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What	legal	and	procedural	requirements	of	the	Planning	and	Compulsory	Purchase	Act	
2004	(as	amended)	and	associated	Regulations	does	the	Plan	fail	to	meet?	
	

	
UNREASONABLE	OVER-INFLATED	HOUSING	NEEDS	

	
Release	of	the	Green	Belt	for	development	is	only	allowed	where	there	is	“reasonable	
need”.	“Reasonable”	would	infer	accurate	and	genuine.	
	
North	Herts	District	Council’s	Strategic	Housing	Market	Assessment	form	the	entire	basis	
for	its	claimed	housing	needs.	
	
Therefore	the	statistics	behind	housing	needs	are	the	single	most	critical	thing	to	ensure	
is	correct.	
	
Since	this	it	uses	as	whole	basis	for	its	cited	needs.	As	does	Luton	Borough	Council,	whose	
unmet	needs	flow	over	and	become	North	Herts’	“Duty	to	Cooperate”.	
	
Central	Government	does	not	instruct	each	council	how	to	calculate	its	need.	It	is	up	to	
each	council’s	discretion	as	to	many	new	dwellings	they	must	build.		
	
Each	council	commissions	a	Strategic	Housing	Market	Assessment	(SMHA).	Whilst	there	
are	guidelines	as	to	how	to	conduct	a	SHMA,	a	look	at	them	will	quickly	reveal	it	only	
results	in	a	range	of	possible	scenarios	on	an	extremely	wide	spectrum,	rather	than	one	
fixed	magic	number	that	they	would	have	you	believe.	
	

 
THE	EVIDENCE	OF	UNSOUNDNESS	



	
	
During	a	parliamentary	debate	hosted	by	Julian	on	‘Land	Safeguarded	for	Development	in	
Local	Plans’	back	in	14	May	2014,	Planning	Minister,	Nick	Boles	MP,	strongly	criticized	
local	Authorities,	like	the	City	of	York	Council,	who	he	said	were	unnecessarily	setting	
aside	greenbelt	land	for	future	long	term	development.	
	
The	Minister	reiterated	comments	he	had	made	previously,	stating	that:	“safeguarding	is	
not	a	requirement	for	every	local	authority	with	greenbelt	land.	It	is	something	that	it	can	
choose	to	do,	but	only	if	necessary.”		
	
The	Planning	Minister	went	on	to	say	that:	“a	vaulting	ambition	is	not	a	sufficient	
justification	for	threatening	protected	land.	Ambition	and	the	desire	to	grow	faster	than	
one’s	neighbours	or	perhaps	to	build	a	small	empire	is	not	a	sufficient	justification	for	
putting	protections	at	risk.”	
	
Who	within	the	Council	has	vaulting	ambition	and	why?	
	
Both	NHDC	and	LBC	have	over-inflated	their	housing	needs.	
	

 
 
THE	EVIDENCE	OF	INACCURACY	
	
	
In	the	North	Hertfordshire	SHMA	–	Household	Projections	and	Dwelling	Requirements	
dated	11th	January	2013	twelve	possible	scenarios	are	calculated,	ranging	from	need	for	
just	5,500	dwellings	to	15,800	dwellings.	
	
Yet	in	its	Local	Plan	NHDC	states	it	requires	to	build	20,031	dwellings.	This	figure	is	not	
even	in	the	SHMA.	
	
Why	would	NHDC	take	the	highest	estimate	from	the	range	that	
encompasses	a	very	wide	spectrum?	
	
Figure	12:	Summary	of	20	Year	Dwelling	
Delivery	Requirements	for	Each	Scenario	
Scenario		

Dwelling	Delivery	Requirement	
2010-2030		

Zero	migration		 5,500		

Nil	net	migration		 5,900		



East	of	England	Plan	(excluding	Stevenage	
growth):		

6,200		

Low-trend	migration	excluding	Great	Ashby		 7,700		

Mid-trend	migration	excluding	Great	Ashby		 9,100		

High-trend	migration	excluding	Great	Ashby		 10,200		

Jobs-led		 10,700		

Low-trend	migration	including	Great	Ashby		 10,700		

Mid-trend	migration	including	Great	Ashby		 12,100		

High-trend	migration	including	Great	Ashby		 13200		

ONS	/	CLG	2008-based		 14,600		

East	of	England	Plan	(including	Stevenage	
growth)		

15,800		

	

Why	then	simply	assume	the	highest	end	of	the	spectrum?	
Why	also	add	on	a	further	4,331	to	it?	

	
This	is	not	to	do	with	unmet	housing	need	from	neighbouring	boroughs.	
	
What	if	the	neighbouring	borough	has	also	inflated	its	housing	needs?		
	
As	I	said	In	my	original	Objection	Letter	to	the	Local	Plan’s	public	consultation,	Luton’s	
Council	Chief	Hazel	Simmons	stressed	the	need	to	conduct	another	SMHA	since	she	said	
the	current	one	is	inaccurate.	
	
She	said	that	the	calculations	are	likely	wrong.	She	was	asking	for	another	study	to	be	
undertaken.		
	
Departure	from	the	European	Union	is	coming	also	and	this	will	again	change	each	and	
every	one	of	the	scenarios	in	the	SHMA.		
	

There	is	no	any	longer	accurate	basis.	There	never	was	
accurate	basis.	

	
There	is	no	longer	reasonable	need.	

	
 



Unreasonable	figures	=	unreasonable	need.	
	

 
THE	EVIDENCE	OF	UNSOUNDNESS	
	
	
One	goal	announced	has	been	the	reduction	of	net	immigration	from	hundreds	of	
thousands	to	tens	of	thousands.	
	
We	need	to	ask	“how	will	that	reduction	be	reflected	in	the	Local	Plan?”		
	
It	is	especially	relevant	to	Luton	because	its	SHMA	reflects	all	of	the	population	growth	is	
due	to	immigration,	most	especially	from	the	EU:	
	

	
	
The	over-riding	majority	of	them	is	influx	coming	from	Poland:	
	



	
	
	

 
 
This	means	that	the	2,106	houses	planned	for	“Luton’s	Unmet	Housing	Need”	upon	the	
Green	Belt	land	West	of	Cockernhoe,	is	unfounded	also	until	the	requested	new	SHMA	
study	has	been	repeated	as	requested,	and	after	Brexit.	
	
	
Absolutely	pivotal	to	North	Herts	SMHA	were	the	previous	twelve	migration	scenarios.		
	



The	range	in	the	North	Herts	SHMA	is	too	wide	a	spectrum;	ranging	from	
5,500	to	15,800	dwellings.	

	
To	simply	assume	the	highest	end	is	an	unjustified	selection.	

	
Why	take	the	highest	estimate	when	free	movement	of	people	between	the	UK	and	EU	is	
likely	ending	within	two	years?	
	
They	have	failed	to	take	that	into	account.	We	know	that	some	change	will	be	happening.		
	
The	inspector	must	select	one	of	the	other	reality-migration	scenarios	from	the	SHMA,	
which	is	more	likely	to	align	with	that	reality.	
	
Then	under	it,	there	should	be	commitment	only	to	a	five	year	land	supply	of	the	non-
Green	Belt	sites,	and	non-unmet	needs	sites.		
	
Then	the	decision	should	be	to	order	another	SMHA	be	conducted	after	Brexit	has	taken	
place,	once	the	pending	immigration	changes	have	been	announced	and	trend	changes	
have	occurred.	
	
No	commitment	should	be	made	before	that	time,	nor	any	claims	of	“reasonable	need”.	
	

 
	

The	clear	evidence	shows	that	Luton	Council	and	NHDC	are	failing	to	measure	the	truth	
about	unmet	needs,	that	form	their	basis	for	requiring	the	East	of	Luton	Strategic	Site.	
	
	
However	the	optional	elements	of	objectively	assessed	needs	is	a	methodology,	as	the	
Housing	Minister	has	warned,	that	has	been	exploited	by	councils.	
	
DCLG	predictions	of	course	do	not	take	into	account	the	immigration	reductions	planned	
by	Government,	upon	the	departure	of	the	European	Union.		
	
The	Local	Plan	is	inadequate,	since	it	bases	its	stated	needs	only	upon	statistics	that	
already	do	not	apply.	And	an	additional	layer	of	obscurity	is	promised	with	the	
immigration	reductions	resultant	from	the	ending	free	movement	of	people	from	the	EU.	
	
Therefore	where	is	the	adjustment	mechanism	in	this	Local	Plan,	to	enable	figures	to	
remain	accurate	during	and	after	those	reductions	to	net	immigration?	
	
The	Inspector	needs	to	give	various	methods	for	adjustment,	so	NHDC	can	reduce/	adjust	
their	housing	needs	accordingly	to	reflect	truly	in	the	future.	



	
	
	

The	clear	evidence	shows	that	Luton	Council	and	NHDC	are	failing	to	measure	the	East	
of	Luton	residential	areas	near	their	SP19	site,	which	has	been	strategically	earmarked	
for	development.	
	
	
Regarding	the	OAN	figures.		
	
The	DCLG	household	projections	on	which	they	are	based	assume	that	the	persons	per	
household	ratio	will	fall	to	2.25.		
	
There	is	no	evidence	for	that.		
	
The	ONS	states	that	it	is	2.4	and	has	remained	at	that	for	a	decade.		
	

This	puts	the	DCLG	figures	(on	which	the	NHDC	OAN	is	based)	64%	too	high.	
	

They	were	84%	too	high	over	the	past	8	years.	
	
Furthermore	the	DCLG	figures	do	not	make	sense	for	they	predict	that	3.4	million	house	
should	be	built	up	to	2031	BUT	those	house	need	to	be	just	one	and	two	bedroom	types.	
	
No	developer	would	build	those.	
	
Therefore	it	is	undeliverable.		
	
It	also	doesn’t	fit	into	the	Plan’s	own	40	per	cent	affordable	housing	
policy.		
	
	

	

How	are	they	measuring?	There	are	361	households	leaving	Luton	annually!	
	
	
Since	the	overall	quality	of	the	area	will	be	diminished,	people	currently	living	in	Wigmore	
and	East	Luton	are	likely	to	migrate	away.	This	is	already	happening	in	the	town	more	
generally.	
	



Since	the	area	they	love	will	no	longer	be	bearable	and	will	have	lost	all	of	the	features	
that	initially	attracted	them	to	living	there.		
	
I	hear	so	many	people	talking	about	leaving	since	North	Herts	and	Luton	have	colluded	to	
create	an	unbearable	environment.		
	
Even	those	people	who	were	born	in	the	area	and	have	lived	there	all	of	their	lives,	can’t	
take	it.	The	prospect	of	what	is	planned	has	arguably	breached	their	human	right	to	enjoy	
their	possessions;	in	the	form	of	their	open	greenspace.	
	
It	is	sad	that	this	is	being	forced	upon	the	present	population.	They	can’t	cope	with	it	in	
their	communities.	
	
From	Luton’s	SHMA:	

	
		



	
	
	

	

NEW	HOMES	BONUS	
	
	
The	Inspector	needs	to	check	the	following	calculated	figures	on	New	Homes	Bonus.	Cllr	
Julian	Cunningham,	Executive	for	finance	at	NHDC	should	be	able	to	provide	additional	
reports	and	documents.	
	



NEW	HOMES	BONUS	
	
The	North	Herts	Local	Plan	says	they	need	to	build	15,014	houses.	
	
However	it	is	not	clear	whether	the	real	figure	is	20,031	if	they	include	Stevenage.		
	
The	Inspector	is	asking	them	to	clarify	this.	
	
But	we	at	least	know	15,014	according	to	the	Local	Plan,	without	Stevenage.	
	
The	New	Homes	Bonus	(NHB)/	6	years	average	Council	tax	is	as	follows	then	for	NHDC:-	
	
Obviously	houses	will	be	built	across	all	CT	band	brackets.	So	there	will	be	an	average	
amount.	
	
Of	the	six	years	New	Home	Bonus	payment	-	20%	goes	to	the	County	Council	and	80%	
goes	to	the	District	Council.	
	
For	the	types	of	houses	to	be	built	in	NH	the	average	is	£9,000	NHB	per	house.	
	
Of	that	per	dwelling:-		
	
NHDC	gets	£7,200	
Hertfordshire	County	Council	gets	£1,800	
	

So	£7,200	multiplied	by	£108,100,800	
	

That	is	nearly	one	hundred	and	one	million	pounds!	
	
20,031	dwellings	multiplied	by	£7,200	=	£144,223,200**	=	NHDC	portion	of	New	Homes	
Bonus.	
	

Can	it	really	be	this	much?	
	

	
	
	
	

WHAT	LENSE	ARE	THEY	LOOKING	THROUGH	TO	JUDGE;	TRUE	NEW	HOMES	STATISTICS	
OR	NEW	HOMES	BONUS?	
	

	
My	argument	on	Objectively	Assessed	Need	(OAN)	is	as	follows:-	
	



Each	household	formed	requires	a	house	to	live	in.		
		
Currently	there	are	1.2	million	more	houses	in	the	UK	than	households	i.e.	empty	houses.	
This	is	a	historic	high.	
	
The	rate	of	new	household	formation	has	averaged	152,000	in	the	UK	over	the	period	
2008	to	2016	(latest	figures	from	the	ONS).	So	152,000	more	house	were	needed	per	
year.	
	
Q:	The	crux	of	this	is	that	the	Inspector	would	need	to	order	some	sort	of	review	and	
recalculation	of	the	SHMA,	in	the	light	of	unknown	future	reductions	to	net	immigration.	
	
If	nothing	changes	we	might	expect	this	rate	of	building	for	the	future.	
	
However	2008	to	2016	was	a	period	of	high	net	immigration	(average	250,000).		
	
With	Brexit	and	a	government	commitment	to	bring	net	immigration	down	to	‘tens	of	
thousands’	we	might	expect	yearly	net	immigration	of	say	100,000.	That	equates	to	
62,500	less	houses	at	the	average	persons	per	house	of	2.4	(steady	for	the	last	10	years).	
	
So	the	historic	household	creation	figure	drops	from	152,000	by	62,500.	Let’s	be	
generous	and	say	we	still	need	100,000	new	houses	per	year.	
	
So	how	many	houses	does	that	mean	for	North	Herts?	
		
This	figure	of	100,000	for	the	UK	build	compares	to	the	DCLG	2014	household	projections	
of	253,000.	In	other	words	the	truer	figure	is	40%	of	the	DCLG	prediction.	
	
Now	the	DCLG	prediction	for	North	Herts	is	13,000	so	the	truer	figure	is	40%	of	that;	i.e.	
5200.	
	

As	4340	house	have	already	been	built	or	have	permission	that	
leaves	only	860	to	be	built	up	to	2031.	

	
The	difference	is	remarkable.	

	
If	the	same	calculation	were	to	be	done	on	Luton	I	think	you	would	find	that	Luton	would	
have	no	unmet	need	and	Cockernhoe	etcetera	would	be	spared.	
	

It	is	not	too	late	to	change	that.	
 
	

	
	



	

	

	



	

	

	



	

	



 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 


