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1.0 AFFORDABLE HOUSING SUPPLY 

Introduction 

1.1 This is a response to the additional Paper K13 submitted to the Telford and Wrekin 
Local Plan Examination in February 2017. 

The calculation of affordable housing need  

1.2 During the examination, it was highlighted that there are serious issues regarding the 
calculation of the affordable housing need. Most notably the calculation appears to 
suggest that the number of properties being made available though relets 536 (Line 3.6 
Table D1 T&W SHMA 2016) is higher than the newly emerging need 442 households 
(Line 2.4 Table D1 T&W SHMA 2016). This would suggest that the level of provision 
would slowly reduce the backlog of need. 

1.3 This calculation however is based upon relets over a three-year period during which the 
level of affordable housing completions was at its highest for the nine years. No 
justification is provided fr the choice of using just 3 years’ worth of evidence to determine 
the rate of relets. The Council have argued strongly that longer term trends should be 
taken into account but appear to step away from this approach when it suits them.  

1.4 It is entirely possible that the level of relets is influenced by existing households moving 
into more appropriate housing provided by this higher rate of provision  

1.5 This higher rate of provision is a result of short term additional funding from the 
Government which has now come to an end so the continuation of the trend is unlikely.  

1.6 It is not considered that the future level of relets that has been assumed to come forward 
to meet demand is sound and further analysis is required to justify the use of these three 
years to demonstrate that they are likely to be typical of the situation going forward. 

The justification for not increasing the level of housing to deliver the fully 
affordable housing requirement 

1.7 The Additional Briefing Note sets out in paragraph 9, three reasons as to why the level 
of housing in the local plan should be set so as to deliver the full assessed affordable 
housing need. These are summarised as follows: 

a. Two thirds of the total requirement is a significant contribution 

b. The other sources of supply mean that there is no need to allocate further market 
housing 

c. The levels required poses a serious risk of oversupplying the need for market 
housing and could result in setting unrealistic and unachievable delivery rates. 

1.8 The additional paper provides no evidence as to why the requirement of 15,555 
dwellings is to be preferred compared to other higher levels of housing that have 
previously considered or indeed those being promoted by SPRU and Barton Wilmore. 

The negative implications of allocating sufficient housing to deliver the required 
level of affordable housing 

Meeting two thirds of the total affordable housing requirement is a significant 
contribution 

1.9 This approach means that there would still be an unmet level of need of almost 2,000 
households at the end of the plan period. For some of these 2,000 households this could 
represent considerable waiting period of time for their housing needs to be met.  
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1.10 In terms of the level of provision that would be need to deliver the full affordable housing 
need then the evidence given verbally at the examination by Mr Bolton was that taking 
into account the preferred split between Telford and the rest of the area (86% to 14%) 
then this would require an annual rate of provision of 1,010 dwellings a year. The 
calculation is set out below in table 1.  

Table 1 Calculation of housing requirement to deliver the affordable 
housing need using policy distribution and appropriate policy 
requirement  

 

Proposed 
Policy 
distribution 

Distribution 
of 
affordable 
dwellings  

Proposed 
Policy 
requirement 

Total annual 
level of 
provision to 
meet 
affordable 
housing 
requirement 

Telford  86% 226.18 25% 905  

Newport and rural areas 14% 36.82 35% 105  

Total 263 263 263 1,010  

 
1.11 Table 2 illustrates the levels required if just one of the policy requirements is used to 

meet the unmet affordable housing need identified by K13: 

 
Table 2 Calculation of housing requirement to deliver the affordable 

housing need using either 25% or 35% policy requirement  

 Dwellings    

Total supply 3,334     

Need 5,280     
Outstanding 
requirement 1,946     

 
Percentage 
affordable housing 

Additional 
Dwellings 
required to deliver 
total  AH 

Total required to 
deliver total  AH 

Annual 
Average 

Telford  25% 7,784  23,339  1,167  

Newport and 
rural areas 35% 5,560  21,115  1,056  
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1.12 Table 3 illustrates the levels required if the proposed distribution and associated policy 
requirements are used to meet the unmet affordable housing need identified by K13: 

Table 3 Calculation of housing requirement to deliver the unmet level of 
affordable housing need calculated by K13 and using policy 
distribution and appropriate policy requirement  
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Telford  86% 1,674  25% 6,694  20,072  1,004  

Newport and 
rural areas 14% 272  35% 778  2,956  148  

 15,555  1,946    23,028  1,151  

 
1.13 The evidence before the examination, and indeed previous levels of housing provision 

considered by the council suggest that there are no barriers to prevent planning for the 
level of housing that could be meet the affordable housing need in full. Recent evidence 
of demand clearly demonstrates that higher levels of housing development can take 
place and as such the argument for not meeting the affordable housing requirement in 
full is extremely weak. 

1.14 Perhaps more importantly none of the evidence actually supports the proposed housing 
requirement of 15,555 dwellings. This appears simply to be a figure arrived at by adding 
up the exiting commitments plus those additional allocations that have political support.   

The other sources of supply mean that there is no need to allocate further market 
housing 

1.15 The council suggest there are other sources of affordable housing that are likely to come 
forward which are not to be delivered by section 106. The evidence below suggest that 
if this continues at the same rates as over the last 3 years then no additional housing is 
required above the PBA OAN figure. This is because over the last 3 years the evidence 
is that almost the whole of the requirement (some 218 dwellings per year) have been 
delivered without the use of section 106.  
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Table 5 Housing required to deliver affordable needs taking into account 
past rates of affordable housing provision without the section 106  

  
Proposed Policy 
distribution 

Proposed 
Policy 
requirement 

Total 
annual level 
of provision 
to meet 
affordable 
housing 
requirement 

Telford  86% 39  25% 156  

Newport and rural areas 14% 6  35% 18  

Total 45  45  45  174  

Total Affordable housing requirement 263    
Ave Non 106 Affordable housing 
2014/15 to 2016/17 218     

 
1.16 This evidence produced by the council provides no support for the overall housing 

requirement in the submitted plan. Indeed it actually throws further doubt onto the 
calculation of affordable housing need and supply both of which appear to have 
fluctuated substantially during the local plan process but have not impacted on the 
requirement in any meaningful way. 

1.17 The councils own calculation of the likely level of affordable housing delivery from the 
proposed allocations and commitments do not suggest that this pasty rate of delivery of 
affordable housing will continue.  

The levels required poses a serious risk of oversupplying the need for market 
housing and could result in setting unrealistic and unachievable delivery rates. 

1.18 Recent levels of completions have run at 900 a year (G17 paragraph 3.2.5) and this has 
an upward trajectory. This rate of delivery reflects current market demand and levels of 
affordable housing provision.  

1.19 There is no evidence before the examination that the delivery of 900 dwellings a year 
over the last five years (this is 80% more than the PBA claimed OAN) has led to any 
negative impact in terms of; 

a. increased out commuting   

b. increased levels of vacant dwellings 

c. lower house prices (if indeed this is a negative impact) 

1.20 Past levels of completions are an indicator of effective levels of market demand 
therefore it is not convincing for the council to argue against their own evidence that the 
market cannot support a higher level of completions. 

1.21 The councils own evidence before the examination is that some 4,177 dwellings will be 
delivered in the net 5 years this is equivalent to 835 dpa (G17 table 8). Again here is no 
suggestion anywhere in the evidence submitted by the council that this rate of provision 
is: 

a. Unachievable 

b. Is not meeting the demand for housing 

c. Will give rise to increased out commuting 
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1.22 The councils evidence is that taking into account past completions and future their own 
estimates of future completions then the first 10 years of the plan period housing will be 
delivered at a rate of 878 dpa.  

1.23 The PBA OAN Report March 2015 in paragraph 6.10 states that the policy 
considerations to provide for higher levels of affordable housing must not lead the 
Council to oversupply housing land over and above achievable and viable levels of 
future demand. The report at no point identifies that the figure of 750 dpa (or indeed a 
higher level) would have the negative impacts described in section 6.  

1.24 Of course, if PBA are incorrect in their reliance on the outputs of the Experian model as 
representing the most likely outcome and in fact rather than commuting, people actually 
move into the area then higher rates of demand are likely to be achieved without this 
negative impact. This of course is a clear and reasonable conclusion to be drawn from 
what has actually been recorded as happening in the period 2011 to 2016. 

1.25 In addition, if the character of the migration is more reflective of the ONS projections or 
that modelled by SPRU and Barton Wilmore then again there would be a greater market 
demand for dwellings in the last five years than that predicted by PBA. The projected 
level of demand from the SPRU and BW work is much closer to that which actually 
occurred during this period than PBA predicted. 

1.26 The fact that the negative impacts identified by PBA have not occurred in the first five 
years of the plan were provision was averaging 900 dpa, would suggest that the PBA 
approach might not be the most appropriate in modelling the reality of the housing 
market in Telford and Wrekin and that other models such as the SPRU and Barton 
Wilmore produce results that better reflect the known reality of the first five years of the 
plan.  

1.27 This is a strong indicator that higher levels of market demand exist than those being 
predicted by the PBA work and that increasing the housing requirement to meet the 
affordable housing need in full would not result in the negative impacts identified in the 
PBA report.   

1.28 The ARC4 SHMA report considers the period up to 2015 and neither section 4 (Telford 
and Wrekin Housing Market review) nor section 5 (Market Signals review) suggest that 
the higher rates of delivery being experienced in the most recent years have had a 
negative impact on the housing market.  

1.29 In the absence of any credible evidence that the continuation of the average build rate 
for the last 5 years is either not possible in market delivery terms or would lead to 
undesirable consequences, then increasing the requirement to at least this average 
past level of provision to secure additional affordable housing provision would represent 
the most appropriate strategy on the available evidence.  

1.30 Of course, there is supporting evidence for this general level of housing in the BW and 
SPRU work which, based upon different assumptions than the PBA work, including the 
ability for people to move to take up jobs (rather than just commute in) suggest that a 
provision of this magnitude would be required to fulfil the authorities growth agenda.  

1.31 Such a level of provision would also be meeting the authority’s objective of retaining 
more of its own workers rather than these employees travelling in from Shropshire.   

1.32 It is noted that the council have quoted from the Stroud Local Plan Inspectors report, an 
examination which SPRU gave evidence. We would suggest the situation is very 
different. In this case Tedford and Wrekin has a track record over the last five years of 
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actually delivering a much higher rate of completions above the claimed OAN of PBA. 
In addition there is competing evidence on the OAN which also support a much higher 
level of dwelling provision which is commensurate with the recorded rates of actual 
delivery.  

1.33 In conclusion Paper K15 provides no further clarification as to why the level of 15,55 
dwellings has been set as a housing requirement. It does in fact provide further evidence 
as to why a higher rate of housing provision could and indeed should be made so as to 
deliver all of the affordable housing need.   
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