new jobs p.a., calculated by Regenens on
past trends, This is close to the average of the QOxford Economics forecasts
produced in 2013 and 2014, namely 106 jobs p.a. Howewver, whether the
correct figure is 30 or 109, this represents virtually no change from the existing
ermployrent level of 45,870 accepted by both parties.! Accordingly, it was
agreed that this difference between the parties’ job forecasts has no significant
impact on the OAN figure and I will naot therefore seek to resolve it, Similarly,
whilst there was a difference of around 1% between the parties’ projected
uremployrient rates, they accepted that that this would have no significant
impact on the outcorme,

12, Ms Howick used 2015 as the baseline year for her OaMN calculation, whereas
Mr Wisher used 2012, Mr wWisher argued that 2012 was appropriate in order to
take account of any backlog, but neither the Framewors nor the PPG require a
particular baseline date, Furthermore, he adsnowledged that, whilst he found
no need for additional supply in response to market signalst!, Ms Howick

& PPG 2a-D14.

7 PPS [Cr 2a-D15 - DLE.

“ PPG [Dr 2a-D17 - D2D.

“ Hawing 1agara ia Lha Mavamber 2015 O0Mce by Budgel Respanzitilily [OER] Ecanamic feclivily Rale=s [E&R)
[ar=cazls - m== inquiy dacumanl 1. Thix [ique was ievimed dawnwards am Lhe 155 dpa slal=d in M Wisher's
iniLial praal ang apwllal.

'O bt Hawick's piaal paragraph 1,45 and Mo Wishe's e bullal parvagrapn 1.7,

"' MiowiEne s paal paragrapn 100100
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allowed for 2 10% market signals uplift'® on Sub MNational Population
Projections (SMPP) and this cancels out any backlog effect, The baseline dates
do not then have any significant impadt on the parties’ Qan figures,

13, The PPG advises that, wherever possible, local needs assessments should be
*inforrmed by the latest available information.”® Mr Wisher criticised
Ms Howicl for not having regard to the latest 2014 CMS mid-year population
estimates, which indicate mare recent population growth, However, he
confirmned during his evidence in chief that, although he assumed population
growth would be a bit higher than the 2012 household projections, he had not
actually usedthe 2014 mid-year estimates in arriving at his OAN figure,
Furthermore, Ms Howiclk explained that the divergence in mid-vyear estimates
at national level is due to intermational migration, which Mr Wisher accepted
has been low in Redear and Cleveland, In all these circurnstances, the latest
rid-year estimates do not sedously undermine the Council’s QAN figure,

14, what emerged from the evidence during the inguiry is that the difference
between the Council’s and appellant’s OAM fiqures of 213 dpa and 355 dpa
respectively is due mainly to the differing economic activity rates used; these
have a bigimpact because, as explained by Ms Howicly, they relate to the
whale population of the area. The question is whether the expedcted future
dermand for jobs, dAven by employers, can be met by the labour force available
to fill those jobs. Ms Howick’s wiew is that the population of the Borough will
be sufficient to meet the demand for jobs in the area, whereas Mr Wisher
considers that population will need to be imported to meet that dermand and
their housing needs will have to be met. Activity rates are therefore cruacal.

15, As indicated abowve, the starting paint is the DCLG/OMNS population and
household projections and these indicate that the core working age population
will dedine substantially!®, Taking that as the starting point, Mr Wisher relies
an prajections produced by the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR), whereas
Ms Howiclk relies on Expenan’s forecasts, OBR and Experian predict an
increase in activity rates for older people, but Expenan predicts a much greater
increase, As a result, the Experan forecasts show only very small reductions in
the labour force, which are then offset by reductions in unemployrent, the
scale of which the parties broadly agree. On this basis, Ms Howick says the
warking aged population is wirtually unchanged over the forecast period, which
rnatches the virtually unchanged nurmber of workforze jobs,

16, Both parties accept that increases inthe State Pension Age (SPA)Y and
lengthening healtthy life expectancy have an impact, but Mr Wisher criticses
Experian’s assumptions about activity rates for older people and for wornen,
because they result in figures markedly abowve the OBR rates. He points to the
Flanning Advisory Service (PAS) guidance'®, authored by Ms Howick herself,
which warns:

“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship between
housing, population and jabs, A nurber of housing assessrernts have been
chticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast increases in economic ackivity
rates. Such inoreases reduce the population growth, and hence the number

'¥ b Hawick'=s piaal paagrapn 1.41.

' PP D 2a-D1E- 17,

'* M Wimhe s izbullal paal paragraph 111 - 1.14 and M= Hawick s 1ebullal praal paragrapn 4.16.
' C0 5B al paragrapn B.15,
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of homes, that is required to support a given number of new jobs, But
unrealistic figures put the emerging plan at risk.”

17. I must therefore consider whether the Experian figures are unrealistic, The
factors taken into account and assumptions made by Experian are outlined in a
May 2015 paper by Expenan’s Bobby Shojal entitled *Employment Ackivity and
the Ageing Population.™® These were explained further by Ms Howick in oral
evidence and can be broadly summarised as follows, & continued rise in
healthy life expectancy will enable people to work for longer, as will the
increasing trend for the UK economy to become more service onented, Sodal
changes mean that younager generations, or cohorts, of wormen will have a
higher propensity to works, Under cross exarmination, Mr Wisher accepted that
it is reasonable to take account of each of these factors, Asthe Experian
forecast is based upon their analysis of up-to-date Labour Force Survey
economic activity rates it talkes account of changes in participation rates and
other fackors which have already occurred, It is therefore evidence based.

13, It rernains the case that Experian’s activity rates are significantly above the
OBR rates and the Council contends that the OBR projections do not take
account of the factors identified in Bobby Shojai's paper and highlighted by
Ms Howick, However, graphs of the OBR projections'” show undulating, rather
than smooth lines into the future and this suggests they have been subject to
the application of sorme judgermental assumptions, rather than a
straightforward projection. Indeed, my attention has been drawn to the CBR
Fiscal Sustainability Report (FSR)E and in particular paragraphs A25 - 8,30,
The following extracts are of interest:

“0,25 The employment decisions of older people will be affected by a range
of factors, including healthy life expectancy, the legislative context and
financial considerations. In recent years, legislative changes have included
announced rises tothe SPA and the compulsory retirernert age for men and
wornen being phased out...

8,26 ... our projections capture cohort effects and a rising SPA. Maodelling
these two factors alone would suggest that employnnent rates for men aged
60 to &4 years will continue rising over time, although slightly more
gradually than in the recent past, and ending the period below the level seen
in the 1970s,

A.27 Employrment rates for women of the same age are projected to piclk up
rare significantly over the next five years, as the SP& is equalised. And SPA
changes are also projected to raise the shares of both men and women
working into their late sixties. e do not assurme that this pace of change
continues into later life,

8,28, There are dearly many other factors that determine retirerment
decisions.

8,29 Some of these will be specific to the individual, Estirnates for disability-
free life expectancy have increased over time - although by less than averall
life expectancy - which will have facilitated longer spells in employment.
There is also clear evidence that couples make joint retirerment decsions,

'S bx Hawick's 1ebullal appandix ©.
7 [nquiry dacumanl 4.
1a [nquiy dacumenl 25
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choosing to retire at similar points in tirme, &nd higher levels of education
are also associated with working for longer. & relatively larger service
sectar, developrmernts in technology and self-employrnent becaming a more
viable alternative may also have opened up options for some people to warlk
longer.”

19, In closing for the Councdl, Miss Ogley subrmitted that these paragraphs in the
FSR have nothing to do with the OBR’s long term market projections, given
that they follow after the sub heading "Past trends.” Howewer, this specific
paint was not made by Ms Howick in evidence and the sianificance or athemwise
of that sub heading was not put to Mr Wisher in cross examination, when he
referred to paragraphs A.25 - A4.30. In any event, I do not read this part of
the FSR in the way that Miss Oaley suggests I should, I note paragraph 8.3 of
the introduction, which says:

“ire begin this annex by summarising how we produce our long-term labour
rmarket projections and map these across to fiscal outcomes, We then tum
to past trends in emnployment, highlighting particular features #hat may go
on to afed the future outiook. . {my emphasis).

Paragraph &.6, under the sub heading *Central projections’, alsa says:

“We project that wornen born inthe 19805 will have higher participation
rates than wormen born in the 19705 across all comparable ages.™

I am not sure why those decades are specifically referred to, but it would
appear that the OBR projections have taken account of social changes along
with all the other factors in Bobby Shojai’s Experian report, The difference
then is the degree to which OBR and Experian consider these factors will have
an impact, Both parties accept that considerable uncertainty surmrounds
projections and forecasts and indeed paragraph A.2 of the FSR expressly
acknowledges this,

20, I do not doubt that Experian is an authoritative source. Ms Howick points out
that Bobby Shojai’s forecasts were clearly based on data from the Labour Force
Survey (LFS) for the second quarter of 2014'?, However, whilst the OBR's FSR
refers in general terms to the LFS on pages 144 and 145, Ms Howick says it is
not clear which particular quarter’s LFS data has been relied upon, I note
Ms Howick's evidence that OBR projections do not have the status of * offical
statistics” confirmed by the Uk Statistics authority, Mevertheless, Mr Wisher
explained that the OBR was set up in 2010 to provide independent economic
forecasts to central government. It has a duty to report on the sustainability of
public finances under the Mational Audit Act 2011, It updates its economic
activity forecasts roughly annually, but nevertheless looks at the longer term.
In arriving at his SAMN figure of 355 dpa, Mr Wisher has used the latest set of
OBR economic activity forecasts issued in Movernber 2015.™ Those forecasts
are very recent and I accept, in the words of MrWwilliamson’s dosing
subrissions for the appellant, that the "OBR figures are used by the
Govemment in the most important activities of the State, !

' e page 4 al Appendix © la Ms Hawick's rebullal paal and absa page 1, whoh zgplains Lhal Lhe LFS pavides
allcial measuies alemplaymenl and ynemplymenl,

40 b wimne s e bullal paal paragrapn 1.21 and inguity dacumant 1.

i [nquiy dacumenl 16 paraqrapn 52,
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2. In these droumstances, I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They
give me cause to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed
by Experian, in the absence of a more cogent and robust explanation for those
rmarkedly higher rates, Furthermore, I note MrWisher's point that higher
activity rates among older people may not provide the same vanety of skills,
for example to serve the construction or leisure industries, Whilst I
acknowledge Ms Howick's evidence that Experian’s approach has not been
challenged or discredited to date, Bobby Shojai's paper was only published in
May 2015 and it could take some time for decisions to emerge which address
this poirt. In terms of the PAS guidance then, I consider on the evidence
before me, that the fast increases in economic adtivity rates assurmed by
Experian are unrealistic,

22, Ms Howick also contends that there is a *logical inconsistency™ in Mr Wisher's
approach, The Cwxford Econormics model, which produced a jobs growth figure
of 106 p.a., averaged from 2013 and 2014 forecasts, is an intemally consistent
rnodel; it indudes a jobs led elerment based on a view of future population.

The argument is that *Mr Wisher’s translation of forecast jobs into population is
logically flamed, because the forecasts already incorporate a view of future
population.”® Ms Howids says Mr Wisher was wrong to take one elernent out
of that model and use it in the POPGROUP dermographic model, as the jobs
figure is inconsistent with other inputs used in the POPGROUP rodelling; the
economic assumptions are different, Furthermore, Ms Howick contends that
using the 109 jobs p.a. figure projected from past trends over the past

13 years is invalid because key factors implicit within it will change; most
notably there will be a reduction in the waorking age population,

23, However, the PPG advocates an “assessment of the likely change in job
nurmbers based on past trends andfor economic forecasts® . ® Furtherrore, the
Inspectar in another recent appeal (the Saltburn appeal) described Mr Wisher's
109 jobs p.a. figure as “relatively conservative,”® Mr Wisher cornmented that
the majorty of OAN experts use POPGROUP in exactly the sarme way as him®,
Furthermore, the Inspector in a recent appeal concerning a site at Marske
Road, Saltburm said his approach offered a *realistic and robust indication of
the Borough's full GaN"®, Mr Wisher nevertheless accepted the prindple of the
logical inconsistency point and there is support for Ms Howick's argurnent in the
PAS quidance . However, Mr Wisher firmly rejected the contention that it
would have a significant bearing on the outocome, especially given that job
growth is not solely the fundtion of the level of population in an area.® Indeed,
under cross examination, Ms Howicl: said that neary all of the difference
between the parties on OAMN is down to the use of different economic activity
rates, rather than the logical inconsistency paint, I have heard no evidence
which causes me to doubt that.

24, In closing far the Counal, Ms Ogley said the Council has not agreed that “any
difference in jobs nurmbers would be insignficant, Some changes may well be
rmatenally significant.” Howewver, there is no evidence before me that the jobs
growth figure is likely to be significantly outside the range 30 - 109 jobs p.a.,

i5 m Hawsick's 1&bullal praal paragraph 4.7,

P00 54 [ 2a-D1E.

i Faragrapn 6F al appezal Rel APPADTLE WY LS IDDETED al Appendix 1 al M Wishe s 12Cullal praal
4 [nquiry dacumenl 1 paagraph 1.5,

6 pppaal Ral APPS DF2E/ W15 IDDEFED Al Appandix 1al M Wixne s iapwllal praal.

P D RE paagraphs B4 - B1]1.

aa [nquiry dacumenl 1 paagraph 1.11
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which represents virtually no change from the existing emnployrent level, T am
not therefore persuaded that the logical inconsistency point seriously
undermines the appellant’s evidence of the QAN

Conclusion on OAM

25, Ms Howick and Mr Wisher agreed that the difference betwesn ther is
principally due to differing activity rates. For the reasons given, I consider the
appellant’s view on ackivity rates to be mare realistic, Accordingly, I am
persuaded on the balance of probability that the QAN figure of 355 dpais the
more robust figure,

The supoly of housing fand

26, I have already noted the parties’ agreement that the dispute between them
over whether certain sites are deliverable will not determine whether the
Counal can demonstrate that it has a five year supply, as the crudal difference
concerns the OaM, Having regard to my conclusion that the QAN s 355
dwellings per annurm, Mr Wyatt's supplernental staterment™ shows that, even if
I accept the Counal’s own supply figure of 1901 units, it could only
dermonstrate a 4 vear supply.™ I need not therefore examine this aspect in
great detail, but I should broadly consider the extent of the shortfall, During
the round table session concerming housing supply, it emerged that there
remained a dispute over the deliverability of 5 sites, namely:

+«  Aadult Education Centre, Redcar (75 units)

+  Former Redcar and Cleveland Town Hall Cormplex , Eston Grange (45 units)
+ Formner GEDC (14 units)

+ Cleveland View, Skelton Green (8 units)

+  Former Petraol Filling Station, Rosebury Road, Redcar (10 units)

27. The last 3 of these, providing a total of 32 units all have planning permission.
Mathing I heard during the inquiry provided a dear indication that the schemes
waould not be implemented within & vears and, having regard to footnote 11 of
the Frameworl;, I am satisfied that they are deliverable.

28, As far as the Adult Education Centre is concerned, I note a recent email from
the prospective developer® indicating that a planning application is anticipated
some time in 2016, However, the Coundl explained that contracts had not vet
been exchanged onthe sale of the site because there is a need ta lift a
restrctive covenant, or to explore the possibility of indemnity insurance, In
the light of this, notwithstanding the developer’s apparent confidence, there
rmust be some doubt over whether there is a realistic prospect of these 75 units
being delivered on site within S years and I would exclude this site from the
supply. Turning to the Eston Grange site, even though contracts have not yet
been exchanged on the purchase, a recent email from the prospedive
developer®? anticipated the subrmission of a planning application by eady

A [nquiry dacumenl B, Tablk= 1.

0 Thix 5 pased an Lhe 10% uplil adapl=a by Ms Hawick and (e Cauncils acceplance Lhal a 20% buller =
tequitad because af Lhe Cauncil’s 1eocnid al pmi=Ei=nl ynde delivery al ou=ing, [Ses poagaph 47 afl Lne
Framawark and Lhe Slal=manl al Camman Giaund [[nquiry dacumanl 1B, paragrapn 4.15).

I [nguiry dacumeant 27,

i [nquiry dacumenl 28,
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Appendix G - Excerpt from Telford
Examination in Public

Conclusions
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EAAMINATION OF THE TELFORD & WREKIM LOCAL PLAN (2011-2031)
INSPECTOR'S MOTE TO TELFORD & WREKIN COUMNCIL - 30 March 2017

Introduction

1. Although a number of matters rermain outstanding, I am now in a
position to provide an overview of progress with the examination. As
vou will recall, I advised that I would contact the Coundl if
I identified senous soundness concerns with the potential to affect
the examination programme. Unfortunately I have identified such
concerns, The purpose of this note is to highlight the issues
invalved, and to sugqgest possible courses of action to enable the
examination to proceed. I also raise a number of other points upon
which further actions rermmain outstanding.

Z. Forthe avoidance of doubt, all commments set out in this Mote are
interirn only and are made subjed to the contents of my final report,

Dbjectively Assessed Housing Needs (0OAN)

3. Ihave now had the opportunity to review the evidence submitted on
this matter, and the discussion at the Matter 1 hearing session, in
the light of the recent appeal decision at Kestrel Close, Newport!,
vou will be aware that much of the evidence presented to that appeal
iz also before the present examination,

4, I notethat the Inspector concerned adopted a figure of 864 dwellings
pEr annum as a ‘generous maximur’ in resped of QA for the
purposes of that appeal. While I am not baund by that figure, it is
cleady an important matenal consideration ta which I rust have
regard, Furthermore, I can advise that I share some of the concerns
raised by that Inspectar in respedct of the robustness of the
Council'PB& approach to testing the labour market implications of its
dernographic projections. Specifically, I consider that the stated
position that ‘*double-jabbing” will nse to 7% by 2031 - which has a
significant effect on labour supply estimates - is not firmly
evidenced. I also share my colleague’s caution about the increase in
activity rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate
of increase suggested by PBA in that reqard appears strdking.

5. I acceptthat as a result of the methodology that PBA has used, these
figures represent outputs of the Experian model rather than inputs,
However, they suggest to me that the Council’s position that {in
summmary) the level of jobs growth that it has identified could be
supported by the supply of [abour is insufficiently robust, It is
impartant that a labour force shorfall does not arise that could
restrick the Council’s job growth ambftions, For the avoidance of
doubt, I consider that a more cautious approach is therefore
justified. This is likely to invalve an uplift to the Council’s
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F10

dermnographic-based QAN figure to take account of the economic
evidence.

6. Accordingly, I request that the Council reconsiders its 0 AN
evidence in the light of these comments. Specfically, I request
that the Council/PBA conclusions in respect of labour market
implications are revisited in order that a suitably robust uplift figure
can be calculated, If such worl: is considered to be impractical, then
I would seek the Counal’s wiew on whether the findings of the
kestrel Close Inspector in respect of OAM should be adopted for the
purposes of the present examination., Jearly, the adoption of an
AN figure in excess of the Plan’s stated hausing requirernent would
imply the need to review that requiremment and reconsider the
housing land supply position {although I note the conclusions of the
Kestrel Close Inspector in respect of that matter). Any revision of
the Plan’s housing requiremnent may also have implications for other
policies within the Plan, as well as potentially needing additional
Sustainahility Appraisal (SA) wark to be undertalken.,

Housing Site Selection Methodology

7. o will recall the concerns that I raised at the Matter & hearing
session in respect of this matter, While I accept the need for a Plan’s
evidence base to be proportionate, it is also the case that all parties
need to understand why certain sites were allocated and why other
stes were not allocated.

. Inthat context, I sought to examine the methodology that the
Council has employed in selecting the 17 housing sites proposed for
allocation inthe Plan, Unfortunately, the commmentary set oot in the
Council’s {pre-hearing) written answer to my guestion in respect of
this matter® and in section 5 of the Housing Delivery Technical Paper?
contain only a brief summary of that process, Indeed, the latter
document states (para 5.6) that “the site selection or rejection
reasons for each individual site can be found in the Integrated
(Sustainability) Appraisal Report (20150 (the IA),

9, However, Appendix ¥ of the Integrated (Sustainability) Appraisal
Report” commments that “the [4 findings are not the sole basis for a
decision; other fadors including planning and deliverability, play a
kev role in the decision-making process’. Bearing in mind the
position set out in Housing Technical Paper as descnbed above, this
suggests to me an elerment of circular reasoning.

10, Clearly, the detailed selection of stes for allocation invalves an
element of planning judgement. Howewver, that judgment needs to
be both explicit and transparent, In short, there needs to be a clear

4 Docurnent J5/TWC,
? Docurment B2 b,
* Docurnent A3a - page 5371 of that appendisx,

\
APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 93 ""



Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

Appendix H - Boreham Inquiry Inspector’s

Decision

| & The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 12-15, 19 & 20 April 2016

Site visit made on 18 April 2016

by G D Jones BSc(Hons) DMS DipTP MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Decision date: 25 May 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/W1525/W/15/3049361
Land off Plantation Road, Boreham, Essex CM3 3EA

« The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

« The appeal is made by Gladman Developments Limited against the decision of
Chelmsford City Coundil.

« The application Ref 14/01552/0UT, dated 16 September 2014, was refused by notice
dated 15 May 2015.

« The development proposed is described as outline planning application for demolition of
existing buildings (10 & 12 Plantation Road) and the residential development of up to
145 residential dwellings, open space, landscaping, associated infrastructure including
means of access.

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for the
demolition of existing buildings (10 & 12 Plantation Road) and the residential
development of up to 145 residential dwellings, open space, landscaping,
associated infrastructure including means of access at Land off Plantation Road,
Boreham, Essex CM3 3EA in accordance with the terms of the application,

Ref 14/01552/0UT, dated 16 September 2014, subject to the conditions
contained within the Schedule at the end of this decision.

Preliminary Matters

2. The proposal is for outline planning permission with access only to be
determined at this stage and with appearance, landscaping, layout and scale
reserved for future approval. Whilst not formally part of the scheme, I have
treated the details relating to these reserved matters submitted with the
application as a guide as to how the site might be developed.

3. The Council confirmed at the start of the Inquiry that, notwithstanding the
wording of the second reason for refusal, the appeal proposal does not conflict
with the Boreham Village Design Statement (BVDS). Furthermore, while the
first refusal reason refers to the Council having an Interim Housing Target of
800 dwellings per annum (dpa), as set out in the Housing Land Supply sub-
section it now considers the full objectively assessed need for its area to be
775 dpa. I have, therefore, considered the appeal on that basis.

\
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Appeal Decision APRIA 1S22S5 1552049361

Strategy (RS3), Inwiew of the relevant legal cases on housing land-supply,
such as the Banwood judgrnent®, a revoked RSS is not a basis for the
application of a constraint policy to the assessment of housing needs, because
it has been revolked and cannot be part of the Development Plan, The same
would be true of an out of date Local Plan which did not set out the current full
objectively assessed needs. Until the full, objectively assessed needs are
qualified by the policies of an up to date Local Plan, they are the neesds which
go into the balance against any Framework policies, It is at that stage that
constraints or othermise may apply. In these circurmstances, therefore, the
housing requirerment of the Core Strateqy cannot be said to be up to date in
the terms of the Framework,

20. There is also an emerging local plan in the form of the Chelmsford Local Plan:
Issues and Options Consultation Docurmnent, Movermber 2015 (the eCLP), the
consultation penod for which ended in January 2016, Asitis still at an early
stage in the plan-making process t carries only limited weight.

Reasons
Housing Land Supply

21, As outlined in the preceding sub-section, the housing requirermnent of the Core
Strategy is not up to date in the terms of the Framewaor:, Consequently, in line
with the relevant legal authorities, it is for me to assess the housing need in
order to properly determine the appeal in accordance, among other things, with
paragraph 47 of the Framewaor:,

2%, The main parties disagres over whether ar not the Council can dermonstrate a
five-year supply of housing land for the area. They hawve, nonetheless, found a
considerable amount of cormmon graund on this matter, which is set out inthe
Housing Land Supply Staternent of Common Ground and the Supplementary
Statermnent of Common Ground, Both of these documents were agreed and
subrritted during the course of the Inguire®.

23, Notable areas of agreement include that the starting point calculation for the
full objectively assessed need {the FOAN) should be re-based from 2013714 in
arder to align with the demographic projection base date, any shortfall in
housing delivery since then should be dealt with durdng the five-yvear period
following the Sedgefield approach, a 20% buffer should be applied due to past
persistent under-delivery and the relevant five-vear perod should be 2015416
to 2019720, Ultimately, the appellant did not contest the Council’s evidence
regarding affordable housing interms of its potential influence on the FOAN.
Mar did it contest the Council’s housing delivery evidence for that five-yvear
period such that the supply would amount to 6095 dwellings over those five
years. I have found no good reason to take a different position on any of these
considerations,

24, Based on this projected level of housing delivery and on the Council’s
calculation of the existing shortfall since 2013714 of 254 dwellings, the Coundil
wauld be able to dermonstrate a Framewark compliant supply of housing land
with a FOAN of up to 965 dpa,

4 Baylh Nai thamplan=nie Caunei|y Secimlary al Slale [ar Cammunilax and Lacal Gavenmanl, Baivsaad Lang ang
Extat=x Limit=a, 10 Maircn 2014, EWHE 571 [Aamin)
“Inquiry Dacumeant=s 11 B1E rempaclivaly

wrwt . planningpar lal.gav. uk/planninginspeclaral= 5
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Appeal Decision APRIA 15250, 15/ 2049361

25, Notwithstanding the cormrmon ground found in respect to housing land supply,
important differences remain between the parties on this matter. The Council
maintains that the FOAN equates to 775 dpa, while the appellant considers it to
be 1129 dpa, respectively well-below and well-above the five-year housing land
supply 965-966 dpa ‘tipping point’ referred to in the preceding paragraph,

26. The difference between the parties’ preferred FOAMs is 354 dpa, which by the
end of the Inquiry was essentially due to two areas of disagreement. Firstly,
headship rates, which account for 109 dpa, with the remaining 245 dpa due to
differing approaches to economic activity rates (EAR). When these two figures
are added separately tothe Counal’s preferred FOAM & results in totals of
854 dpa and 1020 dpa respectively, which fall either side of the "tipping point’,
I deal firstly with economic ackivity rates as the additional 245 dpa promoaoted
by the appellant would alone cause the housing land supply to fall below the
five vears required by the Frameworl;,

27. Regarding EAR the Planning Practice Guidance (the PPG) reguires an
grsessment of the lely changes fnjob numbers based on past trends andsor
econoryc forecasts a5 gooropriate and also hawng regard to the growth of the
working age popwlation in the housing rmarket ares’. Both parties used job
growth projection of 887 jobs per annum.

28, My attention has been drawn to other appeal decisions and, in respect to this
aspect of the ewvidence, notably to those concerning residential developrment at
Muxton, Telford and Ormesby, Middlesbrough®, These appeals were considered
and determined at a similar point in time, such that it is very likely that each
would have been considered/made without knowledge of the other. The
respecive Inspectors have taken a somewhat different approach to EAR, which
is unsurprising in the circumstances, &t the Muxton appeal the FOAN witnesses
were the same as those for this appeal, Ms Howick and Mr Donagh, whereas of
these witnesses only Ms Howick gave evidence at the Ormesby appeal,

29, In the context of EAR, the Muxton appeal Inspector set out that i the appeiiant
had been able to demonstrate obwous shortcomings that wowld have affected
my assessment of the reliability of the OAN . bt on the basis of the evidencs T
heard, I do not consiger that the appefiant’s articdsms were sofficiert!y wel!
founged to suggest the Council’s AN was urveliable and [ shall freat the OAN
&5 the best indicator of housing need that /s suraifable

30, There are, nonetheless, clear parallels between the Ormnesbhy appeal and the
appeal that is before me regarding EAR, particularly in respect to labour supply
and rigration, These matters are considered in some detail at paragraphs 14
to 21 of the Qrmesby appeal decision letter, In broad terms inthe Ormesby
case the appellant’s FOAN witness preferred the Office for Budget Responsibility
(DBR) projections in favour of those of Experian as used by Ms Howick in that
Case,

31. The arocumstances of the current appeal are similar in that Ms Howick prefers
EEFM ‘s rates to the OBR rates and, like the Experian rates in the Ormmeshy
case, they are markedy above those of the OBR. I note that the evidence
indicates that OBR figures are used by the Government in the rost impartant

3 PPS Refei=noe [C: 2a-D1E- 20140106
5 A ppeal Rel=iances: & PRACT 240015/ I01D0ES dal=d 10 March 2106 and APPMDT2E W 15/ ID1EEAE dal=a
% Mawcn 2016 respaclively

wrwt .planningpar lal.gav. ui/planninginspecla 1 ale &
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Appeal Decision APFIW1SZSA 15/ 3049561

activities of the State. In this case the appellant has also submitted rates of EU
and KCZ, As these are broadly consistent with the OBR rates, they too are
significantly exceeded by the EEFM rates. I also note that the “current’ EEFM
EAR is markedly above that of EEFM's prewvious E&RT,

32, In my view, as in the Ormeshy case, the OBR projections give good reason to
doubt the EAR rates assurmed by the Council; a conclusion which is supported
in this case by the EU and KO projections as well as by past EEFM projections.
I have not found anything within what I have read and heard durnng the appeal
process that gives me good reason to justify reliance on the Council’s
significantly higher rates in the face of this evidence, Consequertly, I consider
that the EEFM predictions are likely to be unrealistic and that greater weight
should be attached to the EU, KCOCZ and OBR evidence.

33, For these reasons, therefore, on the evidence before me it is appropriate to
include in the FOAaMN the additional 245 dpa idertified by the appellant ansing
from its EAR ewidence. When added to the Council’s preferred rate of 775 dpa
this results in an annual FOAR of 1020 ar 5100 aver five years, Applying the
Council’s preferred current shortfall figure of 254 dwellings and the 20% buffer
following the Sedgefield approach results in a five-year requirement of some
6425 homes, Setting this figure against the projected housing delivery of
6095 dwellings results in a shortfall of sormme 330 homes for the period 2015416
to 2019720 and a supply of sarme 4.74 vears,

34, Regarding headship rates, I consider that the Council’s approach does follow
the requirements of the PPG, it is supported by academic research® and takes
reasonable account of local factors, Monetheless, as outlined abowve, I have
concuded that the Council has failed to deronstrate a five-yvear housing land
supply,

35, The evidence also refers to recent appeal decisions within the Council’s
administrative area for proposed residential developrment near to The Lion Inn,
Boreharn and at Bailey’s Cottage, Chatham Green®, The Inspectors for both of
these appeals conduded that on the evidence before them the Counal was able
to demonstrate a Framewaor: carmpliant supply of housing land.

36, However, the information before me indicates that in the case of the Lion Inn
appeal that appellant did not contest the Council’s FOAM of 775 dpa but rather
followed a different approach to the case put forward by the current appellant’s
witness Mr Donagh, Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that at that
Inguiry the Council’s FOAN would not have been as thoroughly tested as it was
in the current appeal.

37. I also note that the Lion Inn appeal decision was before the Bailey’s Cottage
Inspector when she made her decsion and, consequently, it is likely to have
had same influence on her condusion regarding housing land supply,
Furthermore, the Bailey’s Cottage appeal was considered via a Heanng rather
than an Inquiry, such that the Council’s FOAN 15 again unlikely to have been
subject to the degree of testing it underwent at the current appeal. I am also
mindful that the information before me indicates that Mr Donagh's evidence
had not been tested at any Inquiry in Chelmsfard until the current appeal.

" EEFM'= Pra== T R=pa Ll in canbiasl g ils Phaze 6 Repar L

90 10,14 ana C0 10015

4 fppeal Rel=rances: &PPMWLE2 50 141001771 dal=a B March 2106 ana &PP/WE2 50 501117020 dal=d
21 Maich 2016 iespeclively
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Appendix | - Excerpt from Forest Heath OAN
Study
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wiarking together

Forest Heath District
Market Signals and Objectively Assessed Housing Need

Peter Brett Associates
Fehruary 2018

16 Bresthiouze Yard, Clerkersell, Loncon EC1% 4L
T: +44 (207 566 5600 E: londoni@peterbrett .com
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Forest Heath District
hiarket Sigrals and Objectively fesessed Housing Meed petertnett

6

.1

5.2

6.3

6.4

6.3

6.6

CONCLUSIONS

Our analysis of pag provision and market signals suggess tha thereis little
justification for an uplitto the demographic projedions. |Inthe base period whose
trendzthe projedions rdl foraard, 200712, the evidence mogly suggests that
housing land supply has met demand. But there is one indicator that pointzin the
opposite diredion; the exceptionally high level of matket rents, which is due to
demand from USAFE personnel and their families. Arguably this could justifty a
‘market signals’ uplit to the demographic projedions, atthowugh the link bebween the
private rented sactor and overall housing provision iz not dear. [fthe Local Plan had
provided more housing land in the past we canna be sure tha the supply of rented
housing wwould Feve been higher and rents sould have been lover.

Even assuming that & market signals uplitt iz appropiae, itis dificult to determine
the size afthat uplit. The PPG provides no meaningful guidance onthis:

'Mawhet spnals are affected By 8 hlmber of econoinic factors, and plan makers
showks hot attempt to estimate the precise impact of an horeass I houahg sdool.
Raher they showki heyedss planhed supely B an amount that, on reasorafie
gaaimptions and consistent with princiie s of sidamabe development, colid be
expected to Improve aitordabidy, and monitor the response of the market overthe
plan peod @

Giventhat the PP iz silert, the only indications on the size of any uplit come from
the Planning Inspedorste. Three Inspectors examining Locd Plans have advzed on
thiz matter. We summatize their findings bel o

In Eagtleigh, the Inspedor nated that affordability had worsened more than the
national average and rerts had risen more than the average (we canna tell hows
Faorest Heath compares, becausa i iz nd clear wha periods the Inepedor was
referring to). On this bazis he conduded that 'a cautions apprmach s redsonabie
Pearing i mmind that any practical benef® is ikels to be very mited becallas Eastielgh
Is ondy g padt of @ much eger FIVA. . Exploration of an opliit [to the dermopraphic
progectionslof, say, 10% wouk! be compatible with the “mode st pressare of market
Siopals

In Uttlesfard, the Inspedor mentioned tha house price increases had been slightly
leszthan for E==ex and England but from a wery much higher base (for comparizon,
inForest Hesth house price increases bave been less than comparstor areas and
fram amuch lower baze]. He alzo noted that median rerts were higher than thess
comparators and had rizen fagter the postion Foredt Heath iz similar), and
affarcability had rizen to a much higher peak prior tothe recession (agan Farest
Heath iz similar). ' Taking inthe roupd'these market signals s well as affordable
rneed, the Inspector advized an uplit of 10%. He dd na appotion the uplit between
market sgnals and affordable need.

In Canterbury, the Inspector focused on three main marka signals

= Median house prices 12% above the national average (for camparizon, as naoted
eatier Forest Hesth house prices ane well belowsthe sverane]|

FebriaryFebnary 2016 17
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Farest Heath Dristrict
Market Sigrals and Objectively fssessed Housing Meed petertrett

= House price grovth sane 20 percentage points abovethe national average
[again Forest Hesth is belowthe sverage]

= Affordabilty ratio cons stently above the retioral benchmark - currertly 9 against
5.5 for England ithe raio for Forest Heath is 7).

E.¥  The Cantetbury Inspector recommended an ualift of 305 totake account of thess
market sgnalzs, together with future jobs, affordabale housing need and & post-
recession recovery in national household formation rates. The Inspector noted that
the=e four factars overlapped and did not apportion the uplit batween them .

6.8  From the three cases distussed shove we cannat drawdefinite conclusions ahout the
cotredt market signals ugditt for Forest Heath, This iz patly because the evidence
uzed in E astleigh, Uttlesford and Canterury iz not diredly comparable; the indcators
uzed are not alwaysthe same, some are measured as absolute levels and otbers as
rates of change, they refer to different dates and are compared with different
henchmark z. & futher dificulty izthat only one of the three Inspedors, in Eagtleigh,
provides an uplit for market signalz alone. In the other two areazthe aduaments
they propose al=o take account of sffordakie nesd, future jobs and the impad ofthe
recession on housshold formation.

64 In short, the @ize of any mark et signals walit cannot ke simply inferred from eadier
examples; it also requires judgment. Inour judgment the supply-demand imbalance
refledted in the demographic projedions for Forest Heath is lessthan for Eagtleigh
and Utlesford and far lessthan for Canterbury. Therefore we suggest amarket
signals uplit of 2%,

610 Onthis basisthe distrid's objedively aszessed needis 6,500 na new dwellings over
the plan period 2011-31 | eqgual to 340 net news dwellings per snnum (dpa). The
discussion in Chapter 5 above suggests that it is not advissble toincreasze this
numker in order tomeet more of the affordable housing need.

511 The objedively assessed need of 340 dpa is fractionally belovwthe 350 dism
calculated in the Cambridge Subsegion SHMA (20137, This redudion will not have a
significant impac on the demand-supaly balance for the res of the housing market
area, az calculated by the SHMA and endaorsed in the 2013 Memarandum of Co-
operation. Given that the asseszed need has nat increased, there iz no reason why
Forest Heath wwould wart to exoort unmeat need to other pats of the HM A,

FebruaryFebnary 2016 18
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Appendix J - Application of LPEG Method

J.1

J.2

J.3

This appendix sets out the estimated Full Objectively Assessed Housing Need (FOAHN) for
Huntingdonshire based on the method set out in the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG)

proposals for a new approach to housing need assessment.

LPEG Approach

The approach recommended by the LPEG is summarised as follows:

Output A: Starting Point - This takes the highest population growth between a base
demographic scenario based on the most recent household and population
projections, as well as an adjustment for the latest mid-year population estimates,
and a demographic scenario using 10-year average migration. Then headship rates
for 25-44 year olds are adjusted to the highest between the latest household
projections and a recovery to part way between the latest household projections
and the 2008 projections by 2033.

Output B: Market Signals — The housing number from Output A is then adjusted to
take account of evidence on relative affordability in terms of the house price to

earnings ratio and rental costs as a proportion of earnings.

Output C: Affordable Housing Need — LPEG specifies that plan makers should
establish the total number of affordable homes needed using a revised
methodology also proposed by LPEG. The overall housing need figure necessary to
meet affordable need should then be calculated based on its likely delivery as a
percentage of mixed market/affordable housing developments, using target
percentages in adopted or emerging local plans. Where the resulting number is
higher than the Output B figure, an upward adjustment should be made so that the
OAN figure is set at the overall figure described above. This suggested adjustment

is set at a maximum of 10%.

Output D: The final OAN figure is the highest of the outputs B and C.

Demographic Starting Point

The demographic starting point for the LPEG method is 743 dpa taking account of the latest
mid year population estimates for Huntingdonshire. This applies to the period 2011-36.

\
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Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

The migration rates suggested by the 2014 population projections are larger than the 10-

year average so no uplift is applied to take account of longer term migration.

Household formation rates for 25-44 year olds in the 2008 based projections were
projected to be higher than those of the 2012 based projections. The LPEG method requires
an adjustment to be applied to the starting point in these circumstances, bringing the

demographic starting point (Output A) up to 798 dwellings per annum.

Market Signals

As well as adjusting headship rates, the LPEG specified an adjustment proportionate to the

scale of affordability issues in the housing market area. The adjustment is as follows:
° Where the Median House Price Ratio (HPR) is less than 5.3 and Lower Quartile Rental
Affordability Ratio (RAR) is less than 25% no uplift is required;

° Where HPR is at or above 5.3 and less than 7.0 and/or the RAR is at or above 25%
and less than 30%, a 10% uplift should be applied;

° Where the HPR is at or above 7.0 and less than 8.7, and/or the RAR is at or above
30% and less than 35%, a 20% uplift should be applied; and

. Where the HPR is at or above 8.7, and/or the RAR is at or above 35%, a 25% uplift
should be applied.

Huntingdonshire’'s Lower Quartile Rental Affordability Ratio is 31%° and its median house
price affordability ratio is 7.8”. This qualifies Huntingdonshire for an uplift of 20% and a
market signals adjusted figure (Output B) of 958 dwellings per annum.

Affordable Housing Need

The recommended proportion of affordable housing in new developments in
Huntingdonshire has been set at up to 40% as per LP 23 in the Consultation Draft of the
emerging Local Plan. The consultation draft of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan states that
the 2013 SHMA for Cambridgeshire estimates a net affordable need of 320 dwellings per

€ Calculated as the three year (2014-16) average ratio between lower quartile rent values from the VOA and lower quartile

salary data from ASHE

" Three year (2014-16) average taken from: ONS, Ratio of Median House Price to Median Gross Annual Workplace-Based
Earnings 1997-2016

APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 102 V"A

\
\|



Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

annum in Huntingdonshire (8,000 across the plan period). To reach this affordable need at
the recommended proportion of affordable housing, Huntingdonshire would require a
housing need figure of 800 dwellings per annum (Output C). As this is lower than the 958

dwellings per annum from output B, LPEG recommends no affordable need uplift.

Full Objectively Assessed Housing Need

J.8 The LPEG approach suggests that the full objectively assessed housing need (FOAHN)
figure is the highest of outputs A, B and C. This would equate to a FOAHN (Output D) of
958 dwellings per annum in Huntingdonshire for the period 2011 to 36.

LPEG Based Outputs

Dwellings

per annum
Output A: Starting Point 798
Output B: Market Signals 958
Output C: Affordable Housing Need 800
Output D: Recommended FOAHN Figure 958
Source: Regeneris Consulting

&%
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Appendix K - Excerpt from Waverley EiP

Hearing Statement

EXAMINATION STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE WAVERLEY HOLEING FORLUM

MATTER 1 - APPENDICES

Prepansd doin iy by
fdarrlin ToplarBic fHaons) Sz MRTE AAED
Aszociate Direcior - Lichfields

Carmencn Austin-Fall B4 fHans) Mibs AARPT
Prancigal Planner— BPY Plaanin g and Devalopment

D Neame BEs (Honz) adfz adeTe!
Dipzahor — Weame Swbhon Limfhed

Syoril 2017
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Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

Matter 1 - Appendix 1 - Page 22 of 30

HIMT, the qualification within the report suggestz it would be the figare neceszaryr to keep
the affn rdability ratio constard.

Redfern Review

1z The Redfern Reviewsswas an independent review o fthe canses offalling ho re o wnership,
and associated housing rnarket challenges. FPubliched in Movernber 2016, it was informed by
ahousing market model and buit by Oxdord Econonudes which boled at the impacts of
different supply assmaptions on prices and horme ownership. The review ultimately
ocoreles(para 53

“wdeolking forvward, ifthe number of hewscholds in the UK wars to growr at arvund
OG0 O P YD, ey Supply of sooees dwellings peryamr sver g decade would be
axpected to out house peioe inflation by avound 5 peroentage poind s{ o speyeerd age
pednts @ yarrh., I ather weords boosting housng supply will have @ mmat e impae
on house pyices, bt enly i mugtainad cver a bng peiod.”

13 The accompaning report by Qoo rd Economics+ identifies that "I pat docemamand
DNESSLNE on prices newy supply would nead to owt #¥ip underbiing housdheld formation ™. 1t
actually raodels a boo =t in housing supply o f 100000 above their bassline forecast of
zaopo00 dwellings per armoarn, conehading that sio000 dpa feelns to koep pevoes in check™
1p to zozhy, albeit sl rising rmarginally, Although oo corresponding analysis is presented
onthe affordabiity ratio (ie. accounting for changes in incomne over that period ), the
adoptionafzioooodpa as a fipwe to keep prices in cleckwoull represant a 44.2% uplift
ower the dermograplic basslite suggested b the 20 14-based projections. & bwer percentage
would be sufficient to hold affordability constant if household ineo roes inoveased ina
o0 1res po Iling Tnanmer.

= 'The Red 1m Reviewint the decline of home ownership’ (16 Movem ber 20 £ - Titpe o redferpenis wiorgiwp-

conterdt aploads oo f foy fTWo8s _EE_online POF.pdf
= 'Porecating TTE hinke prices and home ownershdp' (iovem ber 20 £ Oxford Ecorvomies -
Lot wmarar 1ed fermire vienwr o ke Pwp-co ibe ooty Maplo ads C2o ) 1 16 1194 - Bred et Bueariewemm odel Hrg-pa per pdf

LRI ] Lehlchh
1525010501

\
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Appendix L - Excerpt from OAN Proof of

Evidence, Lucks Lane Inquiry

By

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Section 78 Appeal by Gladman Developments Ltd

Land off Lucks Lane and West and South of the
Osiers and Springfield Close, Buckden,
Huntingdonshire

Proof of Evidence of

James Donagh BA (Hons) MCD MIED
Relating ko the Objective Assessment of Housing Meed

Appeal Ref: APPJHOSZ0/W) 16/3159161
LPA Ref: 16/00576)0UT

April 2017

BARTON
WILLMORE

bartonwillmore,co.uk PLAMMING f DESIGN | DELIVERY




Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

MMatket Signals Based ObHM

“MHPALU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising
the affordability of madet housing over the long-term if a supply
target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of
the right type can be adopted through the planning system for
delivery before or by 2016,

The target of 270,000 per annum would equate to 2 24% increase above the baseline 2014-
based CLG household projection for England (circa 218,000 dwellings per annum, 2014-20349].
Applied to the starting poirt G projection in Huntingdonshire this would result in O8HM of
944 dpa, 2011-Z036.

Crucially, the MHPAU concluded that if stakilising affordability in each region is the goal, then
the maost efficient way to achiewe that is to proportionately increase supply in the areas where
affardability is most sewere, Thus it Focussed 209% of its uplifts [owver the then RSS bargets)
across the South East, the South Weest and the East of England.

iv) Redfern Review [(Movember 2016, CD 12.04)

The Redfern Review was an independent review of the causes of Falling home ownership, and
aszociated housing market challenges. Published in Movember 2016, it was informed by a
housing market model and bult by Owford Economics which looked at the impacts of differant
supply assumptions onprices and home owrership, The review ultimately concludes (paragraph

33

*...looking Forward, if the number of households in the UK were to
grow at around 200,000 per year, new supply of 300,000 dwellings
per year over a decade would be expected to cut house price
inflation by around 5 percentage points (0.5 percentage points a
year)... In other words boosting housing supply will have a material
impact on house prices, but only if sustained over a long period.”

The accompanving report by Oxford Economics (XD 12,050 identifies that "To put downward’
Dressure on pefces new supply wowd eed to outstrp undeA Wng Howsefo'd Formation”, Tt
actually models 2 boost in housing supply of 100,000 abowe their basaline Forecast of 210,000
dwellings per annum, concluding that 210,000 dwelling per annum "felps to keep prices in
ek "up to 2026, albeit still rising marginally,

Although no corresponding amalysiz is presented om the aFFordability ratio i.e. accounting For
changes in income ower that period), the adoption of 310,000 dwellings per annum as a Figure
to keep prices in check would represent 3 44.2% uplift owver the demographic baszeline
suggested by the 2014-based projections. & lower percertage would be sufficient to hold

affardability constant iF household incormes increasedin a corresponding ranner,

27 2da [k [IDTRF 40 Aol 2017
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Objectively Assessed Housing Need in Huntingdonshire

In Huntingdonshire, a 44.2% increase to the 2014-based household projection (761 dpa) would
lead to a requirement For 1,097 dpa, 2011-2036.

v) Conclusions on Market Signals

Although the PPG rakes it clear as to which market signals should be analvsed, it Fails to
provide clarity on what lewel of uplift would be required to provide an adequate rezponze.
Paragraph IDZa-020 staktes that the uplift should be based on reasonable assumptions and be
expacted toimprove aFfordability,

I hawve therefore provided details of the market sigrals uplift that would be required on the
basis of the Local Plans Expert Group’s [LPEG), Redfern Review, Barker Review, and the MHPAL
recommendations, These recommendations would require an OAHN range of between
912 and 1,259 dpa, 2011-2036 in response tormarket signals, This equates to anincrease
of bebween 20% and 65% abowe the starting point estimate of O&HM for Hurtingdonshire (761

deal,
I consider that this evidence and analysis provides Farther support For the e conomic-lad QaHM
I have determined; approximately 1,000 dpa, 2011-2035. The alternative approaches to

market signals uplift are tabulated below:

Table 7.6: Alternative Market Signals Approaches in Huntingdonszhire

Dwelling s
per annum
Appreach 2011-2036
MHP. 944
LPES 951

Redfern Review | 1,097
Barker Reaview 1,254
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Appendix 2: Proof of Evidence of Rebecca
Roebuck, Biggin Lane Inquiry (attached

separately)
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Huntingdonshire

D1I'STRICT COoOuUMNOCIL

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (INQUIRIES PROCEDURE) (ENGLAND)
RULES 2000

INQUIRY UNDER SECTION 78 OF THE
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 INTO

Appeal by Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd,

and Robert, Daphne and Susan Pickard
Land West of Park Road and the Malting on Biggin Lane, Ramsey,
Cambridgeshire

Appeal ref: APP/HO0520/W/17/3174462

“Outline Planning application for the erection of up to 141 dwellings, proposed
access and associated works. All matters reserved except access”

PROOF OF EVIDENCE on matters relating to
OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED

OF
REBECCA ROEBUCK MEng

Research Manager, Cambridgeshire County Council

ON BEHALF OF
HUNTINGDONSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

Planning Inspectorate Reference: APP/H0520/W/17/3174462

Local Planning Authority Reference: 16/01530/0UT
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1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

Qualifications and Experience

My name is Rebecca Roebuck. | am employed by Cambridgeshire County Council as a
Research Manager in the Council’s Research Group. | hold a Master of Engineering
degree. | have worked in the Cambridgeshire Research Group since 2003 and |
became a Research Manager in 2013.

| have prepared this proof of evidence and the report Huntingdonshire Objectively
Assessed Housing Need April 2017 to support Huntingdonshire District Council in
objectively assessing and evidencing development needs for housing, both market
and affordable. | have previously prepared the objectively assessed housing need
figures in the Cambridge Sub-region Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2013.

| understand my duty to the Inquiry to help the Inspector on matters within my
expertise and that this duty overrides any obligation to the person from whom | have
received instructions or by whom | am employed. | have complied, and will continue
to comply, with that duty. | confirm that this evidence identifies all facts which |
regard as being relevant to the opinion that | have expressed and that the Inquiry’s
attention has been drawn to any matter which would affect the validity of that
opinion. | believe that the facts stated within this proof are true and that the
opinions expressed are correct.

The evidence that | have prepared and provide for this appeal reference
APP/H0520/W/17/3174462 in this proof of evidence is true and | confirm that the
opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.



2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

Scope of Evidence

This Proof of Evidence focuses on the objectively assessed need for housing within
Huntingdonshire.

In this Proof of Evidence | will demonstrate that Huntingdonshire District Council’s
objectively assessed housing need has been arrived at on the basis of a robust
methodology.

My Proof of Evidence therefore supports the Council’s case on the current housing
land supply situation, to enable proportionate examination of this issue, whilst
recognising the Government’s guidance in PPG Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 3-033-
20150327 that the individual appeal process cannot replicate the more detailed
investigation at Local Plan examination.

The Proof of Evidence commences at Chapter 3 with a review of policy including the
statutory development plan documents insofar as they relate to housing need issues,
along with consideration of relevant paragraphs within the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

Chapter 4 then addresses the objectively assessed housing need for Huntingdonshire
for 2011 to 2036. Chapter 5 sets out my Conclusions, and also serves as my
Summary.



3. Policy Review
The Development Plan: Relevant Development Plan Documents

3.1. The adopted development plan for Huntingdonshire comprises the following
development plan documents:

a) Core Strategy (2009) (the central document for the purposes of this appeal)
b) Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration (2002)

c) Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995)

d) Huntingdon West Area Action Plan (2011)

3.2. Theonly ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan is that for St Neots (2016) which does not
cover the appeal site.

3.3. The Core Strategy (adopted in September 2009) set a housing delivery target of
14,000 new homes for 2001 to 2026 equivalent to an annual figure of 560 new
homes. This was based on the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England
(2008) revoked in 2013. The housing target and directions of growth for its delivery
are set out in Policy CS2.

3.4. In 2012 Huntingdonshire District Council started preparation of a Local Plan covering
the period 2011 to 2036. In 2013 public consultation was undertaken on a full draft
plan, known as the Stage 3 consultation document. In January 2015,
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Targeted Consultation 2015 was published for
consultation with town and parish councils, landowners and their agents and other
stakeholders under the duty to cooperate®. Both this consultation document and the
earlier 2013 Stage 3 consultation document contained a housing target of 21,000,
equivalent to 840 new homes each yearz.

3.5. The ssignificant increase in the housing target from 14,000 to 21,000 between the
Core Strategy and the current draft Local Plan to 2036 arose from publication of an
updated objectively assessed need for housing figure in the Cambridge Sub-region
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2013 (SHMA 2013). Table 1 below illustrates
recent changes to Huntingdonshire’s housing target and shows the sudden increase
to the target arising from publication of the SHMA 2013.

! Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
2 Targeted Consultation 2015 document page 58, policy LP1 and Stage 3 consultation document page 25,
paragraph 3.40



3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

3.9.

3.10.

Table 1: Changes to Huntingdonshire's housing target

Source Period covered | Overall target | Annual target
East of England Plan (2008) 2001-21 11,200 560
Draft revised East of England 2011-31 11,000 550

Plan (2010)

SHMA 2013 2011-36 21,000 840

A proposed submission Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 (HLP 2036) is scheduled
to be presented to Cabinet in December 2017 seeking approval for publication for
Regulation 19 consultation. The housing requirement figure to be proposed in that
document is dealt with below from paragraph 4.1 onwards.

The intention is for statutory pre-submission consultation to be carried out between
late December 2017 and January 2018 then to formally submit the HLP 2036 for
examination in March 2018.

National Policy

Paragraph 17 of the NPPF sets out 12 core planning principles. The third one listed
focuses on delivering the homes that the country needs and advocates that:

Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing,
business and other development needs of an area.

Paragraph 47 then states that (with my emphasis underlined):

To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should:
use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing

market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this Framework,

including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing
strategy over the plan period;

Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that:

Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of housing needs

in their area. They should:

e prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing
needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas
cross administrative boundaries. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment




e should identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that
the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:

o meets household and population projections, taking account of
migration and demographic change

o addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable
housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such as,
but not limited to, families with children, older people, people with
disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own
homes)

o caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary
to meet this demand

3.11. The NPPF is complemented by advice set out in the Planning Practice Guidance. With
regard to the need for additional housing, Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 2a-003-
20140306 provides the following definition:

Need for housing in the context of the guidance refers to the scale and mix of
housing and the range of tenures that is likely to be needed in the housing
market area over the plan period — and should cater for the housing demand of
the area and identify the scale of housing supply necessary to meet that
demand.

3.12. Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20140306 cautions that:

The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of need based
on facts and unbiased evidence. Plan makers should not apply constraints to
the overall assessment of need, such as limitations imposed by the supply of
land for new development, historic under performance, viability, infrastructure
or environmental constraints.



4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

4.5.

Objectively Assessed Housing Need
The Housing Requirement Figure

The SHMA 2013 was prepared to support the spatial strategy for development in
Cambridgeshire and West Suffolk. It was produced by the Cambridgeshire County
Council Research and Performance Team in collaboration with the Cambridgeshire
Joint Strategic Planning Unit and all relevant district councils. As noted above the
SHMA 2013 identifies an objectively assessed need figure for Huntingdonshire of
21,000 new dwellings for 2011-2036. The Appellants have challenged this figure and
have calculated an alternative figure of 23,809 dwellings. | have considered their
statement of case and deal with their position below at paragraphs 4.25 and 4.26.

The SHMA 2013 was informed by the Population, Housing and Employment
Forecasts Technical Report produced by Cambridgeshire County Council’s Research
and Performance Team and coordinated by the Cambridgeshire Joint Strategic
Planning Unit. It covers a range of national and local population and housing
statistics, including the 2011 Census population figure; it also includes economic
forecasts and provides an uplift for Huntingdonshire to reflect the designation of
Alconbury Enterprise Zone in 2011.

The methodology used to prepare the objectively assessed housing need figures
presented in the SHMA 2013 for the housing market area as a whole, and for
individual districts, has been considered at the Local Plan examinations for Fenland,
St Edmundsbury, and East Cambridgeshire District Councils. The SHMA 2013 was
tested in each of the examinations and the resulting housing requirements set out in
their plans were found sound in Inspectors’ reports published in 2014, 2014, and
2015 respectively.

As set out above in paragraphs 3.4 onwards, the 2013 Stage 3 consultation Local Plan
to 2036 contained a housing target of 21,000 new homes, equating to 840 homes
per year, based on the SHMA 2013’s evidence. This target was backdated to 2011. It
represented a 50% increase in the annual housing target over that in the adopted
Core Strategy.

The SHMA 2013 was produced prior to publication of the Planning Practice
Guidance. Therefore, in 2016 Cambridgeshire County Council’s Research Group was
commissioned by the Council to undertake an update of the objectively assessed
need figure to take account of the most recent official population and household
projections and the latest local economic evidence, and to respond to market signals,



4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

following the advice set out in the Planning Practice Guidance under the heading
‘Methodology: assessing housing need’.

The report by Cambridgeshire County Council Research Group, on which | was the
lead author, was completed in April 2017 and identifies an objectively assessed
housing need figure (OAN) of 20,100 dwellings, equivalent to 804 homes per year.
This figure is 5% higher than the demographic starting point estimate of 19,140
dwellings.

| understand that the HLP 2036 will be responding to the latest available housing
evidence. | understand that in total housing completions since 2011, commitments
as at 1 April 2017 and allocations in the draft Local Plan will look to significantly
exceed the 20,100 OAN to ensure an adequate buffer is provided, and policies which
guide development on unallocated sites and make allowance for rural exceptions
sites will be in addition to this.

Neither the NPPF nor the PPG expressly sets out a fixed methodology for how
objectively assessed need for housing should be calculated. Both provide guidance
but acknowledge that the calculation calls for a series of planning judgements.

Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed Housing Need April 2017

The Council’s April 2017 report (APPENDIX 1) by Cambridgeshire Research Group
(CRG) provides an updated objectively assessed need for housing in Huntingdonshire
for the period 2011 to 2036, which builds on the existing Strategic Housing Market
Assessment evidence base, but also takes the opportunity to use any updated other
evidence, such as national forecasts and projections, in that process.

Methodology

The methodological approach that has been used follows the advice set out in the
Planning Practice Guidance. The Cambridge housing market area — defined as
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Forest Heath, Huntingdonshire, South
Cambridgeshire and St Edmundsbury council areas — is an established assessment
area. Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed Housing Need April 2017 paragraphs 20
to 35 provide up-to-date supporting evidence for this assessment area.

Building on the existing evidence base of partner local authorities in the housing
market area, the assessment by Cambridgeshire County Council Research Group
follows closely the technical advice in the Objectively Assessed Need and Housing
Targets note prepared for the Planning Advisory Service by Peter Brett Associates



(Appendix 2). Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed Housing Need April 2017
paragraphs 17 to 19 and Figure 1 below summarise the method used by
Cambridgeshire Research Group and Peter Brett Associates, which follows closely the
methodology set out in the Planning Practice Guidance.

Figure 1: Assessing needs and setting targets (Peter Brett Associates)

DEFINE HOUSING MARKET AREA

CLG HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS

Area profile

Currently 2012-based

ADJUSTMENTS TO PROJECTIONS

Demography
- Starting point: 2012-projections

- Migration and population change
- Headship rates

Past delivery & market signals

Otherlocal circumstances
not captured by past trends

Future jobs

OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED NEED

POLICY AND SUPPLY FACTORS

Affordable housing need

Cross-boundary unmet need

Supply capacity

Authorities' policy objectives

HOUSING PROVISION TARGET

(The 2012-based household projections were current at the time of publication.)
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4.12.

4.13.

4.14.

The starting point for establishing the need for housing

The methodological approach that has been used takes into account the
Government’s latest (2014-based) household and population projections. Household
projections published by the Department for Communities and Local Government
provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. Huntingdonshire
Objectively Assessed Housing Need April 2017 paragraphs 36 to 67 take account of
the 2014-based household and population projections.

The 2014-2039 Household Projections (CLG 2014) were published on 12 July 2016,
and were the most up-to-date estimate of future household growth in April 2017.
The 2012-2037 Household Projections (CLG 2012) were published on 27 February
2015. For Huntingdonshire, the CLG 2014 estimate of 18,590 households is 13%
higher than the CLG 2012 estimate of 16,500 households for 2011-2036.

The Planning Practice Guidance at paragraph 2a-015-20140306 states that the
household projection-based estimate of housing need may require adjustment to
reflect factors affecting local demography and household formation rates which are
not captured in past trends. CRG’s April 2017 report at paragraph 67 concludes that
the CLG 2014 starting point estimate of 19,140 dwellings (18,590 households)
requires no adjustment for the period 2011 to 2036.

Figure 2: Household formation rates by year (CLG)
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Figure 3: Household formation rates in 2011 (CLG)

0.9

0.8

0.7

e
=

Headship rate

15-24 25-34 3544 4554 55-59 60-64 65-74 75-84 85+ Total
Age group

® Huntingdonshire  ® East Northamptonshire = Maidstone  ®England = Cambridge HMA

Figure 4: Household formation rates in 2036 (CLG)
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4.15. The latest (CLG 2014) household formation rates are the most up-to-date estimate of
future household growth. Although the PPG advises that the CLG 2014 household
formation rates may require adjustment to reflect factors affecting local
demography and household formation rates which are not captured in past trends,

12



4.16.

4.17.

4.18.

CRG’s April 2017 report at paragraph 64 finds no evidence for an adjustment to the
CLG 2014 household formation rates for Huntingdonshire relative to the national and
other rates and no requirement under these circumstances to adjust the CLG 2014
household formation rates for Huntingdonshire to higher rates from an older
national model. The statistically robust rates from the latest national model provide
the most up-to-date estimate of future household growth. As Figure 2 above shows,
Huntingdonshire’s headship rates follow the national rates. For the 25-34 age group,
Huntingdonshire’s headship rates remain above the national rates throughout the
Local Plan period, from 2011 (Figure 3) to 2036 (Figure 4).

Taking employment trends into account

The methodological approach that has been used takes employment trends into
account, using the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM). The Planning Advisory
Service guidance (Appendix 2) at paragraph 8.2 advises that Planning Inspectors have
interpreted PPG paragraph 2a-018-20140306 to mean that demographic projections
should be tested against expected future jobs, to see if housing supply in line with
the projections would be enough to support those future jobs. If that is not the case,
the demographically projected need should be adjusted upwards accordingly; such
adjustments overlap with the adjustments for past supply and market signals.
Inspectors’ advice also suggests that future jobs cannot be used to cap demographic
projections. In other words, if the demographic projections provide more workers
than are required to fill the expected jobs, they should not be adjusted downwards.
Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed Housing Need April 2017 paragraphs 68 to 89
take employment trends into account.

CRG’s April 2017 report takes account of the latest (EEFM 2016) economic forecasts.
The EEFM 2016 baseline estimate of 12,370 jobs (495 jobs per annum) for 2011-2036
is lower than the SHMA 2013 figure of 19,000 jobs, and lower than the district’s
historical employment growth. The EEFM 2016 estimate is a more up-to-date
estimate than the SHMA 2013 figure, and is an unconstrained forecast. The
slowdown in the forecast reflects a similar slowdown in Cambridge Econometrics’
East of England and UK forecasts. An important feature of the EEFM is its links to
other Cambridge Econometrics forecasting models, ensuring that all EEFM forecasts
are consistent with Cambridge Econometrics’ world, UK national and UK regional
forecasts.

CRG’s April 2017 report takes account of the EEFM 2016 employment forecasts and

at paragraph 89 having regard to the growth of the working age population in the
housing market area concludes that the demographic projection requires an upward

13



4.19.

4.20.

adjustment to 19,910 dwellings. This housing figure is 4% higher than the CLG 2014
starting point estimate of 19,140 dwellings.

Taking market signals into account

The methodological approach that has been used takes market signals into account,
applying a 5% uplift to Huntingdonshire’s demographic projection in response to
market signals. The Planning Practice Guidance at paragraph 2a-019-20140306 states
that the demographically projected housing need should be adjusted to reflect
appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance
between the demand for and supply of dwellings. Huntingdonshire Objectively
Assessed Housing Need April 2017 paragraphs 90 to 117 take market signals into
account.

As Figure 5 below shows, Huntingdonshire has the third lowest affordability ratio of
the seven districts in the housing market area, above Fenland and Forest Heath.
Taking account of the outcomes of three other local plan examinations, Cambridge
and South Cambridgeshire Local Plan Examination Objectively Assessed Housing
Need: Further Evidence November 2015 (Appendix 3) at paragraph 3.41 concludes
that market signals for South Cambridgeshire point to ‘modest’ market pressures,
similar to Eastleigh and Uttlesford, which suggests an uplift of 10% to the
demographically projected housing need, and at paragraph 3.42 concludes that for
Cambridge market signals are similar to Canterbury, which suggests a 30% uplift.

Figure 5: Affordability ratios in 2016 (ONS)
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4.21.

4.22.

4.23.

4.24.

4.25.

Forest Heath District Market Signals and Objectively Assessed Housing Need
February 2016 (Appendix 4) at paragraph 6.1 concludes that in the base period
whose trends the demographic projections roll forward, the evidence mostly
suggests that housing land supply in Forest Heath has met demand. Similar to Forest
Heath, the supply-demand imbalance in Huntingdonshire is less than in South
Cambridgeshire and far less than in Cambridge, which suggests an uplift of less than
10%. The selection of a 5% uplift for Huntingdonshire therefore follows a consistent
approach to assessing housing need within the Cambridge housing market area.

CRG’s April 2017 report at paragraph 114 concludes that the demographic projection
requires an upward adjustment to 20,100 dwellings. This housing figure is 5% higher
than the CLG 2014 starting point estimate of 19,140 dwellings. CRG’s April 2017
report at paragraph 116 concludes that the objectively assessed housing need is
20,100 dwellings for 2011-2036.

As the adjustments overlap (Appendix 2 paragraph 8.2), the level of the 5% uplift
adjustment takes account of market signals and employment trends. The scale of the
adjustment has regard to the degree of uplift expected to improve affordability by
Inspectors in other areas. Given the level of under-provision in Huntingdonshire
relative to these areas, it is reasonable to assume the 5% uplift adjustment could be
expected to improve affordability in Huntingdonshire.

The demographically projected need, adjusted for market signals, provides more
workers than are required to fill the expected jobs, and more dwellings than are
indicated by the EEFM’s economic forecasts. As the demographic projections should
not be adjusted downwards (Appendix 2 paragraph 8.3), the objectively assessed
housing need exceeds the EEFM’s trend-based economic forecast. It is reasonable,
and in line with paragraph 158 of the NPPF, to assume the higher housing figure
aligns with a higher jobs growth figure. Having arrived at the objectively assessed
housing need following the methodology set out in the PPG, CRG’s April 2017 report
at paragraph 142 also sets out for the Council a consistent employment growth
figure. This figure is 14,400 jobs for 2011-2036.

RPS Assessment of Housing Need in Huntingdonshire 2011-2031

The Appellants’ September 2015 report by RPS identifies an overall housing figure of
23,809 dwellings (952 dwellings per annum) for 2011-2036. This housing figure
reflects the employment figure of 19,000 jobs (760 jobs per annum) from the
Council’s 2013 Strategic Housing Market Assessment, which pre-dates the Planning
Practice Guidance. The assessment yields a ratio of new jobs to new dwellings of 0.8.
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4.26.

4.27.

4.28.

4.29.

4.30.

The Council’s April 2017 report takes account of more recent economic forecasts.
The Council’s assessment identifies an overall housing figure of 20,100 dwellings
(804 dwellings per annum) for 2011-2036, and a jobs growth figure of 14,400 jobs
(576 jobs per annum). Applying the ratio of 0.8 new jobs per new dwelling from the
RPS report to the Council’s jobs growth estimate of 14,400 jobs yields a housing need
figure of 18,000 dwellings, which is lower than the Council’s objectively assessed
housing need figure of 20,100 dwellings.

Standard Method for Assessing Housing Need

The Government’s proposed approach to a standard method was published on 14
September 2017. The consultation is still at an early stage at the time of this appeal
and the consultation proposals should not be given the same weight as the National
Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Practice Guidance. The indicative
assessment of Huntingdonshire’s housing need based on the Government’s
proposed formula is 1,010 dwellings per annum, which is calculated as follows:
Local Housing Need = (1 + adjustment factor) * projected household growth
= (1 + 0.25*(local affordability ratio—4)/4) * projected household growth

=(1+0.25%(8.25-4)/4) * 7,984/10

=(1+0.2656) * 798.4

= 1,010 dwellings per annum

The overall housing need figure of 1,010 dwellings per annum is 206 (26%) more
dwellings per annum than the objectively assessed housing need.

Increases in housing delivery above population growth should be inversely
proportionate to the affordability of an area, with less affordable areas needing to
deliver more homes. Put another way, the adjustment factor should be highest in
the places where affordability is worst. Unlike the consultation proposals, the
Planning Practice Guidance provides no meaningful guidance on the size of any
market signals uplift.

Given that the Planning Practice Guidance is silent, until now the only indications on
the size of any uplift came from the Planning Inspectorate. A number of Inspectors
examining Local Plans have advised on this matter, including the Inspectors in
Eastleigh, Uttlesford and Canterbury. As Table 2 below shows, housing in
Huntingdonshire is more affordable than in Cambridge, Uttlesford, Canterbury,
South Cambridgeshire and Eastleigh, but less affordable than in Forest Heath.
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4.31.

Table 2: Adjustment factor and existing uplift in Huntingdonshire and six areas with
adopted* or submitted** Local Plans

Local Authority

Adjustment factor

Existing uplift

Cambridge** 56.06% 30%
Uttlesford* 51.88% 10%
Canterbury* 41.25% 30%
South Cambridgeshire** 38.25% 10%
Eastleigh* 32.94% 10%
Huntingdonshire 26.56% 5%
Forest Heath** 26.06% 5%

The size of the uplift should be highest in the places where affordability is worst.
Taking account of the outcomes of other local plan examinations, and the existing
evidence base of partner local authorities in the housing market area, relative to the
uplifts of 30% for Cambridge and Canterbury, 10% for South Cambridgeshire,
Eastleigh and Uttlesford, and 5% for Forest Heath, an uplift of 5% for
Huntingdonshire remains appropriate at the time of this appeal, while the

Government consults on its proposed approach.
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Summary and Conclusions

The report Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed Housing Need April 2017 identifies
an objectively assessed housing need figure of 20,100 dwellings for 2011-2036 (804
dwellings per annum). This objectively assessed need figure has been arrived at on
the basis of a robust methodology, which takes into account the Government’s latest
household and population projections, employment trends, and market signals. The
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 will seek to allocate sufficient sites to deliver at
least 20,100 new homes.

The Appellants have challenged the Council’s objectively assessed need figure and
have calculated an alternative figure of 23,809 dwellings. This housing figure reflects
the employment figure of 19,000 jobs from the Council’s 2013 Strategic Housing
Market Assessment. The Council’s housing figure of 20,100 dwellings takes more
recent economic forecasts into account.

The indicative assessment of local housing need based on the Government’s
proposed formula is 1,010 dwellings per annum. The Council’s methodological
approach accords with the Government’s key principle that increases in housing
delivery above population growth should be inversely proportionate to the
affordability of an area, with less affordable areas needing to deliver more homes.
Only the scale of the adjustment differs from the Government’s consultation
proposals. The scale of the Council’s adjustment takes account of the outcomes of
other local plan examinations, and the existing evidence base of partner local
authorities in the housing market area. The scale of the Council’s adjustment
therefore follows a consistent approach to assessing housing need within the
Cambridge housing market area, and may accord with the scale of the adjustment
the Government adopts in response to the consultation results.
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Delivery of Affordable Housing Across Draft Allocated Sites within the Emerging Local Plan

Residential Site|Site Name Number of|Planning Application Status Amount  of] % Affordable within Planning Obligation(s) [Number of Affor f|N /i
Allocation units Units with| as part
within Draft| allocated in Planning Planning Permissions Proposed (if not|
Local Plan Draft Local| Permission Permitted by
Plan Planning
Permission)
SEL1.1 Former Alconbury Airfield and|5000 Permitted - 12011580UT 5000 * |Phase 1: 0% up to 300 units; 10% of first 603 88 in first phase plus either a
Grange Farm 879 dwellings. Subsidiary report states| 1736 minimum of 515 representing 12.5%|
between 12.5% and 40% will be delivered| but up to a maximum of 1,648 if 40%|
post Phase 1 post Phase 1
SEL1.2 RAF Alconbury 1680 None 672
HU1 Ermine Street, Huntingdon 1440 Application for 1021 units| 576
undetermined since 2010 on|
part of site (10017120UT).
HU2 Former  Forensic  Science|105 Permitted - 17/01597/FUL 103 40% 41
Laboratory, Huntingdon
HU3 Former Police HQ site,|75 None 30
Huntingdon
HU6 George Street, Huntingdon 300 [Application for 304 units and| 120
other uses undetermined|
(17/00733/FUL)
HU7 Gas Depot, Mill Common,|11 Permitted - 16/02093/FUL 11 0 0
Huntingdon
HUS California Road, Huntingdon |55 None 22
HU9 Main Street, Huntingdon 30 None 12
HU12 Dorling Way, Brampton 150 Permitted - 16/00194/0UT 150 40% 60
HU13 Brampton Park 600 Permitted - 15/00368/0UT:|523 0% 131 131 provided by Metropolitan but|
437 dwellings; 15/02016/FUL:| not required through S106
30 dwellings; 16/00975/FUL -|
56 dwellings
HU14 Brampton Park Golf Club|65 Permitted - 17/01959/FUL - 68|68 40% 27
Practice Ground dwellings
HU16 Tyrell's Marina,|16 16/00906/FUL for 16 dwellings ** 6
Godmanchester - no decision
HU17 RGE Engineering,|90 None 36
Godmanchester
HU18 Wigmore Farm  Buildings,|13 16/01477/FUL - 13 dwellings |13 40% 5
Godmanchester
HU19 Bearscroft Farm,|750 Permitted - 12008650UT - 753|753 35% 264
Godmanchester dwellings
SEL2 St Neots East 3820 Loves Farm East - 1,020 Loves Farm East - 28% across whole site 286
dwellings  (13003880UT) -
approved by Committee April
2018 subject to S106 and
other issues
Wintringham Park - 2,800 Wintringham Park - 25% for first 500 units;; 125 25% of first 500 units
dwellings (17/02308/0UT) | Review mechanism thereafter to try to 575 If 25% of remainder
approved by Committee| achieve 40%. 920 If 40% of remainder
March 2018 - awaiting S106
and other issues being]
resolved.
SN1 St Mary's Urban Village, St|40 Permission 0900411FUL for 24|29 permitted No affordable on 0900411FUL, 1301969FUL| 0 [Assume proposed 9 units will not|
Neots units. 18/00497/FUL proposes|9 proposed. or 1201442FUL. require any affordable.
9 dwellings - undetermined.
1301969FUL - permitted 3|
units. 1201442FUL - 2 units.
SN2 Loves Farm Reserved Site, StJ40 Permitted - 13003890UT for|41 40% 16
Neots 41 dwellings
SN3 Cromwell Road North, St|80 None. 32
Neots
SN4 Cromwell Road Car Park, St|20 09012880UT - 21  units 40% 8
Neots pending decision. Committeel
approved in December 2016 -|
awaiting signed S106.
SN5 Former Youth Centre, Priory|14 15/00634/FUL - 14 dwellings - ** 0 Assume 0 given under 14 units
Road, St Neots pending.
SN6 North of St James Road, Little|35 None. 14
Paxton
SI1 St lves West 400 13018950UT permitted 125215 35% on 13018950UT. 40% on 14022100UT, 80 71 Assumes 178 dwellings being the
dwellings. 14022100UT| None on 1201890FUL or 1201891FUL. balance of the allocation (assuming]|
permitted 'Residentiall that 7 under 1201890/91FUL are|
Development' 90 shown on built)- 224 proposed would deliver an
masterplan. 1201890FUL and lextra 19 units.
1201891FUL for 7 dwellings]
combined: resolution  to
approve April 2017.]
13010560UT - 224 dwellings -|
pending.
S12 St Ives Football Club 30 16/01485/0UT for 30 Viability work ongoing. 12
dwellings pending.
S14 Former ~ Car  Showroom,|50 None. 20
London Road, St Ives
RA1 Ramsey Gateway (High Lode) |110 Permitted 0900365573 - 110|110 29% with grant or 0% without - viability| 32
units. work ongoing.
RA2 Ramsey Gateway 50 16/00311/FUL - 52 dwellings -} 20
pending.
RA3 West  Station Yard and|30 None. 12
Northern Mill
RA4 Field Road, Ramsey 90 Permitted: 14018520UT - 90|90 40% 36
dwellings
RAS Whytefield Road, Ramsey 40 None. 16
RA6 94 Great Whyte, Ramsey 35 15/02384/FUL - 32 units - 14
pending.
RA7 East of Valiant Square,|90 None. 36
Ramsey
RA8 Former RAF Upwood and|450 Permitted: 12012740UT - 160} 40% but subject to viability prior to REM 64 116 290 assumed given balance of]
Upwood Hill House, Ramsey dwellings maximum. submission(s). allocation
BU1 East of Silver Street and South|270 None 108
of A1, Buckden




BU2 Luck's Lane, Buckden 165 Permitted 16/00576/0UT  -|140 40% 56
140 dwellings.
FS1 Former Dairy Crest Factory,|90 Permitted 16/01026/FUL - 88|88 34 units. 34
Fenstanton dwellings.
FS2 Cambridge Road West, |85 Permitted 16/00582/FUL - 86|86 34 units. 34
Fenstanton dwellings.
FS3 Cambridge Road East,|35 None. 14
Fenstanton
KB1 West of Station Road,|20 None. 8
Kimbolton
KB2 North of Station Road/ Stowe|65 None? 26 HDC website shows red area but no|
Road, Kimbolton application number
SY1 East of Glebe Farm, Sawtry 80 Permitted 14016590UT - 80|80 40% 32
SY2 South of Gidding Road,|295 Permitted 17/00077/0UT  -|295 40% 118
Sawtry 295 dwellings.
SM1 College Farm, West of|55 None. 22
Newlands Industrial Estate,
Somersham
SM2 Newlands, St Ives Road,|45 Permitted 15/00917/0UT - 45|45 40% 18
Somersham dwellings.
SM3 The Pasture, Somersham 15 None 6
SM4 Somersham Town Football[45 None 18
Ground
SM5 East of Robert Avenue,|50 None 20
Somersham
SM6 North of the Bank,|120 None 48
Somersham
\WB1 West of Ramsey Road,|45 None 18
Warboys
\WB2 Manor Farm Buildings,|10 None 4
Warboys
\WB3 South of Stirling Close,|50 None 20
Warboys
\WB4 South of Farrier's Way,|75 Permitted 14018870UT - 74|74 40% 30
Warboys dwellings.
(WBS Extension to West of Station|80 Permitted 16/02519/0UT - 80|80 40% 32
Road, Warboys dwellings.
YX1 [Askew's Lane, Yaxley 10 Permitted  14015470UT  -|12 None. 0
residential development but|
shows 12 units.
AL1 North  of  School Lane,|95 None. 38
Alconbury
BL1 West of Longacres,|150 17/00906/0UT for 135 60
Bluntisham dwellings - pending.
BL2 North of 10 Station Road,|30 17/01015/0UT for 30 12
Bluntisham dwellings - pending.
GS1 South of 29 The Green, Great|20 None. 8
Staughton
GS2 Between 20 Cage Lane and|14 None. 6
Averyhill, Great Staughton
Total Number of Dwellings|17818
Allocated
TOTALS A |Assumes 603 at SEL1.1 1713
B |Assumes 1736 at SEL1.1 2846
C |Assumes 575 in post first phase at SEL2 3245
(Wintringham Park)
D |Assumes 920 in post first phase at SEL2 3612
(Wintirngham Park)
£ |Best Case Affordable Amount (B+D) 6458
F|Worst Case Affordable Amount (A+C) 4958
G |Draft Local Plan Para 4.3 7900 (CCC/CRG Report (April 2017 says
7,897)
Shortage - Best Case (G-E) 1442 1338 if Biggin Lane and Needingworth|
included
Shortage - Worst Case (G-F) 2942 2838 if Biggin Lane and Needingworth
included
* policy states more could be supported subject to capacity
** policy says C3 acceptable but does not specify the amount
Permitted but|
not allocated
Biggin Lane, Ramsey N/A Permitted 141 141 40% 56
Gladman, Needingworth N/A Permitted 120 subject to S106 |120 40% 48

No allowance for unallocated sites (other than those listed above) which deliver affordable housing - includes exception sites

AMR December 2017 says 3,675 new housing completions between 2011 and 2017 so total with proposed allocations = 21,493 units.

Some completions may be from allocated sites though?



Annual Monitoring Report Affordable Housing Delivery

Draft Local Plan covers period from April 2011 to March 2036

AMR not produced for April 2011 - March 2012 due to not being a requirement of legislation

AMR Date |Period Covered Affordable Units Completed % of qualifying sites |% of overall completions
Dec-13|April 2012 - March 2013 28 10.2 6
Jan-15]April 2013 - March 2014 112 20.7 15.9
Dec-15|April 2014 - March 2015 219 31.1 22.3
Dec-16]April 2015 - March 2016 55 22 9.7
Dec-17|April 2016 - March 2017 128 32.6 16.2

Total Afforable Housing Delivery 542

Average Affordable Housing Delivery 108.4 23.32| 14.02
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	1. Response to Matter 4 Questions
	1) Is it justified to identify an updated OAN for housing for Huntingdonshire rather than the wider HMA? What are the implications of this for other authorities in terms of plan preparation and meeting identified needs?
	1.1 Huntingdonshire District Council’s decision to identify an OAN for the district only is consistent with the approach apparently agreed amongst the seven HMA authorities.  It is a pragmatic approach to addressing the issue of OAN when there are com...
	1.2 However, it is not possible to conclude that paragraphs 47 and 159 of the NPPF are met by the approach taken by HDC and the other HMA authorities and the figures they have so far produced individually:
	 There is at best only a superficial attempt in the HDC’s Duty to Cooperate document (Core/06, Table 1 and paras. 3.7-3.21) to consider the alignment of the OANs across the HMA.  Although HDC acknowledges that the 2013 SHMA OAN figures for the HMA ar...
	 Whilst there is a brief reference to the now out-of-date 2013 Memorandum of Cooperation on Peterborough’s absorption of 2,500 dwellings0F  there is no indication that the implications for planned housing requirements and any unmet need of a full OAN...
	 Nor is there any indication that the assumptions made by individual HMA authorities about the flows of people (travel to work) and future employment have been considered collectively as part of the duty to cooperate process.
	2) Was the methodology employed in the Huntingdonshire Objectively Assessed Housing Need Update of 2017 appropriate and does it provide a robust basis for establishing the OAN?


	1.3 It has weaknesses which mean it falls short of being a robust basis for determining the district’s OAN and consequently understates the district’s OAN.  These weaknesses are:
	 HOUS/01 contains only limited assessment of past household formation rate trends and concludes there are no grounds to adjust them, without first having sufficiently considered the evidence for Huntingdonshire.  We consider that there are grounds to...
	 A flawed approach to determining whether and how far the starting point population and household projections should be adjusted to account for future jobs.
	 Its conclusions on the size of the market signals adjustment that should be applied to the starting point projections.  We agree that an uplift in the OAN is justified, but there is insufficient evidence to support the Council’s conclusion that a sm...
	 Reliance on comparison with the methodology and conclusions of the 2013 SHMA to justify the approach taken in CRG 2017 and the lower OAN figure that arises from the Council’s 2017 study. The 2013 SHMA is based on out-of-date evidence and there are s...
	3) Is it justified in not making adjustments to the demographic led figure derived from the 2014 based household projections in terms of alternative migration trends, evidence on household formation rates or other factors?


	1.4 HOUS/01 concludes that no adjustment to the 2014-based household projections on the grounds that Huntingdonshire’s household formation rates (HFR) in the projections are generally similar to those of England and comparator areas in 2014 (para. 64 ...
	1.5 In evidence to the Biggin Lane inquiry (APP/H0520/W/17/3174462), the Council’s witness provided additional analysis (included as Appendix 2 in this statement, paras. 4.12-4.15) on the household projections by comparing projected changes in HFRs fr...
	1.6 Detailed analysis of the household projections was carried out in the Regeneris proof of evidence to the Biggin Lane Inquiry (Attached at Appendix 1, See Appendix D in this statement).  It found an adjustment to be justified for these reasons:
	 Affordability worsened substantially across England including in Huntingdonshire from the mid 1990s onwards, squeezing the ability of younger people to form independent households.
	 The recession from 2008 saw affordability problems exacerbated by rising unemployment, static wage growth and restrictions on the availability of mortgage finance.
	 Evidence that the HFR for 25-34 year olds in Huntingdonshire worsened from 2001-11 by a larger percentage than all but South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge in the HMA, the two least affordable local authority areas in the HMA, and by a larger percenta...
	 Prior to 2012/13, Huntingdonshire was operating with a ‘restrained’ housing delivery target.  A restrained housing target compared with projected household growth would have contributed to constrained household formation in that period.

	1.7 There are therefore grounds to adjust HFRs for younger households, and particularly the 25-34 year old cohort.  By returning household formation rates in the 25-34 cohort to the level at which they stood in 2001, before the effects of worsening af...
	1.8 Recently published ONS population projections (2016-based) project significantly lower population growth.  Taking 2011 as the base year, the new projections suggest annual population growth of 905 compared with 1,350 in the 2014-based projections.
	1.9 There are several reasons why they should not be relied upon in preference to the demographic evidence used in HOUS/01 and our submissions:
	 It is likely that the change is heavily influenced by two recent years of very low net migration (285 in 2015 and 147 in 2016).  This is far below the average (521 a year) from 2001-16, and lower than only 2008-09.   This is likely to have been driv...
	 New household projections are not released until September 2018, so it is not yet clear what are the implications for household growth and housing, and may be premature to estimate these.
	 Lower population and working age population growth implies lower workforce growth.  Planning for future jobs growth on the basis of an OAN driven by the 2016-based projections is therefore likely to require a more substantial uplift to the starting ...
	 The PPG (para. 016) specifies that housing need assessments do not become outdated each time new projections are issued.

	1.10 For these reasons, the 2014-based projections should continue to provide the starting point for OAN.
	4) How have economic/jobs growth forecasts and changes to working age population been taken into account? Is the 4% uplift to take account of this justified?

	1.11 HOUS/01 concludes that the appropriate employment growth figure on which to assess the OAN is 12,370 net additional jobs (495 pa) for 2011-36 which equates to an annual growth rate of c. 0.6%.
	1.12 The Council’s conclusion that a 4% uplift to the starting point projections is necessary to respond to future change in jobs and the labour force is not justified for several reasons:
	 HOUS/01 relies on only one jobs forecast (EEFM) and contains no comparisons with other forecasts or with past trends.  Whilst paragraph 018 of the PPG specifies that past trends and/or forecasts should be considered, it is good practice to weigh up ...
	 Past employment trends data (See this statement Appendix 1, Page 23, Table 7.3), including sources (EEFM) used by the Council itself, shows that Huntingdonshire has over some past periods seen markedly higher growth than the 0.6% future growth per a...
	 In the 2013 SHMA, a figure of 19,000 jobs 2011-36 (760 a year) was accepted and later formed part of the 2015 Targeted Consultation by the District Council as part of the Local Plan process.
	 Important differences between some assumptions that underpin the Council’s preferred EEFM forecast and the ONS demographic projections.  For example, the EEFM model assumes population growth that is 4,500 lower than that assumed in the ONS projectio...

	1.13 In essence, the Council simply accepts that EEFM is an integrated model and that its preferred jobs forecast figure is robust and should be entirely relied upon for OAN purposes without any critical analysis of its underlying assumptions
	1.14 Furthermore, it is clear from HOUS/01 (paras. 86-89, para. 142 and Table 10) that the Council itself does not accept the EEFM jobs growth figure as the one linked to its OAN.  It makes a 4% upward adjustment to the housing need figure compared wi...
	1.15 However, in HOUS/01’s later conclusions on the need for an overall 5% adjustment in its OAN (Table 10) to account for market signals (to 804 dpa), it gives a jobs growth figure of 14,400 (c. 575 pa).1F   This is the result of the Council having a...
	1.16 Regeneris’s analysis of past jobs growth and a range of forecasts suggests a higher jobs growth figure of 710 jobs per annum (0.8% employment growth pa) applied from 2016-36 is a reasonable growth assumption to make.  The EEFM data used by the Co...
	 Reasonable assumptions that economic activity rates will increase over the period from 2011-36, including in older age groups as the state pension age increases.  This generates extra residents in the district’s workforce.
	 A fall in unemployment since 2011 which also brings more of the resident population into the active workforce.
	 A ratio of working residents to jobs (1.15) which reflects the important role of Huntingdonshire as a residential location for people commuting to Cambridge and elsewhere, and which allows for the number of people commuting into and out of the distr...
	5) How have market signals been taken into account? What do they show? What is the basis for the 5% uplift? Is this appropriate or should it be higher? Is it appropriate to include the uplift for economic/jobs growth within this figure?


	1.17 Detailed analysis of market signals evidence is contained in the Regeneris Biggin Lane proof (attached at Appendix 1, Chapter 8).  It agrees with the Council’s conclusion that analysis of a full range of market signals evidence justifies an uplif...
	 Lower quartile and median house price to earnings ratios exceed 8.0 and are well above the England average.
	 The latest ONS affordability ratio release (April 2018) gives workplace-based ratios of 8.76 and 9.15 for Huntingdonshire in 2017.

	1.18 There is clear evidence of worsening in both house price increase data and affordability ratios data over both the long and short term.  The percentage worsening from 2016-2017 on the lower quartile measure exceeds that of all the HMA districts w...
	1.19 Average monthly rental prices that at £575 in 2016 were also well above the England average of £495 with an increase of 24% since 2011, an increase exceeded only by Cambridge in the HMA.
	1.20 Whilst the district has comparatively lower house prices than other HMA districts, this  is in the context of a high value housing market in Cambridgeshire, and one that faces and acknowledges it has significant affordability challenges.
	1.21 The PPG (para. 020) is clear that, after comparisons of market signals evidence are made: ‘A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on household projectio...
	1.22 On at least two indicators, Huntingdonshire has seen trends worsen at faster rates than the national average and several relevant comparators. On these grounds alone, there is a clear case for an upward adjustment if the approach specified by the...
	1.23 The key issue is the size of the market signals uplift of 5% applied by the Council.  It is flawed for several reasons:
	 A 5% adjustment to the Council’s proposed OAN amounts to an extra 960 dwellings in 25 years or only 38 pa to the unadjusted projections figure.
	 HOUS/01 provides little justification for selecting 5% as the appropriate figure, other than to refer to the Planning Advisory Service guidance produced in 2016, to the application of the 10% flat rate approach applied by Inspectors in other local p...
	 In the Council’s evidence to the Biggin Lane Inquiry (Appendix 2, Table 2) it refers to market signals adjustments being proposed for Cambridge (30%), South Cambridgeshire (10%) and indirectly to Forest Heath (5%) to provide further justification fo...
	 The Council’s evidence offers no explanation as to why a 5% adjustment might reasonably be expected to ease affordability pressure.  The PPG specifies (para. 020) that a market signals adjustment should be reasonable and be expected to improve affor...

	1.24 A range of evidence and the emerging revised PPG for housing need assessment clearly suggests much higher adjustments being required to achieve marked improvements in affordability:
	 In proposed revisions to the PPG currently subject to consultation by the DHCLG, a market signals uplift of 27% taking the full OAN to 1,010 dpa for Huntingdonshire is implied.
	 The March 2016 Local Plans Expert Group proposals for a revised OAN method implied a 20% market signals uplift for Huntingdonshire based on house price and rental affordability measures. Applied to proposed method set out by LPEG, this would imply a...
	 The 2016 Redfern Review was underpinned by evidence that implied a c. 44% uplift on the household projections would be necessary to keep house price inflation in check. Applied to the starting point projections for Huntingdonshire, this implies an O...
	 The conclusion that very substantial uplifts are necessary to address affordability is also rooted in the research that underpinned the 2004 Barker Review.  Set against the projected demand linked to the most recent national household projections, t...

	1.25 On the basis of this evidence, a market signals uplift of at least 20% for Huntingdonshire (implying at least 914 dpa) would be justified if affordability is to be addressed, and higher uplifts of the order suggested by the emerging OAN guidance ...
	1.26 The Council’s approach in HOUS/01 appears to be that, since a 5% uplift on the starting point housing need figure will enable the district to support more extra jobs than the EEFM forecast, it will also address economic growth needs.  This assume...
	6) Given the scale of identified affordable housing need, should the OAN be increased to assist in delivering more? If so to what extent?

	1.27 The affordable requirement identified by HOUS/01 is 7,897 or 316 pa (para 136).  This represents 39% of the proposed annual OAN of 804 dpa.  Policy LP25 sets a target of 40% affordable housing in schemes of >11 units, a figure the Council conside...
	1.28 HOUS/01 (Figure 20) shows that, from 2002-16, annual average affordable housing delivery as a percentage of total housing completions was 21% and the district only achieved completions of 300 in two of the fourteen years over the period. The stud...
	‘This proportion is above the average percentage of affordable dwelling completions over the period of available data. If it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes, HDC should consider an increase in the total housing’.
	1.29 No such specific adjustment to the proposed housing requirement is made in the Submission Local Plan.  However, an upward adjustment to the overall requirement has the potential to increase the delivery of affordable homes and address the potenti...
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