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o Introduction

11 This statement to Matter 4 (Development Needs and Requirement) of the examination of
the South Staffordshire Local Plan Review (“the LPR”) is submitted by Lichfields on behalf
of St Philips in relation to their land interests at Wolverhampton Road, Wedges Mills
Cannock. Please refer to the full introduction included within St Philips Matter Statement 2
in respect of Wolverhampton Road, Wedges Mills Cannock.

1.2 Separate representations have been submitted in respect of the following Matters:
Matter 2 — Duty to Cooperate;
Matter 3 — Vision and Strategic Objectives;
Matter 5 — Spatial Strategy; and
Matter 6 — Green Belt.

1.3 This Statement has been prepared in line with the Guidance Note (SST/ED8) for the
Examination.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

Matter 4: Development Needs and
Requirement

Issue 1

Whether the identified future housing development need and
requirement set out in the Plan are justified, effective and consistent
with national policy.

Q. 2. Are there any circumstances where it is justified to set a housing figure
that is higher than the standard method indicates?

Yes. Whilst paragraph 61 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2023) [NPPF] is clear
that the Standard Method [SM] for calculating local housing need [LHN] should inform the
minimum number of homes that the LPR should plan for as an advisory starting point, it
does not preclude a Council from exceeding the SM. Indeed, the NPPF goes on to state that
“any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into
account in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for”.

In addition, it also requires plans to contain strategic policies which should, as a minimum,
provide for objectively assessed needs [OAN] for housing and other uses and those that
cannot be met within neighbouring areas (Para 11b). Furthermore, for plans to be found
‘sound’, they should be ‘positively prepared’ by “providing a strategy which, as a
minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by
agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable
development” (Para 35a). Moreover, paragraph 24 of the NPPF emphasises that authorities
are under a Duty to Cooperate [DtC], and paragraph 26 is clear that this includes
determining “whether development needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular
plan area could be met elsewhere”.

Given the acuteness of the unmet housing needs arising within the Greater Birmingham
and Black Country Housing Market Area [GBBCHMA]: — of which the South Staffordshire
Council (“the Council”) is a part of — there is a critical need for authorities within the
housing market area [HMA] to make an appropriate contribution within local plans
towards assisting in meeting these needs now, as these needs are so acute and unlikely to be
met in full by the GBBCHMA authorities without conflicting with the wider policies in the
NPPF (Para 61). It is therefore entirely appropriate and in accordance with the NPPF (Paras
11b, 24, 26, 35¢ and 61) for the Council to make provision for a higher housing requirement
in the LPR than the LHN generated by the SM, particularly where this is to assist in
meeting the unmet needs of authorities within the HMA who are unable to meet their needs
in full.

1 Comprising 14 constituent authorities, including: Birmingham, Bromsgrove, Cannock Chase, Dudley, Lichfield, North
Warwickshire, Redditch, Sandwell, Stratford-on-Avon, Tamworth, Walsall and Wolverhampton
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

Q. 3. In Policy DS4 the Local Plan identifies a minimum housing requirement
of 4,726 homes over the period 2023-2041. Is this justified? If not, what
should the housing requirement be?

No. As previously highlighted in St Philips responses to Matters 2 and 3, the Council’s
housing requirement has markedly reduced between the LPR, and the previous Regulation
19 consultation version consulted on in 2022. This is because the revised NPPF (in
December 2023) enabled authorities to elect — or not — to remove land from the Green Belt
to meet their housing needs and the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities. This was also
coupled with the Council’s view that that Strategic Growth Study (2018) (EB28) [SGS], on
which the previous 4,000 dwelling unmet need contribution was based, was no longer
consider up to date. Consequently, the Council omitted a suite of previously allocated sites,
resulting in the Council’s proposed contribution towards the GBBCHMA has been reduced
to 640 dwellings.

In this regard, St Philips has significant concerns regarding the soundness of the housing
requirement set out in Policy DS4 — principally in relation to the resultant proposed
contribution towards the unmet housing needs of the GBBCHMA.

As set out in more detail within St Philips response to Question 5 below, whilst St Philips
maintains that a functional relationship-based approach? should be utilised to establish the
quantum of the GBBCHMA'’s unmet needs that the LPR should be addressing, given that
the Council’s previous ‘Sustainability Appraisal of the South Staffordshire Local Plan
Review (2019-2039): Regulation 19 SA Report (October 2022)’ (“the 2022 SA”) (EB3-
EB3a) concluded that a c.4,000 dwelling contribution was the most sustainable Residential
Growth Option, St Philips strongly contend that the Council should be making provision for
a ¢.4,000 dwelling unmet need contribution as a minimum.

To this end, to ensure that Policy DS4 is underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence
(Para 31), is justified’ (Para 35b) and is consistent with national policy (Para 35d), the
Council must amend the LPR’s housing requirement to reflect the minimum need of
¢.8,086 dwellings up to 2041 (i.e. the Council’s indigenous need of 4,086 dwellings, plus a
4,000 dwelling contribution towards the GBBCHMA), or a minimum of c.9,703 dwellings if
a 20% buffer is incorporated in the LPR — per St Philips response to Question 4 below. This
would ensure that the Council’s own indigenous housing needs and an appropriate amount
of the GBBCHMA'’s unmet needs, are addressed over the plan period, with the buffer
ensuring that the LPR can accommodate any unforeseen circumstances over the plan-
period.

However, failing this, as a minimum, St Philips consider that the LPR should commit
within a new policy to a time-limited early review of the LPR. Notwithstanding St Philips
view that the Council should address this important strategic cross-boundary issue now, the
Council has clearly chosen to defer this issue until a future LPR. Despite this position, even
then, the Council’s LPR does not explicitly confirm that they will meet these needs through
a review. St Philips would highlight that the Council’s current position fails to provide any
certainty of an outcome or clearly defined timescale. This would fail to deliver against
identified housing and employment needs within the GBBCHMA leaving a vacuum until

2 per Lichfields' Black Country’s Next Top Model
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2.9

2.10

2.12

2.13

five years post-adoption and would also be contrary to paragraph 33 of the NPPF which
requires a review at “least once every five years”.

Given the importance of this issue, St Philips considers that consideration should be given
to an early review of the LPR, starting within time-limited period after adoption. Such a
position is not unique and has precedence within the HMA area, including for Bromsgrove
and Lichfield Councils who both have policies within their current extant Local Plans
requiring an early review of the plan.

The primary objective of this early review of the LPR should be to ensure alignment with
other Local Plans within the GBBCHMA that are currently in the process of preparation.
This should ensure that the review takes place alongside the confirmation of the quantum
of unmet housing needs within the GBBCHMA to ensure that the Council plays its role in
accommodating these unmet needs under the requirements of the DtC (Para 24, NPPF).

As a result, St Philips consider that the ‘effectiveness’ (Para 35¢) of the LPR could be
significantly increased through the provision of an additional planning policy to require the
Council to commence a review of the LPR within 12 months of adoption. Importantly, an
early review mechanism secured by way of a policy requirement would prove far more
effective than the statutory requirement of NPPF paragraph 33.

Q. 4. The housing requirement figure includes an approximate 10%
additional number of homes to ensure plan flexibility. Is this figure justified?

As the Inspectors will be aware, it is critical that the Local Plan’s housing trajectory has
sufficient land supply across the plan period so that it can adjust and accommodate any
unforeseen circumstances, such as a degree of flexibility in delivery rates and densities. This
is because, if any single component of supply does not come forward or falls behind the
timescales implied by the Council, which buffers are intended to address, this may result in
the Council’s and the GBBCHMAs unmet housing needs not being delivered, rather than
the Councils.

To this end, St Philips fundamentally supports the principle of the Council’s approach of
ensuring a sufficient headroom is built into the supply of the LPR. St Philips also support
the Council’s approach to applying the buffer to both its housing need and the contribution
towards addressing the unmet needs of the GBBCHMA, as this will ensure — in principle —
that both needs can be met flexibly should some components of supply fall through or be
delayed in delivery. Notwithstanding this, St Philips has concerns in respect of the proposed
buffer falling well below the range identified by other Councils and found sound at the
examinations, as well as being explicitly endorsed by Inspectors:

. Chelmsford: 18% buffers:
. South Kesteven: 18% buffer*
. Harrogate: 25% buffers

3 Inspector’s Report to Chelmsford City Council, paragraph 154. Available at:
https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/ resources/assets/inline/full/0/3951296.pdf

4 Inspector’s Report to South Kesteven District Council, paragraph 145. Available at:
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=25671

5 Inspector’s Report to Harrogate Borough Council, paragraph 180. Available at:
https://democracy.harrogate.gov.uk/documents/s8649/05-Appendix1-InspectorsReport.pdf



https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/_resources/assets/inline/full/0/3951296.pdf
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=25671
https://democracy.harrogate.gov.uk/documents/s8649/05-Appendix1-InspectorsReport.pdf
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2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

. South Oxfordshire: 27% buffers
. Mansfield: 34% buffer’

. Guildford: 36% buffers

. Chesterfield: 59% buffers

As such, St Philips recommends that a minimum of c.20% headroom should be
incorporated into the LPR to ensure the LPR is justified’ (Para 35b) and can accommodate
any unforeseen circumstances over the plan-period.

Q. 5. The housing requirement includes an additional 640 dwellings to
contribute towards the unmet needs of the Greater Birmingham and Black
Country Housing Market Area. Is this justified? If not, what should the figure
be and why?

The context for which the Policy DS4 should be assessed in terms of soundness has been set
out by St Philips in their response to Question 2. Ultimately, St Philips considers that for
the housing requirement to be considered sound, the Council’s proposed contribution
towards the GBBCHMA should be underpinned by proportionate, relevant, up-to-date
evidence — as required by the NPPF. This is a fundamental issue with policy DS4,
particularly as it is not supported by any evidence, other than the Council’s contrived
justification for its proposed Spatial Strategy.

Indeed, St Philips strongly contends that the Council’ proposed contribution is in effect an
arbitrary residual — and token — figure derived from the Council’s contrived revised spatial
strategy approach, adopted primarily to capitalise on the change in circumstances arising
from the December 2023 NPPF’s revised policy position on Green Belt release. As a result,
the Council has proposed a nominal ‘contribution’, underpinned by a contrived Spatial
Strategy which runs contrary to the Council’s previous conclusion on sustainable
development across the plan period (i.e. omitting a suite of sustainable Green Belt sites), is
not underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence (Para 31), nor is it justified’ (Para
35b) or consistent with national policy (Para 35d).

With regards to the Council suggesting — albeit not explicitly — that the quantum of unmet
needs has not been evidenced and therefore this uncertainty justifies deferring this matter
until a future LPR, this is not the case. As such, it is critical that the Inspectors appreciate
the current unmet needs position across the GBBCHMA.

The GBBCHMA has been an established HMA since its identification in 2014,* but it can be
further refined into two submarkets: the Birmingham sub-market (“the Birmingham
HMA”) and Black Country sub-market (“the Black Country HMA”). In the context of South
Staffordshire, whilst the District falls within the GBBCHMA, the Council’s ‘South

6 Inspector’s Report to South Oxfordshire District Council, paragraph 44. Available at: https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/sites/2/2020/11/Inspectors-Report-November-2020.pdf

7 Inspector’s Report to Mansfield District Council, paragraph 159. Available at:
https://www.mansfield.gov.uk/downloads/file/1473/mansfield-local-plan-inspector-s-report

8 Inspector’s Report to Guildford Borough Council, paragraph 42. Available at:
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/media/29804/Appendix-1-The-Inspector-s-

Report/pdf/Appendix_1 The Inspectors Report.pdf?m=637369059509370000

9 Inspector’s Report to Chesterfield Borough Council, paragraph 104. Available at:
https://www.chesterfield.gov.uk/media/1270438/final-report-27-may-2020.pdf

10|n the ‘Strategic Housing Needs Study Stage 2 Report



https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/11/Inspectors-Report-November-2020.pdf
https://www.southoxon.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/11/Inspectors-Report-November-2020.pdf
https://www.mansfield.gov.uk/downloads/file/1473/mansfield-local-plan-inspector-s-report
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/media/29804/Appendix-1-The-Inspector-s-Report/pdf/Appendix_1_The_Inspectors_Report.pdf?m=637369059509370000
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/media/29804/Appendix-1-The-Inspector-s-Report/pdf/Appendix_1_The_Inspectors_Report.pdf?m=637369059509370000
https://www.chesterfield.gov.uk/media/1270438/final-report-27-may-2020.pdf
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2.20

2.21
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Staffordshire Housing Market Assessment (May 2021)’ [SSHMA] clearly identifies that the
District is more closely linked with the Black Country (Para 1.28).

Following the cancellation of the Black Country Plan Review [BCPR], each of the BCAs has
started to prepare individual Local Plans, currently, all reaching Regulation 19 or
Regulation 22, except for Walsall. At present, they are all demonstrating significant housing
shortfalls under the SM. The revisions to the NPPF and SM in 2024 have alleviated this
issue in part. For instance, the removal of the 35% urban centres uplift from the SM3 has
eased the pressure arising in Birmingham. However, a significant gap remains for the
BCAs.

It is noted that the revised 2024 NPPF introduced transitional arrangements'* allowing
local planning authorities [LPAs] at Regulation 19 — with housing requirements not less
than 80% of their revised SM LHN — or post-submission to be assessed under the previous
NPPF and SM. As such the publication of the revised SM and NPPF has changed the unmet
need position beyond that which is established in the Council’s own ‘Green Belt Exceptional
Circumstances Topic Paper (April 2024)’ (EB6) (“the GBES Topic Paper”) (i.e. c.31,000).

By way of example, Sandwell, Wolverhampton, and Dudley would benefit from these
transitional arrangements, meaning that if adopted, the GBBCHMA-wide shortfall would
actually equate to ¢.42,800 homes up to 2042 (Scenario 1). However, crucially, once these
authorities transition to the new system, the unmet need is expected to rise again to around
56,300 homes by 2042 (Scenario 2). This is significantly more than the Council’s
assumption of ¢.31,000, and St Philps consider this to be currently available evidence of the
GBBCHMA'’s unmet needs up to 2042.

Table 1 Unmet Housing Need Scenarios

Dudley -692 -14,384 -692 -14,384
Sandwell -19,022 -15,140 -19,022 -19,022
Walsall -8,378 -12,738 -12,738 -12,738
Wolverhampton -10,406 -10,218 -10,406 -10,218
GBBCHMA -93,299 -52,480 -42,858 -56,362

Source: Lichfields analysis

It is noted that this is of course the position without any Green Belt release across the BCAs
— which the revised NPPF will require in due course — and these figures could be reduced
further, but it is unlikely that these unmet needs will be met even with further land supply
identified in the conurbations. Nevertheless, the level of the shortfall is substantial given
the urban context of the BCAs, demonstrating the importance of LPAs — such as the Council
— effectively delivering on their DtC.

11 paragraphs 234-235, NPPF
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Despite this acute emerging level of unmet housing needs, few LPAs within the GBBCHMA
— or beyond — have made tangible contributions towards addressing these needs. Indeed,
Lichfield withdrew its previous Local Plan Review, which proposed a ¢.2,665 dwelling
contribution towards the GBBCHMA, which was already down from the c.4,000 dwellings
the Council proposed in the Regulation 18 version of the plan. Solihull’s c.2,000 dwelling
contribution in its emerging Local Plan Review has also been removed, by virtue of the
Council removing their plan from EiP due to ‘soundness’ issues. Similarly, Shropshire’s
1,500 dwelling contribution has also now been removed following Shopshire’s withdrawal
of the plan due to ‘soundness’ issues in February 2025.

However, as a part of the former BCPR, the BCAs set out the direct and indirect ‘offers’
from neighbouring authorities, which included requesting assistance from LPAs falling
outside of the GBBCHMA, such as Stafford, Shropshire, Telford and Wrekin and Wyre
Forrest. Despite this, at present, only four LPAs are proposing to make a contribution
towards addressing these unmet housing needs — of which the Council are one — totalling
6,200 dwellings between 2018 and 2041 (including the Council’s proposed contribution),
and notably, some of these plans have stalled or are at risk of being found unsound in due
course (i.e. potentially as low as 4,200).

1 South Staffordshire's — 640 Dwellings between 2023 and 2041;
2 Cannock Chase — 500 Dwellings between 2018 and 2040;
3 Stafford — 2,000 Dwellings between 2020 and 2040%; and

4 Telford and Wrekin — 3,060 Dwellings between 2020 and 2040.

Notwithstanding the uncertainty regarding these ‘contributions’, there is still a significant
unmet housing need within the GBBCHMA. The current level of contributions from
neighbouring authorities — including the Council’s — is significantly insufficient to meet the
existing shortfall meaning that a considerable proportion of the unmet need will be
deferred rather than dealt with, contrary to paragraph 35¢ of the NPPF.

In terms of how this can be addressed in plan-making, as alluded to in St Philips’ response
to Matter 2, St Philips has consistently held the view that an evidence-based approach is
required to underpin any contribution towards the unmet needs of the GBBCHMA, rather
than deferring to the ‘untested’ findings of the SGS (EB28). Lichfields, on behalf of St
Philips has submitted a functional relationship approach to the Council in 2021 and
subsequently published evidence-led approach for how to distribute previous unmet
housing needs sustainably; namely within the Lichfields’ Black Country’s Next Top Model
(Appendix 1).

Their analysis takes account of the degree of migration and commuting linkages within the
GBBCHMA and beyond to the BCAs, opportunities to capitalise on sustainable transport
links and improve affordability, and the degree of environmental and physical constraints
which might impede on an authority’s ability to accommodate unmet housing need. Their
three-stage analysis ultimately illustrates the functional linkages between the authorities
within the GBBCHMA, and the origins of the unmet housing need (i.e. the BCAs), and
shows how the BCA’s unmet housing needs could be sustainably distributed.

121t is understood that Stafford Borough Council has now paused its emerging 2020-2040 Local Plan in March 2025.
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Similarly, it should be noted that of the current contributions towards the BCA's unmet
needs, Wolverhampton has highlighted that the BCAs are attributing proportions based on
migration trends:

“Is important to develop an evidence-led approach to dividing up such contributions
between authorities across the wider Greater Birmingham and Black Country Housing
Market Area (HMA) which have a housing shortfall. The proposed approach, which has
been agreed by the Black Country authorities, is to divide up contributions based on the
proportion of historic net migration flows between the contributing authority and
shortfall authorities.” (Para 4.6, Wolverhampton Local Plan - Regulation 19 Consultation
Cabinet Report 13th November 2024) (Emphasis Added)

Importantly, Lichfields” approach (i.e. Functional Relationship) aligns broadly with the
BCA'’s approach to apportioning proposed unmet need contributions to the BCAs as a
whole. Crucially, St Philips contend that a functional relationship-based approach to
distributing unmet needs — that is rooted in migration and commuting patterns — aligns
housing distribution with socio-economic linkages, and provides a consistent, evidence-
based foundation for addressing needs promptly which has been endorsed at EiPs in other
HMAs. By way of example:

1 Coventry and Warwickshire [C&W HMA]: In 2017, unmet housing needs were
distributed via a Memorandum of Understanding [MoU] that accounted for functional
relationships, a method supported by EiP Inspectors (e.g., Stratford-on-Avon?3);

2 North Warwickshire: Addressed Birmingham’s unmet needs by considering proximity,
connectivity, and functional ties, like the C&W HMA approach, which also received
Inspector endorsement4; and

3 Leicester and Leicestershire [L&L HMA]: To meet Leicester’s unmet needs, LPAs used
functional relationships while considering economic alignment and market capacity. A
Statement of Common Ground [SoCG] formalized the distribution, which was endorsed
at the Charnwood Local Plan Review EiP.

In addition, Lichfields’ The Black Country’s Next Top Model was tested in Stafford
Borough’s Local Plan Review SA and utilised as a broad justification for their proposed
unmet need contributions.

Ultimately, St Philips consider that Lichfields” approach builds on the foundations of the
Inspector-endorsed functional relationship approaches taken by other authorities, to
address the BCA’s unmet housing needs within the GBBCHMA and can be drawn upon by
the Council to further support their proposed approach.

As noted above, Lichfields’ model comprises three stages: namely, quantifying linkages
based on migration and commuting patterns; applying adjustments to the baseline linkage
to account for sustainability factors such as transport links and affordability pressures; and,
applying adjustments to the baseline linkage to account for environmental, policy and
physical constraints. In addition, the final stage accounts for existing/emerging
commitments in Local Plans and includes the application of a cap that limits the increases

131R63, Inspectors Report
141R129, Inspectors Report
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any one individual local authority can face up to 25% and rebalances the proportions
accordingly — further details of the methodology can be found in the Appendix 1.

Importantly, Lichfields’ model reflects the key choices people make with respect to where
they live and work and utilises this to demonstrate how far, and the degree to which, this
impacts on the authorities within the GBBCHMA and beyond. Fundamentally, the model is
weighted towards location and communities that can accommodate greater levels of growth
across the region, but it also ensures that each authority would still take a ‘fair share’ and
would not be disproportionately impacted by the outcomes of the model.

For the Council’s, this analysis demonstrates how an evidence-led approach (e.g., functional
relationships) would strongly suggest that the Council should be making a significant
contribution towards meeting the unmet housing needs of GBBCHMA now (i.e. 25% of the
BCAs unmet housing needs up to 2042). Fundamentally, it serves to highlight that the
Council’s proposed approach (i.e. 640 dwellings) to addressing the GBBCHMA’s unmet
housing need is unacceptable and unjustified and represents a failure in respect of the DtC.
In essence, St Philips strongly contend that the Council has chosen to defer, rather than
meaningfully deal with this strategic cross-boundary issue now. The Council’s proposed
approach to its housing requirement and unmet housing need is therefore unsound and
further growth is required within the District to meet these needs.

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

However, it is important to note that the above-apportioned figure from Lichfields’ analysis
should be seen as a starting position, which should be tested through the Sustainability
Assessment [SA] process. It is entirely possible that the Council could not meet this figure
in full. Indeed, the Council has done this, and tested Lichfields’ previous analysis,
submitted in 2019, through Residential Growth Option (F) of the ‘Sustainability Appraisal
of the South Staffordshire Local Plan Review (2019-2039): Regulation 19 SA Report
(October 2022)’ (“the 2022 SA”) (EB3-EB3a).

Whilst St Philips maintains that a functional relationship-based approach:s should be
utilised (which suggests a contribution in excess of 4,000 dwellings) and could be
sustainably be accommodated within the District, given that the 2022 SA concluded that a
¢.4,000 dwelling was the most sustainable Residential Growth Option, St Philips strongly
contend that the Council should be making provision for a c.4,000 dwelling contribution as
a minimum.

Moreover, despite changes to the NPPF in relation to the need for Green Belt release, it
does not preclude an LPA from releasing Green Belt land, so long as an LPA has satisfied
the sequential approach (Para 146) in utilising its supply of brownfield land, optimising
densities and engaging with neighbouring authorities to assist in meeting needs. To this

15 per Lichfields' Black Country’s Next Top Model and endorsed by Inspectors both the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA and the
Leicester and Leicestershire HMA
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end, it is entirely reasonable and consistent with the NPPF for the Council to release further
Green Belt land to assist in addressing the unmet housing needs of the GBBCHMA. It is
also there are opportunities to allocate additional ‘suitable, available and achievable’ land
and sites in sustainable locations across the District. Indeed, St Philips site at
Wolverhampton Road, Wedges Mills (Site ref: 529) is one of these opportunities.



South Staffordshire Local Plan Examination: Appendix 1 The Black Country’s Next Top Model

Appendix 1 The Black Country’s Next Top
Model




INSIGHT
JANUARY 2022

The Black
Country’s next

top model

Distributing the unmet housing needs
of the Black Country




69

Lichfields is the
pre-eminent planning
and development
consultancy in the UK

Celebrating 60 years
of innovation in planning.

lichfields.uk



Key
figures

JLNER
twelings

2
LPhs

!
Local Plans

!
PAs

irmingham
and Tamwarth

3

The level of housing shortfall

arising in the Black Country up
to 2039

Have been requested by the Black Country
to assist meeting these needs, with 4
outside of the housing market area

Only two plans have explicitly stated
and defined contributions in emerging
Local Plans that would help to meet
these needs.

Have used a functional relationship
approach to distributing neighbouring
unmet housing needs, which have
been endorsed by Inspectors.

Are just as constrained as
the Black Country and are
unlikely to be able to meet
these needs.

The proportion of the Black Country’s
needs that Lichfields’ model indicates most
authorities should seek to meet in Local
Plans, above their own needs.



o1
Introduction

Our All the West-Laid Plans blog*
set out the perennial strategic
planning issue facing the

Greater Birmingham and Black
Country Housing Market Area
[GBBCHMA] - an inability of the
major conurbations to meet their
housing needs. This issue has been
at the heart of plan-making for
the constituent authorities of the
GBBCHMA for the last four years.

The Government has gone to great lengths to standardise the
approach to assessing housing needs in the National Planning Policy
Framework (2021) [NPPF] and has made it quite clear that unmet
needs should be met in neighbouring areas. However, there is no
single, definitive, approach either to compel an adjoining authority to
take on board that need, nor to determine the proportion of unmet
need that they should seek to accommodate.

Whilst the GBBCHMA's approach began with an evidence-led
whole-HMA approach, with the 2018 Strategic Growth Study

('the 2018 SGS’) being commissioned to assist in quantifying and
distributing the regions unmet housing needs, many authorities have
- politically - distanced themselves from the outcomes of the study.
Although there are emerging contributions proposed, fundamentally
there has not been a consistent or coordinated approach that has
been used to define and test the appropriate level of unmet housing
need which should be addressed.

By way of example, Solihull has taken a capacity-led approach
to determine its contribution to Birmingham’s unmet needs.
In contrast, the recently adopted North Warwickshire Local
Plan considered the proximity, connectivity and strength of
functional inter-relationships with Birmingham; an approach
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There is no point
trying to meet

the unmet needs

of Birmingham in
Glasgow because the
socio-economic links
would be lost.

(IR6I, Inspectors
Report)

which the Inspector supported2. This was
similar to the approach taken in distributing
Coventry’s unmet needs across the Coventry
& Warwickshire HMA. Again, the Inspector
for the Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy (2017)
endorsed this approachs.

With acute shortages forecast until 2039 at
the minimum, there is a cogent need for the
GBBCHMA authorities to work together to
address this matter in an efficient, sustainable
and appropriate way, underpinned by a robust
evidence base.

So, how can this strategic and cross-boundary
issue be addressed? It would be illogical to meet
these needs markedly beyond the GBBCHMA,
as the Stratford-on-Avon Inspector noted. It is
also clear that a ‘fair share’ approach is unlikely
to solve this issue, as many of the GBBCHMA
authorities are nearly as constrained as those
authorities declaring unmet housing needs in
the first instance. Lichfields considers that a
functional relationship approach is the best
place to start, and to this end, prepared this
report to identify how the unmet needs of

the Black Country could be distributed based
upon the functional relationships between

the authorities (please note - this is not an
‘Objectively Assessed Needs [OAN] report).

Report structure
This report is structured as follows:

Section 2.0 — Defines the extent of the
GBBCHMA, the Black Country sub-HMA,
the justification for expanding the scope of
the Black Country HMA, and sets out the
current unmet housing need position for the
Black Country up to 2039;

Section 3.0 - Sets out Lichfields’ approach
to modelling the location of where the
Black Country’s unmet housing needs
should be addressed, where they cannot be
accommodated within the Black Country
already;

Sections 4.0 to 8.0 — Sets out Lichfields’
step-by-step analysis of key indicators to
conclude on where the Black Country's
unmet housing needs should be addressed;

Section g — Identifies how the Black
Country’s unmet housing needs could be
distributed, and re-balances the model

to align with existing commitments by
authorities to meet part of these needs or to
not exceed their ‘fair share”;

Appendices - Includes a table of the
analysis undertaken for the local authorities
identified within the HMA and beyond.




02
The Housing Market Area
and housing need pressures

A review of previous evidence also fall within the Coventry-Warwickshire
indicates that conurbations HMA). This strategic functional HMA was
housing market stretches well subsequently endorsed by the Inspector at the
beyond their boundaries. BDP's Examination in Public.

The NPPF is clear that neighbouring local The GBBCHMA is therefore considered to
authorities are required to work together to comprise of 14 constituent authorities®, as
identify and accommodate unmet needs where  yyel] as the Greater Birmingham and Solihull
it is practical to do so and is consistent with LEP and Black Country LEP areas, but can
achieving sustainable development. be further refined into two submarkets: the
The precise extent of the GBBCHMA has Birmingham sub-market (“the Birmingham

HMA") and Black Country sub-market (“the
Black Country HMA”"). The GBBCHMA,
therefore, represents a long-established
functional strategic HMA, which was adopted
as the framework, and starting point, in the
2018 SGS for distributing Birmingham’s unmet

been the subject of considerable analysis in
recent years. In 2014, the ‘Strategic Housing
Needs Study Stage 2 Report* concluded on
a functional strategic HMA that, in addition
to the seven Greater Birmingham districts,
includes the four Black Country districts,
South Staffordshire, North Warwickshire and housing needs.
Stratford-on-Avon> (of whom the latter two

Figure I: Greater Birmingham and Black Country Constituent Parts and Overall Housing Market Area Geography
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“Prepared by Peter
Brett Associates

5 East Staffordshire and
Woyre Forrest were not
included as they fell
outside of the core Greater
Birmingham housing
market area

8 Birmingham, Bromsgrove,
Cannock Chase,

Dudley, Lichfield, North
Warwickshire, Redditch,
Sandwell, Stratford-on-
Avon, Tamworth, Walsall
and Wolverhampton
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7 Birmingham is subject

to the 35% urban centres
uplift, following the
Government’s changes to
the standard method in
December 2020 as set out
in the Planning Practice
Guidance.

8 PPG ID: 2a-004: “Where
the relevant strategic
policies for housing were
adopted more than 5 years
ago (at the point of making
the calculation), the local
housing need figure is
capped at 40% above
whichever is the higher of:
a. the projected household
growth for the area over the
10 year period identified in
step I; or

|. the average annual
housing requirement figure
set out in the most recently
adopted strategic policies
(if a figure exists).”

% Greater Birmingham and
Black Country Housing
Market Area (GBBCHMA)
Housing Need and Housing
Land Supply Position
Statement (July 2020)

°|n a letter (dated
December 2019) from

the Association of Black
Country Authorities to
South Staffordshire Council

""In the Duty to Cooperate
Statement (July 2021)

2 Draft Policy 6A of the
Wyre Forrest District Local
Plan 2016-2036 includes
an early review requirement
to help meet these needs if
required.

The breakdown of the GBBCHMA
and the emergence of Black
Country’s unmet needs.

Whilst the GBBCHMA authorities began
‘coordinating’ their approach to addressing

the c37,900 dwellings unmet housing need in
the Birmingham HMA up to 2031, it quickly
became apparent that the Black Country HMA
was also facing significant pressures in terms of
land availability.

This was alluded to in earlier GBBCHMA
Position Statements, but more recently
confirmed in the publication of the Draft
Black Country Plan in August 2021. Indeed,
the emerging plan has identified a housing
shortfall in the order of 28,239 dwellings up to
2039 across the Black Country. This is on top
of the existing shortfall in Birmingham up to
2031 and does not even account for the very
considerable level of additional unmet housing
need arising in Birmingham as a result of the
city being subject to the Government's 35%
urban uplift” on its local housing need figure,
whilst the LHN figure will rise still further
when the standard method Local Plan ‘cap’ is
removed in January 20228,

Whilst historically the GBBCHMA has
sought to take a whole-HMA approach to
assess its housing needs, available supply,
and subsequent housing shortfalls, the

recent spate of plan-making indicates a
breakdown in this approach. Indeed, as set
out in Lichfields’ All the West-Laid Plans blog,
both the Black Country and Birmingham

are separately vying for the contributions
being made/proposed by the GBBCHMA
authorities. In particular, both HMAs are
competing for South Staffordshire’s emerging
¢.4,000 contribution. In this regard, the last
GBBCHMA Position Statement?® ‘banked’ this
contribution towards Birmingham's unmet
housing needs, but separately the Association
of Black Country Authorities had requested
that the whole contribution be made towards
the Black County’s unmet needs, rather than
Birmingham's®.

Furthermore, the Black Country has recently
set out™ the direct and indirect ‘offers’ from
neighbouring authorities, which could

total up to 14,750 dwellings. Notably, these
contributions comprise Birmingham'’s
‘banked’ contributions, alongside looking
beyond the GBBCHMA towards Stafford,
Shropshire, Telford and Wrekin and Wyre
Forrest?; authorities which fall outside of the
GBBCHMA.

This is, in theory, leading to double counting,
the consequence of which being that the
region’s housing needs are not truly being
met. But, ultimately, it also demonstrates

Table | Direct and Indirect Contributions to Black Country’s housing shortfall

South Staffordshire Preferred Options 4,000
Cannock Chase Preferred Options 500
Lichfield Pre-submission 2,665
Shropshire Examination 1,500
Stafford Issues and Options Under review
Solihull Examination 2,105
Telford and Wrekin Issues and Options Under review
Bromsgrove Issues and Options Under review
Redditch N/A N/A
North Warwickshire N/A N/A
Tamworth Review Unlikely
Woyre Forest Main Modifications None




that there has been a split in the whole-
GBBCHMA approach historically taken, with
the Black Country looking to source its own
commitments from authorities within the
GBBCHMA and other authorities with housing
or employment links to the Black Country to
help address its shortfalls.

Although, arguably, a regional and GBBCHMA
approach to distributing the unmet housing
needs of the HMA is needed to ensure
sustainable strategic planning and plan-making
can be undertaken, the evidence suggests that
the Black Country is exploring spatial options
for meeting its needs beyond its boundaries

in authorities beyond the GBBCHMA,

and separately to Birmingham. Whilst it is
debatable whether the unmet housing needs

of Birmingham up to 2031 have been met (and
their unmet needs beyond this have not been
quantified as yet), there is, therefore, a strong
and cogent argument to explore a sub-HMA
approach to distributing the Black Country’s
needs up to 2039 at the very minimum
separately from Birmingham's unmet needs,
as it would be inappropriate for Birmingham’s
needs to be distributed to areas such as Wyre
Forrest.

On this basis, this study has drawn on the
constituent members of the GBBCHMA as well
as the authorities which the Black Country

has also asked to help meet its needs to also
consider their role in helping to address this
regional issue.

INSIGHT
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03
Methodology

The NPPF requires housing needs to be met but
does not explicitly set out a single, or definitive,
approach to distributing this unmet need. The
key question, therefore, is where outside of the
Black Country will those needs arise and how
much (and what proportion) of those unmet
needs should that location seek to plan for? To
this end, Lichfields has developed a three-stage
‘Functional Relationship and Gravity Model,
which builds on the foundations of the functional
relationship approaches taken by North
Warwickshire and SoA, which is as follows:

Stage 1: Quantifying Linkages — The first
stage identifies, and analyses, the functional
linkages (commuting and migration
patterns) between the GBBCHMA and other
authorities to quantify and define a ‘base
share’ of the unmet need;

Stage 2: Sustainability and Market Signals
Adjustments — Considers whether other
factors might influence the quantum of
need that is appropriate for a district to
accommodate. This includes adjustments
reflecting sustainable transport links and
affordability pressures;

Stage 3: Environmental and Physical
Constraints — The third stage considers
whether environmental constraints

(specifically NPPF Footnote 6 — excluding
Green Belt), policy constraints (Green Belt) or
physical constraints (Under-bounded districts)
might influence the quantum of need which
is appropriate for a district to accommodate;

Outcomes - The final stage concludes

on the proportion of the overall Black
Country’s unmet housing need that each

of the GBBCHMA authorities and others
should seek to meet through their Local
Development Plans. This stage accounts for
existing/emerging commitments in Local
Plans and includes the application of a cap that
limits the increases any one individual local
authority can face up to 25% and rebalances
the proportions accordingly.

Importantly, Lichfields’ model reflects key choices
people make in respect of where they live and
work and utilises this to demonstrate how far,
and the degree to which, this impacts on the
authorities within the strategic HMA and beyond.
Fundamentally, the model is weighted towards
location and communities that can accommodate
greater levels of growth across the region, but it
also ensures that each authority would still take

a ‘fair share’ and would not be disproportionately
impacted by the outcomes of the model.

Figure 2: Methodology

STAGE |

STAGE 2

STAGE 3

Source: Lichfields
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Stage 1: a baseline degree

of linkage

The Black Country HMA can be characterised
as a sub-market within the wider strategic
GBBCHMA in its own right. Whilst each
authority within the Black Country will
demonstrate its own individual migration
and commuting trends, the four authorities
operate as a whole for plan-making purposes
and this analysis looks at the Black Country’s
cumulative trends within the wider strategic
HMA and beyond.

Migration

The four authorities comprising the Black
Country are situated to the north-west of
Birmingham and demonstrate a markedly
different migration flow to that of the Second
City, which primarily flows into Solihull

and Sandwell. This is principally due to the
geography of the Black Country HMA and the
authorities which surround it.

Given the urban nature of the Black Country,
we would expect migration flows to be tilted
towards the adjoining and highly desirable rural
commuter districts. This is largely borne out
in the migration flows from the Black Country
authorities; however, the flows suggest that
the housing preferences for households leaving
the Black Country tend to gravitate towards
Birmingham in the first instance, followed

by South Staffordshire, Shropshire, Cannock
Chase, Wyre Forrest, Telford and Wrekin,

and Lichfield as one might expect given

the proximity of those predominantly rural
authorities to the Black Country conurbation .

Whilst the strongest focus for out-migration
is to Birmingham (44%), which represents

the lions share, the second largest migration
flow within the area is to South Staffordshire,
accounting for 17% of all outward migration
over the 2012 to 2020 period. Importantly,
this gross outward migration flow over the
eight years provides an indicator of the spatial
extent of the geography which the Black
Country’s unmet housing need might impact.
As shown in Figure 3, it is clear that Black
Country exerts significant housing pressures
on Birmingham and South Staffordshire
collectively.

Travel to Work

By virtue of the character of the Black
Country HMA, the strongest commuting
links are within the HMA itself, with the
conurbation exhibiting a high degree of
self-containment. However, despite the
employment opportunities on offer, the Black
Country actually experiences an overall net
decrease of c.25,000 commuters daily. This is
because, whilst ¢.183,700 commute into the
Black Country daily, nearly c.210,000 people
commute out to other authorities for work.
Except for Wolverhampton, the remaining
Black Country authorities all see a workday
population decrease. The most significant is
that of Dudley, which experiences a net loss of
18,700 commuters daily, the majority of which
travel into Sandwell or Birmingham for work.

Despite the net outflow from the Black
Country, the Black Country’s economy still has
a wide reach. Tens of thousands of people work
across the Black Country and live in other parts
of the HMA or beyond, with a gross inflow of
¢.80,000 commuters into the Black Country
every day from these 14 districts. In general,
travel to workflows into the Black Country
tend to correlate with the above-mentioned
migration patterns. The 2011 Census showed
that the major travel inflow from the HMA and
wider area into the Black Country arises from
Birmingham, at around a third, with South
Staffordshire at just below 25%. The areas
highlighted in Figure 4 show the extent of the
Black Country’s reach across the GBBCHMA
and beyond .
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Figure 4: In-commuters (to the Black Country)
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Baseline degree of linkage

Across the HMA and beyond we
can quantify the extent to which
each district is linked to the Black
Country and define a ‘base share’
of unmet needs that they might
need to accommodate.

In simple terms, unmet housing needs from the
Black Country will place additional pressures

on those areas that are linked in housing

market terms to both areas. This is because an
undersupply in the Black Country will mean,
compared to past trends, either more migration
out of these areas (as people move to seek a home)
or less migration into these areas as people cannot
find a home to move to and therefore chose a
different location but commute to a place of
work. Areas that are strongly related to the Black
Country will face greater pressures from the
unmet needs. Identifying how interdependent
alocation is within the housing market within

Black Country is a function of movement, both to
live (migration) and to work (commuting).

In order to identify a base position of the share
of the Black Country’s unmet housing needs
each district should accommodate, Lichfields has
undertaken a detailed analysis of out-migration
and in-commuting flows. These have then been
converted into a simple percentage of what
proportion of the migration flow is directed into
the other districts from the Black Country, and
commuting flows into the Black Country.

By averaging this out, we can determine a
percentage for each District, adding up to 100%
for all the districts. This percentage represents
the baseline degree of housing market linkage an
area has with the 4 Black Country districts and
therefore is representative of its starting share

of their unmet needs which will need to be met
in the HMA and beyond. This is illustrated in
Figure 5.

Figure 5: Base share of unmet needs
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Significant
development should
be focused on
locations which

are or can be made
sustainable, through
limiting the need to
travel and offering

a genuine choice of
transport modes.

(Para 105, NPPF 202I)
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Stage 2: uplift and
restraint factors

Areas with good public transport
links to the Black Country provide
an opportunity to help deliver the
area’s unmet needs, and support
more sustainable commuting
patterns.

The NPPF sets out an approach to sustainable
development patterns that specifically
identifies support for patterns of development
that facilitate the use of sustainable modes of
transport.

Moreover, where Green Belt release is
considered necessary, plans should give

first consideration to land which has been
previously developed and /or is well-served by
public transport . Across the HMA and beyond,
locations will offer different opportunities for
supporting sustainable commuting patterns.

The West Midlands benefits from one of the
most highly-integrated rail networks in the
country. Figure 6 illustrates all of the stations

within the districts with either direct links
or changes at a Birmingham terminus to
terminuses within the Black Country, including
the fastest commuting time. To account for
these links in the gravity model, rail stations
and the fastest travel times to the Black
Country's terminus are used as a proxy for a
district’s public transport connectivity to the
Black Country. This has informed the uplift
factors applied to each district’s base share of
unmet needs - as illustrated in Table 2.

Table 2 Sustainable Transport adjustment factors

<10 mins +20%
11-20 mins +10%
21-30 mins 0%
31-40 mins -10%

>4 mins -20%

Source: Lichfields analysis

Figure 6: Fastest time to any Black Country Station
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Adjusting for affordability

Higher affordability ratios are a clear indication
that house prices are rising at a far greater pace
than household incomes. This represents a core
indicator of a worsening housing market and
for this reason, underpins the Government's
uplift adjustment to the household projections
that inform the standard methodology

for identifying Local Housing Needs. It is
reasonable to assume that some areas (i.e.

with greater affordability pressures) should

be expected to do more than their ‘share’, as
pressures are more pronounced. Consideration
has therefore been given to how adjusting
authorities’ shares of the overall need could,
reasonably, be expected to improve affordability
and ensure that the housing needs are met.

To account for this in the model, we have
utilised the most recent ONS median
workplace-based affordability ratios (i.e. the
2020 ratios®) and the standard method’s
affordability adjustment*®, and apply
adjustments to each district's base share of
unmet needs. This is illustrated in Table 3 and
Figure 7.

Table 3 Affordability adjustment factors

>21% +20%
16-20% +10%
11-15% 0%

6-10% -10%

<5% -20%

Source: Lichfields analysis

Figure 7: 2020 Median affordability ratios
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The affordability
adjustment is applied
in order to ensure
that the standard
method for assessing
local housing need
responds to price
signals and is
consistent with the
policy objective of
significantly boosting
the supply of homes.

(PPG ID: 2a-006)

'S Published in March 2021
' PPG ID: 2a-004
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7 Paragraph Ilb

'® Footnote 7 of the NPPF:
“The policies referred to

are those in this Framework
(rather than those in
development plans) relating
to: habitats asites (and those
sites listed in paragraph 176)
andj/or designated as Sites

of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt,
Local Green Space, an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty,
a National Park (or within the
Broads Authority) or defined as
Heritage Coast; irreplaceable
habitats; designated heritage
assets (and other heritage
assets of archaeological
interest referred to in footnote
63); and areas at risk of
flooding or coastal change.”
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Stage 3: environmental and
physical constraints

Development constraints will
mean that parts of the GBBCHMA
and beyond may be better placed to
respond to growth pressures than
others.

The NPPF is clear that strategic policies should,
as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed
needs for housing and other uses, as well as any
needs that cannot be met within neighbouring
areas, unless protected areas or assets of
particular importance provides a strong

reason for restricting the overall scale, type or
distribution of development in the plan area®.

However, very few, if any, districts are
fundamentally constrained to the point where
they cannot accommodate any additional
growth. Whilst constraints will cover parts of
the district, in most areas, there are also less
environmentally sensitive areas that could
potentially accommodate development.

Applying this factor to the gravity model needs
to distinguish between those constraints which
are fundamental and ultimately would prevent
development appropriately being allocated

through a Local Plan process (e.g. fundamental
NPPF footnote 7 environmental constraints®)
and those that are policy choices (such as Green
Belt).

By mapping Footnote 7 environmental
constraints across the GBBCHMA and beyond
for each district, the proportion of the district’s
area that is constrained is identified. Ranking
this allows uplift factors to be applied as set
out in Table 4. At this stage, Green Belt is not
exercised as a fundamental environmental
constraint and is considered as a separate
policy-led constraint.

Table 4 Constraints adjustment factors

<10% +20%
11-20% +10%
21-30% 0%
31-40% -10%

>41% -20%

Source: Lichfields analysis

Figure 8: Constraints
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Boundary Country
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Source: Natural England, Historic England, Lichfields analysis
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If those areas with high levels

of Green Belt are excluded, the
implications for those areas with
less Green Belt become stark.

The West Midlands Green Belt, approved in 1975,
is the largest of the three Green Belts in the West
Midlands. It surrounds Birmingham and Solihull,
the Black Country and Coventry and extends
from Stafford and Telford through to Stratford-
upon-Avon, Warwick, and Rugby.

Notably, the inner boundaries of the Green Belt
closely follow the edges of the conurbation

and Coventry, resulting in very little land left
between the urban area and the Green Belt to
provide for longer-term development. As a result,
the release of Green Belt has been a longstanding
point of contention across the region for

many years, dating back to the Regional

Spatial Strategy. Indeed, many authorities

are still grappling with the potential political
consequences of meeting their housing needs in
areas of high Green Belt land.

As noted above, the model does not include
Green Belt as a fundamental constraint. This is

INSIGHT

because the Green Belt is a function of the Local
Plan process, where there will be legitimate
reasons for reviewing its boundaries, such as

the acuteness of unmet housing needs®. Indeed,
including Green Belt as a fundamental constraint
would unsustainably burden authorities with

no Green Belt land, shifting needs onto districts
that may be less sustainable; meaning that

only Telford and Wrekin would be expected to
accommodate all of the Black Country’s unmet
needs. Even if we focussed growth in areas
where the Green Belt covers less than half of

a district’s area, such as Shropshire, Stafford,
Stratford on Avon, and Tamworth, this would
still have a similar effect, meaning that districts
with a weaker socio-economic linkage with the
Black Country would be bearing the majority of
the burden, promoting unsustainable patterns of
development.

Recognising the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development within the Green Belt,
by mapping Green Belt land across each of the
districts, the proportion of the district’s area that
is covered by it is identified. Ranking this allows
uplift factors to be applied as set out in Table 5.

Figure 9: Green Belt
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Boundary

GBBCHMA
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Boundary Country
. Urban xtent
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a »
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4
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-
STAFFORD
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'® Nottingham City Council
v Calverton Parish Council
[2015] EWHC 503 (Admin)
(02 March 2015)
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Some districts are underbounded
and face significant problems

in meeting their own needs,
making it unlikely that they can
accommodate the Black Country’s
unmet needs.

Whilst some authorities within the HMA and
beyond might not be overly constrained by
Footnote 6 designations or Green Belt, there isa
need to consider whether some have grown to
the extent of their administrative boundaries and
have limited available land to accommodate the
pressure for further expansion. These authorities
are considered ‘underbounded’ and are not

likely to be in a position to help meet the Black
Country's unmet needs.

Indeed, it is the underbounded nature of
Sandwell and Wolverhampton that is likely

to be one of the key reasons why the Black
Country authorities are unable to fully meet
their own needs. However, as shown in Figures
10 and 11, there are other urban areas across
the GBBCHMA and wider area which are
constrained in this manner.

Notably, Birmingham is urban in character and
‘underbounded’, which has resulted in it not
being able to meet its housing needs up to 2031,
and likely beyond this up to 2039. Birmingham
has largely been developed right up to its
boundaries, save some areas of Green Belt, with

a tightly knit urban form and lack of suitably
large sites, coupled with potential issues with the
brownfield land supply (i.e. contamination), hence
it has been difficult for the city to meet their own
growth let alone the Black Country’s.

Similarly, such circumstances are present in
Tamworth, which has concurred that it is unable
to assist in meeting Birmingham's need, and has
engaged with Lichfield and North Warwickshire
to meet its own unmet needs.

As such, these underbounded authorities will
continue to face the pressure to meet their
individual housing needs. Reflecting the
problems such areas face meeting their own
needs, these districts are ascribed a -100%
adjustment factor, essentially meaning that the
‘gravity model assumes these areas will be unable
to help meet Black Country’s unmet needs.

Figure 10: Underbounded authorities — Birmingham

Figure Il: Underbounded authorities - Tamworth

Source: Lichfields analysis

Source: Lichfields analysis
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Outcomes

Using the baseline degree of
linkage and then applying the
uplift and restraint factors
provides illustrations of how the
GBBCHMA's unmet housing need
might be distributed.

Lichfields’ model has taken account of

the degree of migration and commuting
linkages within the GBBCHMA and beyond,
opportunities to capitalise on sustainable
transport links and improve affordability,
and the degree of environmental, policy and
physical constraints which might impede on
an authority’s ability to accommodate unmet
housing need.

Drawing on the preceding analysis, Figure

13 illustrates how these considerations have
demonstrated the functional linkages between
the districts and the Black Country, and shows
how the Black Country’s unmet housing needs
could be sustainably distributed.

Whilst some authorities have committed

to specifically address the Black Country's
unmet needs, such as Lichfield (c.2,000) and
Shropshire (c.1,500), the model does not make
an adjustment for these authorities, as the
proposed commitments are lower than the

level that might be justified based on Lichfields’

model. However, Lichfields’ model has made an
adjustment to South Staffordshire’s share of the
unmet needs.

This is because in the absence of this
adjustment, Lichfields’ model indicates that to
address these needs across the GBBCHMA and
wider area, a reasonable distribution would see
South Staffordshire taking c.37% of the needs.
This is, by virtue of the geographic relationship
the district has with the Black Country and
relative to the other socio-economic and
environmental factors assessed within the
model, unsurprising.

Whilst the fundamental aim of the model is
to apportion these needs to areas with higher
levels of socio-economic linkages with the
origin of the unmet housing needs, there is
clearly a need to ensure that each authority
would still take a ‘fair share’ and would

not be disproportionately impacted by the

INSIGHT

outcomes of the model. Much in the same

way that the NPPF’s Standard Method utilises
one, the model ascribes a 25% ‘cap’ to South
Staffordshire, limiting the level of unmet

need in authorities which exceed this figure
(with the other authorities experiencing a
commensurate increase in their contributions).

Lichfields’ model indicates that to address
these needs across the GBBCHMA and wider
area, a reasonable distribution would see most
authorities accommodating between 1% and
13% of the Black Country’s unmet need, over
and above their own needs. This includes

3 outliers — the underbounded districts of
Birmingham and Tamworth (which have
been allocated zero extra units) and South
Staffordshire 25%) which is very well related to
the Black Country’s shortfall.



INSIGHT
THE BLACK COUNTRY’S
NEXT TOP MODEL

Figure 12: Meeting the Black Country’s unmet needs - additional supply by authority
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Conclusions

The Black Country’s unmet
housing needs place considerable
pressure on adjoining areas to
accommodate additional housing
development, and current Local
Plan provisions are wholly
insufficient.

If the Black Country fails to meet their housing
needs, the implications are that those needs will
not simply disappear; they will either result

in increasingly negative housing outcomes for
people living in these conurbations, or they will
mean households will have to look elsewhere to
meet their housing needs.

In respect of planning for future housing needs,
the NPPF is also clear that unmet need from
neighbouring areas is accommodated where

it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable development.

The practical implication is that the unmet
needs of the Black Country will mean greater
net outward migration than the ambient

trends accounted for within the population
projections, which will affect those areas in
close proximity, and particularly Birmingham,
which is facing acute housing pressures already,
and South Staffordshire.

As the Local Plan reviews continue to grapple
with this need, it is clear that the GBBCHMA
and wider authorities will need to effectively
deal with, rather than defer, this critical
strategic matter.

Whilst some authorities have proposed specific
figures within emerging Local Plans to help
meet the unmet needs of the Black Country,
Lichfields’ model indicates that the proposed
quantum is insufficient. Taking account of
this, and rebalancing the model to account

for the cap accordingly, Figure 12 above sets
out the levels of unmet need authorities
within the GBBCHMA could justifiably

be seeking to make provision for, based

upon Lichfields’ functional relationship and
gravity model. Figure 13 below compares this
distribution against the adopted and emerging
commitments made by the GBBCHMA and
other authorities to meet this need and shows
that many authorities will need to double their

INSIGHT

contributions to sustainably and appropriately
address these needs.

Notably, this sub-HMA approach highlights

the plan-making tensions caused by a fractured
regional approach, as these figures do not take
account of any future unmet needs arising

from Birmingham, which the GBBCHMA
authorities will need to grapple with. Indeed,
by way of example, in addition to helping to
address the unmet needs of the Black Country,
South Staffordshire would also need to assist
in meeting the unmet needs of Birmingham

up to 2031 and very likely up to 2039/40.
Albeit, if a similar exercise was undertaken

for Birmingham it is likely that South
Staffordshire contribution to Birmingham
would be markedly lower than its contribution
to the Black Country’s shortfall, by virtue of its
reduced socio-economic linkages with the city.
Nevertheless, the above highlights that many of
the GBBCHMA authorities will be being pulled
in two separate directions when it comes to this
strategic cross-boundary matter.

On this basis, crucially, the authorities
identified within this report should work
together in order to ensure that these needs are
effectively met, particularly if other planning
considerations indicate that they are unable

to accept the apportionment suggested by the
Study (i.e. following Green Belt Reviews /
Sustainability Appraisals).

The Appendix to this report sets out the results
of our ‘Functional Relationship Gravity Model'
approach to distributing the unmet needs in
more detail and can be used as a starting point
for considering the scale of additional supply
LPAs should be seeking to make provision for.
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