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1.0 Is the level of total housing provision made through allocations pitched at the right level?

1.1
The Plan does not make adequate provision for housing through the allocations due to the over estimate of the contribution to be made by windfalls, the assumption that all of the allocated sites will come forward during the Plan period and that the allocated sites will deliver all the housing proposed.

1.2
The HBF considers that insufficient land has been allocated in the Plan and that there is a need to allocate land for at least a further 618 dwellings just to meet the Structure Plan target. 

1.3
Table 1 below sets out the House Builders Federation’s position concerning the housing land supply position for Wychavon District.

Table 1 – Housing Supply

	
	Wychavon District
	HBF

	(a) Structure Plan Requirement
	7,450
	7,450

	(b) Completions 1996-2003


	4,305
	4,305

	(c) Residual requirement 2003 to 2011 (a) – (b)
	3,145
	3,145

	(d) Dwellings under construction at 31.3.03
	284
	284

	(e) Dwellings with planning permission not yet started
	762-2% = 747
	762-2% = 747

	(f) Windfall allowance 2003 to 2011
	1155
	622

	(g) Replacements
	84
	0

	(h) Urban brownfield allocations
	669
	669-10%=656

	(i) Urban greenfield allocations
	87
	87-2%=85

	(j) Rural brownfield allocations
	44
	44-10%=40

	(k) Rural Greenfield allocations
	20
	20-2%=20

	(l) Rural part greenfield/part brownfield allocations
	74
	74-2%=73

	(m) Previously allocated sites carried forward
	92-2% = 90
	0

	(n) Total supply 2003 to 2011 (d)+(e)+(f)+(g)+(h)+(i)+(j)+(k)+(l)
	3,254
	2,527

	Shortfall/surplus
	+109
	-618


1.4
An analysis of the various components of housing land supply contained in this table is set out in Appendix 1.

1.5
The Structure Plan figure is expressed as an “about” figure. This is commonly interpreted as meaning plus or minus 10%. Even if the Plan proposed to over allocate by 745 units it would still be in conformity with the Structure Plan. The objection raised by GOWM to the Revised Deposit proposals to provide for 7719 dwellings (269 dwellings above the Structure Plan requirement) is totally unfounded.

1.6
In any event, as demonstrated in Table 1 above, the Plan does not make provision for more housing than required by the Structure Plan. There is in fact a shortfall of about 618 dwellings. Unless additional land is allocated there will be insufficient housing provided to meet the Strategic requirement.

2.0 Should there be a greater allowance for non-implementation on commitments?

2.1
In Paragraph 4.146 of the WCSP EiP Panel Report, the Panel recommends applying a lapse rate of 2% to commitments in line with what has already been happening in Wychavon.

2.2
Table 8 in Appendix 1 to the Council’s Housing Provision Topic Paper seems to support this stance. However, the stock of permissions has been reducing over time and the proportion of permissions involving brownfield sites is likely to increase. As a result, the lapse rate could be higher in the future for two reasons 1) because the overall number of planning permissions will be lower and 2) there will be a higher drop out rate due to the difficulties associated with the development of brownfield sites.

2.3
In addition, 1996 to 2003 has been a period during which the housing market has been buoyant. The indications are that the lapse rate is likely to increase in the future.

3.0 Is the windfall target achievable within the Plan period?

3.1
The Council includes in its housing land supply figures an allowance of 165 completions per annum (including a 5% lapse rate) between 2003 and 2011 minus one year to avoid double counting. 165 x 7 = 1155.

3.2
At paragraph 4.4 of the Housing Provision Topic Paper, it is stated that in the 7 years from 1996 to 2003, a total of 1012 small site windfalls were approved, giving an average of 146 dwellings per annum.

3.3
A comparison between the results depending on which method is used i.e. completions or planning permissions reveals that there is very little difference.

3.4
However, there is an assumption in the windfall calculations that windfalls will continue to come forward at similar rates to those experienced in the past. In view of the more restrictive policies in respect of the rural areas, the annual windfall rate is likely to reduce over the remainder of the Plan period.

4.0 Should windfall permissions include greenfield sites and if so will this result in an undersupply of housing?

4.1
The windfall allowance currently includes an allowance for greenfield windfalls. Although the Structure Plan allows greenfield windfalls to be included this runs contrary to the guidance in paragraph 36 of PPG3.

4.2
Windfall permissions over the last five years i.e. since the adoption of the current Local Plan show that the annual average has been 130 dwellings per annum. Taking the EiP Panel’s approach, the five year average (130) should be multiplied by 7 years (2003-2011 minus one year to take account of the fact that permissions granted in the last year of the plan period are unlikely to be completed within the plan period)) which gives 910. 

4.3
Table 5 in Appendix 1 of the Housing Provision Topic Paper sets out the number of dwellings committed at 31.3.03. With regard to windfalls, the number of windfalls with planning permission and under construction on pdl was (188 +510) 698. The number of windfalls with planning permission and under construction on greenfield land was (74+197) 271. The total number of dwellings on windfall sites which were commitments at 31.3.03 (698+271) was therefore 969. The greenfield windfall commitments as a percentage of all commitments (271÷969 x 100) was therefore 28%.

4.4
It is necessary to reduce the total allowance of 910 by 28% (to 655) and then by a further 5% to take account of non-implementation thereby bringing the windfall allowance down to 622.

4.5
The HBF considers that there will be a shortfall in the housing land supply and there will be a need to allocate additional land to meet the Structure Plan requirement. See Table 1.

4.6
The Structure Plan EiP took place in July 2000 and the Panel report was produced in November 2000. PPG3 had only been published in March 2000. It is appropriate to reconsider whether it was appropriate for the Panel to accept that an exception should be made in the case of Worcestershire and that contrary to the advice in PPG3 allowance could be made for greenfield windfalls.

4.7
There is no justification for allowing Wychavon or indeed any of the Worcestershire Districts to make an allowance for greenfield windfalls in their housing land supply calculations.

5.0 Should there be an allowance for non-implementation applied to proposed housing allocations?

5.1
The brownfield/greenfield split for the allocated sites is:

	Brownfield
	713
	79.8%

	Greenfield and part greenfield/part brownfield
	181
	20.2%

	Total allocated sites
	894
	100%


5.2
A non-implementation allowance of 10% should be applied to brownfield allocated sites. It is common practice in calculating housing land supply to assume that a proportion of all categories of land supply will not be implemented. An allowance of 10%, in accordance with the advice provided by Tym (1991) has traditionally been applied. Since 1991 the land supply position has changed, most significantly with regard to previously used sites.  It is important to acknowledge that the application of a 10% allowance during the early 1990s related principally to greenfield sites. However, it is acknowledged that the EiP Panel accepted a non-implementation allowance of 2% and the HBF considers that this is acceptable in respect of the greenfield allocations.

5.3
The Inspector in his report on the Worcester City Local Plan Inquiry (paragraph 6.2.13) stated “Notwithstanding the general guidance of PPG3, I consider that the particular emphasis in Worcester on brownfield sites where development is more complex and uncertain makes it important that a specific flexibility allowance be incorporated in respect of previously developed land. The HBF have suggested that a figure of 10% be applied to all allocations…”. He concluded that a 10% flexibility allowance would be reasonable. However, the Inspector saw no need to extend this to the 3 greenfield allocations made in the Local Plan due to the fact that they were less constrained.

5.4
Consequently, the figure for allocated urban and rural brownfield sites should be reduced by 10% from 669 to 602 and from 44 to 40 respectively.

6.0 Is the replacements target achievable?

6.1
Despite the explanation given by Worcestershire County Council and the district councils seeming contentment with the figures for replacement dwellings, the EiP Panel remained concerned that there is the potential for double counting.

6.2
There was also confusion at the EiP as to whether these replacement dwellings should be treated as windfalls and the Panel found the explanation in the Housing Information Paper of little help to the Panel in understanding the position.

6.3
The Panel tried to clarify this at the EiP and their understanding is set out in paragraph 3.30 in that “where planning permission for example is granted to replace a single house in a large garden with say 4 houses, the three dwellings would be counted as commitments and one as a replacement. Anticipated windfalls would be dealt with in a similar manner. Whilst it may have no effect on the total, we can see little merit in carrying out such an exercise and doubt that there is any benefit in disaggregating the individual elements in this way. In that this is not policy but background information that informs the plan, we must leave it to WCC to determine whether it wishes to continue the practice. But we strongly urge that if it does, it provides a better explanation than that given in WCSPD2 and clarifies the relationship between the figures in Tables 1 and 2 of WCSPD2.

6.4
The estimate of the number of replacement dwellings is based on the level of demolitions that took place between 1991 and 1996 then extrapolated forward over the Plan period. Given the focus of the plan, it seems to us unlikely that this trend will not continue over the plan period as developers seek to make more efficient use of land, in line with the plan’s objectives, by maximizing opportunities to re-use previously developed land.

6.5
However, the Council does not separately identify the number of dwellings that have been counted as “replacements” rather than commitments.

6.6
In the absence of monitoring information to support the replacement dwellings allowance it is contended that it should be zero.

7.0 Is the Urban Capacity Study robust?

7.1
The HBF considers that insufficient regard has been paid to the advice in Tapping the Potential in the preparation of the Urban Capacity Study. As a consequence the UCS lacks transparency. 

7.2
Tapping the Potential Section 2 sets out four key stages in assessing urban housing capacity. These are:

1. Identifying capacity sources

2. Surveying the capacity

3. Assessing yield

4. Discounting potential

7.3
The methodology used in the Wychavon UCS has been compared with the guidance contained in Tapping the Potential.

1. Identifying capacity sources

Urban areas to be assessed

7.4
The first step in assessing urban housing capacity is to consider which places are to be considered in the study.

7.5
The UCS addresses the three towns of Droitwich Spa, Evesham and Pershore as these are relatively the most sustainable locations in the District. However, the Study also considers sites in villages in the additional context of their accessibility rating. Tapping the Potential advises that in considering the areas in which to search for housing capacity local authorities should assume that “urban” embraces all settlements that can contribute to sustainable patterns of development. Typically these would (or have scope to) contain shops and services, be accessible by public transport and be capable of having a sensible settlement “envelope” drawn around them. In many instances the envelope would already have been identified in a local plan. It is not clear from Appendix 2 whether the settlements in Categories 4 and 5 meet these requirements. For instance, a regular bus service does not necessarily equate to a frequent bus service.

7.6
It is considered that the Study should have been confined to the three urban settlements of Droitwich Spa, Evesham and Pershore.

Consider all sources of capacity

7.7
The next step outlined in Tapping The Potential is to consider all sources of capacity. Figure 1 in TTP lists the various sources that should be considered. 

7.8
Tapping the Potential states that it is important that appraisals should consider as many sources of capacity as possible, no matter how unlikely some sources and locations may initially appear in terms of the current housing market. In considering these sources, it is crucial that all previously-developed land is brought within the purview of the study.

7.9
At Paragraph 2.4 the Council sets out the various sources of capacity which have been assessed and these categories accord with the advice in Tapping the Potential.

7.10
However, the Council does not provide any further details in terms of the unconstrained yield from each source, or the source of information used to establish unconstrained capacity.

7.11
It should be clear from the Study how each of the sources has been assessed.

2. Surveying the capacity

7.12
Although Section 4 lists all the sources of capacity, it is not clear how the sites have been identified. It appears from Paragraph 4.2 that 145 sites have been identified from the experience of officers and from previous studies carried out on possible brownfield sites, a further 314 sites were put forward by landowners and developers and 24 distribution depot sites were included.
7.13
A number of these sites are not within the three most sustainable settlements as indicated in paragraph 5.1.

3. Assessing Yield

7.14
This stage involves an assessment of the number of units that can be accommodated on each of the sites and in each of the buildings identified.

7.15
Paragraph 7.1 indicates that an initial list of 145 potential sites were identified for consideration in both urban and rural areas including a number of distribution depot sites primarily in Evesham or in settlements or countryside around Evesham.

4. Discounting potential

7.16
Tapping the Potential advises that there is a need to be explicit, transparent and forward looking when discounting. The aim of the discounting process is to identify what is likely to be realistically achievable within the context of PPG3.

7.17
Not all of the yield from sites identified as suitable for housing or from estimates of capacity sources, is likely to be realised. Factors that will bear on whether the unconstrained yield can be realised, or on the timing of the release, will include:

· Willingness of an owner to release the opportunity for development;

· Infrastructure capacity, including the provision of satisfactory access; and

· Physical constraints on development, including site contamination or the risk of flooding.

7.18
Market conditions should be taken into account to establish whether a site is sufficiently attractive to the market. In addition, a site’s viability may be affected by pressures for competing uses.

7.19
Tapping the Potential draws attention to the fact that a proportion of the capacity identified earlier in a study will not come forward for development, or may not be capable of development, often for good reasons. TTP indicates that involving the development industry, including house builders, in the discounting stage can increase both its reliability and can produce an acceptance of the assumptions made.

7.20
The Council has not followed the advice in Tapping the Potential in terms of moving from unconstrained to constrained capacity. The Table at Paragraph 2.4 should have been completed to demonstrate unconstrained yield and the constrained capacity for each of the capacity sources.

7.21
Section 8 of the Urban Capacity Study sets out the various stages that comprised the Council’s “sieving” process. The first stage involved discounting sites in villages which did not score highly in the assessment of sustainability. However, it is considered that these villages should not have been included in the area of search. The second stage also involved discounting sites on environmental or sustainability grounds. The third stage involved discounting sites likely to deliver less than 10 dwellings. The fourth stage discounted employment sites. At the fifth and final stage, sites were assessed in terms of marketability, economic viability and feasibility by the Council’s property development consultant.

7.22
Although the Council has undertaken some assessment of the attractiveness of sites to the market and the extent and impact of pressures for competing uses, the development industry has not been involved in these assessments as recommended by TTP. Not all sites have been assessed. In addition, it is not clear whether sufficient regard has been paid to the costs of developing these sites, the implications of Planning Obligations, e.g. the requirement to provide open space and affordable housing, and potential delays to the development of sites.

7.23
The owners of sites identified in the Study do not appear to have been approached to establish whether they would be willing to release the land for development during the Plan period. It is also noted that some of the sites are in multiple ownership.

7.24
Summary of main issues identified in the Urban Capacity Study

· Lack of clarity about unconstrained capacity and discounting process on selected sites.

· Lack of clarity about how small sites have been assessed against assumptions about future windfalls.

· Lack of house building industry involvement in assessment of suitability and availability of sites.

8.0 Will the phasing policy (SR2) enable the continued provision of housing within the Plan period and work towards recycling targets?

8.1
The Wychavon Local Plan is unlikely to be adopted until 2006, when there will only be 5 years of the Plan period remaining. Therefore the Plan will not have made provision for ten year’s potential supply of housing.

8.2
The Government is clearly concerned about the arbitrary use of phasing and emphasises that it should secure the timely delivery of the housing numbers set out in up-to-date regional planning guidance and:

· Reflect the policy objectives set out in PPG3

· Reflect any strategic principles that have been established

· Be based on realistic assumptions

· Be deliverable and cost effective

· Be transparent, based on clear policies set out in the local plan and not an arbitrary process

· Be dynamic, and capable of regular monitoring and review

8.3
In view of the short time period between the adoption of the Plan and the end of the Plan period, it is considered unnecessary to phase development over this period. Planning applications submitted after the plan has been adopted are unlikely to commence before the end of 2006 and therefore Policy SR2 should be deleted.

8.4
It is inappropriate to seek to phase the release of brownfield sites. Paragraph 2.5.12 of the First Deposit Plan states “Given the difficulties that can be involved in bringing previously developed sites forward for development, it is not considered necessary to phase their allocation. Rather their release will occur naturally over the Plan period.” Notwithstanding the comments made above about the principle of phasing the release of sites, the Council has not justified its decision to control the release of previously developed sites in the Revised Deposit. The HBF considers that the position has not altered since the First Deposit Plan in that the release of previously developed sites will occur naturally over the Plan period, making it unnecessary to control the release of these sites.

8.5
It is also noted that the plan now seeks to phase the release of windfall sites. It is unclear how this will be achieved in practice and no details are provided of the mechanism and criteria used to determine which sites will be released and the order of release. Controlling the release of windfall sites is likely to be complex and will place restrictions on development that could result in the strategic requirement not being met. 

9.0 Are the thresholds and 30% target for affordable housing as per Policy COM3 reasonable?

9.1
Circular 6/98 provides the framework for the identification of affordable housing targets and thresholds. It indicates in paragraph 10 that the threshold should be 25 dwellings in areas outside Inner London and only where the local authority can demonstrate exceptional local constraints will the adoption of a lower site threshold between 15 and 25 be justified. Policy COM3 seeks the provision of affordable housing on sites of 0.5 ha or 15 dwellings or more in settlements of 3,000 population or more, and affordable housing on sites of 0.25 ha or 7 dwellings in settlements of less than 3,000 population. 

9.2
The footnote to paragraph 10 (i) states that Local Authorities should demonstrate the exceptional nature of the particular constraints they experience. This should include factors such as: the number and types of household who are in need of affordable housing and the different types of affordable housing best suited to meeting their needs; the size and amount of suitable sites that are likely to be available for affordable housing (including an assessment of the densities of development likely to be achieved), and how these relate to levels of need for affordable housing; the supply and suitability of existing affordable housing; and the relationship between the objectives of the Housing Authority’s strategy and programmes, in respect of provision for those in need, and the objectives of the affordable housing policies in the plan.

9.3
The Council’s justification for reducing the threshold to 15 dwellings is contained in paragraph 5.2.12 of the Revised Deposit Plan. Neither Paragraph 5.2.12 nor the Housing Provision Topic Paper make it clear how many units of affordable housing would be provided on sites of 25 dwellings or more against the number of additional affordable dwellings that would have been provided if the threshold is set at 15 dwellings or 7 dwellings.

9.4
Clearly, the rate at which windfall sites will come forward in the future will depend on the viability of developing these sites. Increasingly onerous requirements for affordable housing together with the costs associated with the development of small brownfield sites could result in landowners retaining sites or selling them off for other purposes. Consequently, there will not only be less affordable housing being provided but there will also be a reduction in the supply of market housing.

9.5
It is not considered that there are exceptional local constraints which justify a reduction in thresholds below those applying in Inner London. The overwhelming need for affordable housing in the Borough is not justification in itself. The Council has not supported its case for reducing thresholds through full consideration of the factors which are set out in footnote 9 to Paragraph 10(i).

APPENDIX 1

HBF Assessment of Housing Land Supply in Wychavon District

1.1
The component elements of land supply in meeting the requirement for 4,750 dwellings are completions between April 1996 and March 2003, dwellings with planning permission, allocations and a windfall allowance. The components of housing land supply are considered in turn below:

(b) Completions 1996-2003

1.2
The Housing Provision Topic Paper Figure 1 and Table 1 in Appendix 1 of the Topic Paper sets out the position regarding completions between 1 April 1996 and 31 March 2003. This indicates that 4,305 dwellings were completed during this period. The HBF sees no reason to dispute this figure and it is accepted as a statement of fact. 

(d) Dwellings under Construction at 31.3.03 and (e) Dwellings with planning permission not yet started

1.3
The Housing Provision Topic Paper Table 5 indicates that there were a total of 846 dwellings with planning permission which had not been started at 1.4.03 and a further 283 dwellings that were under construction at 31.3.03. However, the Housing Land Availability Survey (CD/71) indicates that the number of dwellings with planning permission not started was 762 and a further 284 dwellings were under construction.

1.4
Applying a 2% non-implementation allowance to the units not yet started (762) gives a figure of 747. If this is added to the number of units under construction (284) this gives a total for commitments of 1031.

1.5
The commitments figure in Row 3 of Figure 1 comprises 284 dwellings under construction, 747 dwellings with planning permission not yet started and 90 dwellings (92-2%) on previously allocated sites which total 1121.

(f) Windfall allowance

1.6
The windfall allowance currently includes an allowance for greenfield windfalls. Although the Structure Plan allows greenfield windfalls to be included this runs contrary to the guidance in paragraph 36 of PPG3.

1.7
Windfall permissions over the last five years, i.e. since the adoption of the current Local Plan, show that the annual average has been 130 dwellings per annum. Taking the EiP Panel’s approach, the five year average (130) should be multiplied by 7 years (2003-2011 minus one year to take account of the fact that permissions granted in the last year of the plan period are unlikely to be completed within the plan period)) which gives 910.

1.8
Table 5 in Appendix 1 of the Housing Provision Topic Paper sets out the number of dwellings committed at 31.3.03. With regard to windfalls, the number of windfalls with planning permission and under construction on previously developed land was (188 +510) 698. The number of windfalls with planning permission and under construction on greenfield land was (74+197) 271. The total number of dwellings on windfall sites which were commitments at 31.3.03 (698+271) was therefore 969. The greenfield windfall commitments as a percentage of all commitments (271÷969 x 100) was therefore 28%.

1.9
It is necessary to reduce the total allowance of 910 by 28% (to 655) and then by a further 5% to take account of non-implementation thereby bringing the windfall allowance down to 622.

(g) Replacements

1.10
The Council does not separately identify the number of dwellings that have been counted as “replacements” rather than commitments.

1.11
In the absence of monitoring information to support the replacement dwellings allowance it is contended that it should be zero.

(h), (i), (j), (k), (l) Allocated sites


(h) Urban brownfield allocations (669-10%)
656


(i) Urban greenfield allocations (87-2%)
85


(j) Rural brownfield allocations (44-10%)
40


(k) Rural Greenfield allocations (20-2%)
20


(l) Rural part Greenfield/part brownfield allocations (74-2%)
73


Total allocations
874

1.12
The brownfield/greenfield split for the allocated sites is:

	
	Number of dwellings on allocated sites
	Percentage of total allocated dwellings

	Brownfield
	713
	79.8%

	Greenfield and part greenfield/part brownfield
	181
	20.2%

	Total allocated sites
	894
	100%


1.13
A non-implementation allowance of 10% should be applied to brownfield allocated sites. It is common practice in calculating housing land supply to assume that a proportion of all categories of land supply will not be implemented. An allowance of 10%, in accordance with the advice provided by Tym (1991) has traditionally been applied. Since 1991 the land supply position has changed, most significantly with regard to previously used sites.  It is important to acknowledge that the application of a 10% allowance during the early 1990s related principally to greenfield sites. However, it is acknowledged that the EiP Panel accepted a non-implementation allowance of 2% and the HBF considers that this is acceptable in respect of the greenfield allocations.

1.14
The Inspector in his report on the Worcester City Local Plan Inquiry (paragraph 6.2.13) stated “Notwithstanding the general guidance of PPG3, I consider that the particular emphasis in Worcester on brownfield sites where development is more complex and uncertain makes it important that a specific flexibility allowance be incorporated in respect of previously developed land. The HBF have suggested that a figure of 10% be applied to all allocations…”. He concluded that a 10% flexibility allowance would be reasonable. However, the Inspector saw no need to extend this to the 3 greenfield allocations made in the Local Plan due to the fact that they were less constrained.

1.15
Consequently, the figure for allocated urban and rural brownfield sites should be reduced by 10% from 669 to 602 and from 44 to 40 respectively.

(m) Previously allocated sites carried forward

1.16
Figure 2 of the Council’s Housing Provision Topic Paper provides details of six sites which were previous allocations in the adopted Local Plan and which are being carried forward at 1 April 2003. The total number of dwellings on these sites is 92.

1.17
Station Road, Fernhill Heath and Stoke Road, Wychbold are for housing developments of less than 10 and therefore should be included as windfalls. St Giles Road, Bredon was originally allocated in 1971, Orchard, Hylton Road, Evesham was originally allocated in 1987 and Hanbury Road, Hanbury and South of the Racks, Ombersley were allocated in 1998.

1.18
These sites should not be treated differently to the other allocated sites and should be tested in the same way as the sites allocated in Policy SR1. In view of the uncertainty of these sites coming forward and being developed in the Plan period it is considered that they should be deleted.

APPENDIX 2

Policy Framework

National

PPG3

1.1
PPG 3 provides the framework for planning for future housing. It states clearly that “the government intends that everybody should have the opportunity of a decent home” (paragraph 1). It emphasises that “new homes are provided in the right place at the right time…the aim should be to provide a choice of sites which are both suitable and available for house building” (paragraph 3).

1.2
PPG3 paragraph 34 states that “sufficient sites should be shown on the plan’s proposals map to accommodate at least the first five years (or the first two phases) of housing development in the plan.”

1.3
In his statement on 17 July 2003, Keith Hill made it clear that “This does not mean plans should only have a five year time horizon nor is it guidance directed at the determination of planning applications. The purpose is to safeguard against unrealistic windfall allowances. Identifying sites on the proposals map allows allocations to be drawn on expeditiously if the monitoring required by PPG3 demonstrates that windfalls are not being realised as anticipated.”

1.4
Consequently, the five year land supply should not include potential windfalls. The requirement in PPG3 is that at least five years supply of land should be available at the time of the adoption of the Plan.

1.5
Keith Hill also indicated that “The duration of a plan should be for period of 10 years from the plan’s forecast adoption date. This means plans should make provision for at least ten years’ potential supply of housing.”

Regional Planning Guidance

2.1
Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands (RPG 11) (April 1998) provides the framework for the Worcestershire Structure Plan 1996 to 2011. The main points relating to Worcestershire are:

· The requirement to accommodate 41,300 additional dwellings (including replacements and conversions) between 1991 and 2011 within Worcestershire. (a balance of 28,100 dwellings between 1996 and 2011)

· Parts of the County fall within the “Central Crescent”, a ring of towns which are important centres in their own right but which (with their surrounding areas) have close economic, social and commuting links with that area. This zone of influence in Worcestershire extends to, and beyond, Worcester City and Kidderminster/Stourport and includes Redditch, Droitwich and Bromsgrove.

· Many members of migrant households from the Metropolitan area to the Shire Counties will continue to work in the Metropolitan Area and should thus be accommodated in the Central Crescent to keep commuting distances to a minimum.

· A significant proportion of indigenous households will also require ready access to the Metropolitan Area for work and other purposes and provision for indigenous growth should therefore also be largely met in, rather than beyond, the Central Crescent;

· Outside the Central Crescent part of the County (i.e. south and west Worcestershire) housing growth should be largely confined to that for local needs; whereas employment growth could make a useful contribution to local job opportunities.

· Maximizing the use of previously developed land in urban areas

2.2
A review is being undertaken of Regional Planning Guidance and the Secretary of State’s proposed changes have been the subject of recent consultation. It is important that any examination of the Wychavon Local Plan should be in the context of the current statutory planning framework. The adopted Structure Plan which is the relevant Development Plan was prepared in the context of the current Regional Planning Guidance. It is not appropriate to consider the implications of the emerging RPG on housing provision in Wychavon.

Worcestershire County Structure Plan (WCSP) 1996 to 2011

3.1
Policy D1 requires sufficient land to be provided in the County to enable the construction of 28,100 dwellings between April 1996 and March 2011. Policy D4 sets out how the overall provision for the County will be distributed between the districts. The provision for Wychavon District is about 7,450.

3.2
Policy D2 requires Local Plans to include appropriate phasing policies. Prior to the adoption of Local Plans the overall provision of dwellings to 2011 will be phased in accordance with indicative amounts set out for each District. In the case of Wychavon, it indicates the provision of 5,900 dwellings between 1996 and 2006 (an average of 590 per annum) and 1,550 between 2006 and 2011 (an average of 310 per annum).

3.3
Policy D5 sets indicative targets for the proportion of housing between 1996 and 2011 to be made on previously developed land. The target for Wychavon District is 45%.

Wychavon District Local Plan 1996-2011 Revised Deposit Draft

3.4
Policy SR1 in the Pre-Inquiry changes states that sufficient land will be provided in the District to enable the construction of 7450 dwellings between April 1996 and March 2011. The residual element of this requirement will be met through windfall housing and allocations. The Plan makes provision for 894 dwellings to be built on allocated sites.

3.5
Policy SR2 sets out which of the allocated sites will be released in each of the two phases, 2002 to 2006 and 2006 to 2011, and the phasing of village sites and windfalls to achieve 1081 completions in the first phase and 1133 completions in the second phase.

3.6
Policy COM3 states that the Council will seek the provision of up to 30% affordable housing on sites of 0.5 ha or over or 15 dwellings or more in settlements with a population of 3,000 or more, and on sites of 0.25 ha or over or 7 dwellings or more in settlements of less than 3,000 population.
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