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Enabling rural affordable housing is a complex and time intensive activity. In
Worcestershire it was given a major impetus ten years ago with the
appointment of a Rural Housing Enabler (RHE) in Wychavon. Later this role
was expanded to include Malvern Hills and four years ago it became a
countywide post. As the role has developed and the need for rural affordable
housing has become more apparent, the demand for this activity has
increased and the local authorities and Registered Providers have played a
greater role in enabling its delivery. This raises a number of challenges. An
increased focus on delivery has resulted in concern about the capacity of the
current enabling service (RHE and local authorities) to meet ambitious
targets. Concurrently, changes in the way the Homes and Communities
Agency (HCA) funds housing, together with the possibility of cross authority
working and shared services, requires different approaches to managing rural
delivery. Added to this are cuts in public funding affecting staff resources and
capital investment. Finally there is a move to a ‘localism’ approach to policy
and decision making.

To guide a response to these challenges the RHE Steering Group
commissioned a review of current practice with the following objectives:

Review the performance and role of the existing Rural Housing Enabler Project
and evaluate the outputs and outcomes achieved

Analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the project in consultation with
partners — using SWOT and STEP analysis

Assess case study material from completed schemes to identify issues,
barriers etc and identify how these barriers might be rectified in future
schemes

Consult with all the relevant stakeholders including end users to help shape
the review outcomes

Advise on best practice from other areas/projects

Consider the need to rebrand the function

Review the governance and funding, structural arrangements and
interrelationship with various other roles within the county

Clarify the strengths, roles and functions of the key partners to reach a clarity
of expectations of partners and funders

Maximise the delivery of affordable housing in sustainable rural areas —
increasing the speed of delivery

Obtain clear recommendations about the way we should work in the future to
best utilise partner strengths
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Quantitative evidence to inform the Review was collated from data provided
on past funding by the Homes and Communities Agency, scheme data
provided by the RHE, and data from the South Housing Market Area
Partnership that collects information on the development pipeline across the
county.

Electronic questionnaires were completed by the five local authorities
(Worcester City was not included), the Rural Housing Enabler and seven
Registered Providers. These were complemented by telephone interviews
with five parish councillors, three District Councillors and Community First.
The questionnaires were designed to assess existing practice against a
number of tests that were agreed in advance with the Project Steering Group.

The qualitative and quantitative information was brought together and
tested with a workshop of key partners. This also provided the forum for
consideration of options for delivering a rural enabling service in
Worcestershire.

The findings are reported under each of the key elements of enabling rural
affordable housing, using a number of evaluation questions that were agreed
with the Project Steering Group.

Has there been an increase in delivery in Worcestershire between 2006-
2011?

No

Between 2006 -11 at total of 277 new affordable homes have been
provided in settlements of less than 3,000 population and 40 in the larger
rural settlements of 3,000 to 10,000 population. Delivery in the smaller
settlements peaked in 2007/08 at 78 units but has fallen each year since
then and this year 32 units will be completed. However there are
differences at district level. The county has 38% of the West Midland’s
population who live in settlements of less than 3,000 population, but for
2008 — 11 it has only attracted 28% of the HCA’s small settlement target.

Has delivery been consistently achieved across the local authorities?
Almost

The highest levels of delivery are in Wychavon and Malvern Hills. On the
whole levels of delivery in the Districts corresponds with their rurality. The
exception is Wyre Forest that has 10% of the County’s rural population, but
2% of delivery. Delivery has fallen in all the local authorities, with only
Wychavon currently showing an upward trend.



Will delivery continue at the same or higher levels in the future?
No — unless effort is put into removing some of the barriers that delay
schemes at site identification and planning stages.

There are 8 schemes in communities of less than 3,000 population and 3 in
communities of between 3-10,000 population where there is a degree of
certainty around deliverability. There are 30 schemes in the less than 3,000
population settlements where some pre-development work is underway,
but key elements that would deliver the scheme are not yet in place. In the
larger settlements there are 18 schemes in this position. Notably this early
pipeline of schemes is greatest in Wychavon. There is evidence of
significant delays as schemes move to site identification and from planning
application to planning permission stage. The reasons for these are
explored in the discussion on a seamless enabling service.
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Is there informed political and executive support at local authority and
community levels?

In part

Amongst councillors who operate at a senior level there is general support
to providing rural affordable housing. However, this is often not shared,
and indeed undermined, by ward councillors. Parish council support too is
variable across the county. Whilst there is often support to the principle of
affordable housing, this breaks down when specific site discussions begin.
Generally, there is weak executive leadership for rural affordable housing,
the exceptions being Wychavon and Community First.

Is there a supportive policy framework?

At a high level, but this is not translated into planning policy.

The priorities of the Sustainable Community Strategies are supportive, but
they are not followed through in spatial planning policies. Here the focus
remains on restraint and reliance on the rural exception site policy to
deliver rural affordable homes. The rural strategic evidence base could be
stronger. As it stands it does not appear to have been translated into
positive planning policy. Whilst officers suggest this is because of a lack of
political support, senior politicians support rural housing delivery.

Is there a supply of sites?

Yes — but it needs to be improved

There is a lack of consistency in the approach and experience of identifying
sites. The barriers reflect the lack of a proactive spatial approach and
limited or late development control planner engagement. The result is delay
in scheme progress, an uneven pipeline and raises concerns about the
capacity to build a deliverable rural programme in the future.



Has it secured capital finance?

In part

Worcestershire has had success in attracting HCA funding but the level is
not equivalent to its share of the Region’s rural population. All the partners
have applied other resources to support delivery, most markedly Wychavon
District Council. The Total Place mapping exercise within the county could
release further resources)

Are enabling resources deployed effectively?

No

Apart from Wychavon the amount of local authority staff time devoted to
rural enabling is very limited and even here the numbers of staff involved
are very low. Of particular note is the limited engagement of planners,
particularly development control officers. The RHE role is acknowledged as
being critical to maintaining levels of delivery. However, there is widely
held view that this resource should be refocused from providing evidence to
activity that directly improves the quantity and speed of delivery, primarily
through increased involvement in site identification and community
engagement. This mismatch between the existing and required RHE role in
part arises from the lack of involvement of the local authorities in the line
management arrangements of the RHE, in particular the development and
monitoring of the RHE’s work plan.

The RHE resource is very stretched with one post expected to provide a
service across five authorities to support a countywide programme. In
other parts of the country the RHE post usually covers 2-3 authorities.

Is there effective management of rural delivery?

No

There is currently no countywide collective process for monitoring delivery
and addressing barriers. Performance management information is weak
and does not feed into a governance group for rural delivery. In
consequence there is a lack of collective action by all those with an enabling
responsibility, local authorities and Registered Providers. There is a lack of
clarity about the role of the proposed new county structures, but
recognition by the majority that these will affect the management and role
of the RHE.

Does the process of providing rural affordable housing maximise the
sustainable community benefits for the host village?

The direct housing and social benefits are promoted and some
environmental benefits gained. However, opportunities to provide
economic and service benefits are not exploited.
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Is the current funding available and how secure is this for the future?
Is the current funding package adequate for the scope of the role?

The current funding package is sufficient to support one RHE, with some
administrative support. However, the resource is very stretched, covering a
whole county whereas common practice is for a RHE to cover two to three
districts. Funding remains precarious, secured on annual basis. Its future is
uncertain with an expected fall in resources next year.

This level of uncertainty undermines the opportunity to develop the role of
the RHE so that it is able to provide a planned approach to supporting the
management of the delivery of rural affordable housing and respond to the
changing delivery context.

These findings informed a SWOT and STEP analysis which were developed
through the partner workshop. It also pulled together partners’ views on the
key barriers to delivery and who should be responsible for removing them.
Following this the workshop considered three options for managing rural
delivering and funding the RHE role:

e A bespoke social enterprise

e A dual delivery model with two rural delivery groups for the north and south
of the county

e An enhanced countywide rural delivery group

The partners’ preference was for an enhanced countywide rural delivery
partnership

OO0 2

Drawing on all the evidence and the views of partners a set of
recommendations emerge that respond to the four key challenges to
successful rural enabling in Worcestershire. Reflecting the complexity and
inter-relationship of these challenges the recommendations offer a package
of measures that together could support improvement. In the same context



the responsibility for taking these forward is a joint responsibility, shared by
the local authorities, Registered Providers, RHE and Community First.
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Enabling rural affordable housing is a complex and time intensive activity. In
Worcestershire this task was given a major impetus ten years ago with the
appointment of a Rural Housing Enabler in Wychavon. Later this role was
expanded to include Malvern Hills and four years ago it became a countywide
post. As the role has developed and the need for rural affordable housing has
become more apparent, the demand for this activity has increased and local
authorities and Registered Partners have played at greater part in enabling its
delivery. This raises a number of challenges. An increased focus on delivery
has resulted in concern about the capacity of the current enabling service
(RHE and local authorities) to meet ambitious targets. Concurrently, changes
in the way the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) funds housing,
together with the drive for cross authority working and shared services,
requires different approaches to managing rural delivery. Added to this are
cuts in public funding affecting staff resources and capital investment; and
the move to a policy and decision making based on a ‘localism’ approach.

To respond to these challenges the Worcestershire Rural Housing Enabler
Steering Group, which operates as a focus for rural housing issues in the
county, commissioned a review of current practice. Its objectives were:

Review the performance and role of the existing Rural Housing Enabler Project
and evaluate the outputs and outcomes achieved
Analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the project in consultation with
partners — using SWOT and STEP analysis
Assess case study material from completed schemes to identify issues,
barriers etc and identify how these barriers might be rectified in future
schemes
Consult with all the relevant stakeholders including end users to help shape
the review outcomes
Advise on best practice from other areas/projects and demonstrate:

0 Best practice KPI collection

Consider the need to rebrand the function:

0 Marketing the scheme

0 Bringin additional resources

0 Manage expectations of partners / funders

Review the governance and funding, structural arrangements and
interrelationship with various other roles within the county to:

0 Achieve strategic fit with national, regional and local policy framework

0 Enable consistent delivery

0 Maximise investment from partners

Clarify the strengths, roles and functions of the key partners to reach a clarity
of expectations of partners and funders

Maximise the delivery of affordable housing in sustainable rural areas —
increasing the speed of delivery

11
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1.2.2

123

1.2.4

1.2.5

Obtain clear recommendations about the way we should work in the future to
best utilise partner strengths

Oo% &5,
The evidence of current practice and testing of future options was an
iterative process that drew on quantitative and qualitative analysis.

The HCA provided data on scheme allocation and completion since 2006 —
2011 for settlements of less than 3,000 population and those of 3,000 to
10,000 population. These fall within the government and HCA definition of
‘rural’. This information allowed the Review to assess levels and distribution
of rural delivery.

Additional data on the numbers of schemes in the pipeline was provided by
the collation of data across the county by the South Housing Market Area
Partnership. This also provided information on the pre-development stage
that schemes had reached. To this additional data was provided by the RHE
on pipeline schemes and length of time taken for schemes to progress
through the pre-development stages. Together this provided evidence on
likely future levels of delivery and an insight into where barriers were
occurring.

The first element of the qualitative analysis were a series of electronic, pre-
coded questionnaires. These were designed to gather the views of the five
local authorities, seven Registered Providers, RHE and Community First on
the effectiveness of current enabling practice, the management and funding
of the RHE post, and the likely impacts of proposed changes in structures for
setting policy and delivery. To meet the required deadline the questionnaires
for the local authorities, RHE and Community First were completed over the
phone. This also provided the opportunity for respondents to expand on
their replies. A telephone interview was completed with Community First.
The Registered Providers completed their questionnaires electronically.

Further telephone interviews were completed with five parish councillors
from each of the Districts. Five senior elected member were invited to take
part in telephone interviews, three took part. The aim of these interviews
was to explore communities’ and district councillors’ experiences of being
involved in providing rural affordable housing.

The findings from the first stage were used as the basis for a workshop to

explore further current practice and test options for the future. It was
attended by: local authorities, Registered Provider development staff, the

12
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RHE, County Council, Community First, and the Worcestershire Association
for Local Councils.
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The format of the report takes a logical journey through the evidence and
assessment of current practice, to the identification and testing of steps to
improve enabling, concluding with recommendations and options for

strengthening the role so that it is equipped to respond to the challenges it
faces.

Section Two — provides an analysis of delivery of rural affordable housing
across Worcestershire.

Section Three — assesses current enabling practice against a number of ‘fit for
purpose’ tests

Section Four — describes the current funding and likely funding for
the RHE post

Section Five — brings together the findings of the previous sections and
workshop discussion to provide some overall findings and set
out the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to
existing enabling practice

Section Six — sets out different options for undertaking the enabling task
and funding and managing the RHE role

Section Seven — provides recommendations that respond to the four key

challenges to rural enabling that were identified during the
Review.

13
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2.1.2

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.1.5
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The ultimate measurement of whether rural enabling is successful is that
there is an increase in the number of affordable homes provided. To assess
the extent to which enabling practice in Worcestershire has achieved this
objective three tests were used:

1. Hasthere been an increase in rural delivery in Worcestershire between
2006-11

2. Has delivery been consistently achieved across the Local Authorities

3. Will the current pipeline maintain or increase levels of delivery

The Homes and Communities Agency provided information on actual and
forecast completions for settlements of less than 10,000 population in
Worcestershire for 2006-2011.

The South Housing Market Area Partnership (SHMAP) records the number
and stages schemes have reached in the pre-development pipeline across
Worcestershire.

The RHE completed an excel spreadsheets that provided a breakdown of time
for schemes to progress through the different pre-development stages. This
data included; evidence base used; timescales for delivery; planning policy
that enabled development; stages in pre-development that took up most of
the time; and who were the developing Registered Providers.

All data sets were cross-referenced to ensure the research picked up all
completed schemes, schemes in the pipeline and communities where
engagement had taken place. There were a couple of differences where the
RHE recorded communities where involvement was underway, but had not
been picked up in the SHMAP data and visa-versa. For this exercise we have
recorded all pipeline schemes mentioned.

Local Authorities were asked to provide additional information on non-grant

funded delivery built between 2006 to 2010 in settlements of less than 3,000
population and 3-10,000 population.

14
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2.2.1 From 2006/07 to 2010/11, 243 units of grant funded affordable housing have
been built on 50 schemes in rural settlements of less than 3,000 population,
see figure 2.1.a. In the same period 40 units on 6 schemes have been built in
larger rural settlement of between 3,000 — 10,000 population, see figure
2.1.b.

Figure 2.1a: Grant funded delivery in settlements
of <3k population 2006 - 2011
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Figure 2.1b: Grant funded delivery in settlements
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2.2.2 Three local authorities provided information on non-grant funded delivery
over the same period. Information was provided on settlements under 3,000
population, but no information was provided on 3,000-10,000 communities.
A total of 34 units have been developed without grant on 10 schemes in
settlements of under 3,000 since 2006. Sixteen of these were in Malvern
Hills and 18 within Wychavon. Wyre Forest, Bromsgrove and Redditch
reported no non-grant funded delivery of rural affordable housing.

2.2.3 Across Worcestershire from 2006 to 2011 a total of 277 units of affordable
housing, grant and non grant funded, have been enabled in settlements of
less than 3,000 population, and 40 units have been enabled in settlements of
between 3-10,000 population. See Figures 2.2a and 2.2b.

Figure 2.2a: Grant and non grant funded delivery in
settlements <3k 2006 -2011
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Figure 2.2b: Grant and non grant funded delivery
in settlements 3k-10k 2006 2011
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2.2.5

No.of units

As Figure 2.3 shows since 2007-08 grant funded delivery has reduced steadily
in the smaller rural settlements, except in Wychavon. At its peak in 07/08, 74
units were provided in rural settlements of less than 3k population in
Worcestershire, by 10/11 this figure will have fallen to under half, 32 units.

The delivery in the larger rural settlements is very low so any changes tend to
appear dramatic. There was a marked increase in delivery in 2009 — 10 as a
result of a single scheme in Bromsgrove of 20 units. It is expected that
delivery across the county will fall back during 2010 -2011.

Figure 2.3 Trend in rural unit delivery 2006 -2011
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2.2.6 A measure of the effectiveness of rural enabling is how successful it has been

in attracting public funding compared with other areas. A rough assessment
can be made by comparing the percentage of rural population with
percentage share of the HCA’s 2008-11 rural programme, within the West
Midlands.

2.2.7 Figures 2.2.4 a and b illustrate that the 38% of the West Midlands population

living in settlements of less than 3,000 were in Worcestershire. The HCA's
rural programme for 2008 — 11 was to fund 400 units. During this time 114
units were completed in Worcestershire’s’ sub 3,000 population
settlements, 28% of the rural programme.
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Between 2006 -11 at total of 277 new affordable homes have been provided in
settlements of less than 3,000 population and 40 in the larger rural settlements of

3,000 to 10,000 population.

Delivery in the smaller settlements peaked in 2007/08 at 78 units but has fallen each
year since then and this year 32 units will be completed. However there are
differences at district level.

A very rough measure of the county’s success at attracting public grant is to compare
its percentage of the region’s population with its % share of the HCA's rural target.
The county has 38% of the West Midland’s population who live in settlements of less
than 3,000 population, but for 2008 — 11 it has only attracted 28% of the HCA’s small
settlement target.

18
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Figure 2.5: Delivery in <3K settlements2006 -2011
by local authority
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Figure 2.5 illustrates that the highest level of grant funded delivery in
settlements of less than 3,000 population, between 2006 to 2011, was
achieved in Wychavon District Council where 118 homes were provided. This
is followed by Malvern Hills District Council, 72 homes, and Bromsgrove
District Council (38 homes). Lowest rates of delivery are in Redditch and
Wyre Forest each enabling 10 and 5 units respectively.

To some extent this pattern of delivery reflects the differences in rurality
between the districts. Figure 2.6 compares the percentage of population
living in settlements of less than 3,000 population and HCA completion data.
For all local authorities, bar Wyre Forest and Redditch, delivery is consistent
with their rurality. In Redditch, a predominately urban authority delivery is
high compared with rurality. In contrast delivery in Wyre Forest delivery is
low compared to its rurality.

Figure 2.6: Comparison of % <3k population with
% <3k rural delivery
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Noof units

2.3.5

It is not possible to do a similar analysis for settlements with populations of
3,000 to 10,000 as the HCA do not record separately their investment in
these communities. However, it is worth noting that across Worcestershire
there are only six settlements in this band. Four of these are in Bromsgrove.
The mid-year 2008 population estimates show that there are a number of
smaller settlements that are approaching this size, so this band may have a
greater call for investment in the future.

The trends in delivery show marked differences as demonstrated in Figures
2.5 and 2.7. Average annual delivery across rural Worcestershire, in
settlements of less than 3,000 population since 2006 to 2011, is 48.6 units of
affordable grant funded housing. Inlarger rural districts such as Wychavon
and Malvern Hills, this equates to an average annual figure of 23.6 and 14.4
units respectively. In Bromsgrove average delivery is 8 units and in Wyre
Forest average delivery is 1 unit.

Figure 2.7: Trend in local authority delivery in <3k
settlements 2006-2011
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Rural delivery has been through 7 Registered Providers. Five years agoin a
drive for cost effectiveness the HCA channelled its funding through ‘lead’
partners. This resulted in the formation of a number of large group
structures that incorporated smaller Registered Providers. Within rural
Worcestershire four such Groups operate:
West Mercia lead partner to Bromsgrove District Housing Trust
Accord and Matrix lead partners to Evesham & Pershore Housing
Association

20



2.3.6

2.3.7

No-of units

2.3.8

2.3.9

Midland Heart lead partner to Elgar and Spa Housing Associations
Bromford lead partner to Wyre Forest

Most active Registered Providers in rural settlements of less than 3,000
population since 06/07 have been West Mercia and Evesham & Pershore,
who respectively have delivered 139 and 67 units across Bromsgrove,
Malvern Hills, Redditch and Wychavon, see Figure 2.8. Bromsgrove District
Housing Trust is solely active in Bromsgrove and Wyre Forest Housing
Association solely active in Wyre Forest. Elgar and Spa Housing Associations
have also developed in Wychavon and Malvern Hills.

Figure 2.9 shows that in rural settlements of between 3-10,000 population
Evesham & Pershore have developed 15 units in Wychavon; Elgar have
developed 5 units in Malvern Hills; and Bromsgrove DHT, have developed 20
units in Bromsgrove.

Figure 2.9: units or with planning permission in
3k-10k settlemets 2006 2011
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Within rural settlements of less than 3,000 population, delivery is on sites of
2 units or more, the largest site being 13 units in Wychavon. The majority of
sites are between 6 and 8 units.

In rural settlements of between 3-10k population, the largest site was in
Bromsgrove in 09/10 where 20 units were enabled, which were home-buy,
and for rent. Other schemes are between 5-6 units. Single unit delivery has
only been used in Wychavon on a couple of occasions.

21



2.3.10

2.3.11

2.3.12

2.3.13

Unfortunately, the data was not forthcoming on which schemes were 5106
developments and which rural exception sites. Very crudely a calculation can
be made for Malvern Hills and Wychavon who reported the number of rural
$106 schemes that had been developed in their districts in settlements of less
than 3,000 population. If it is assumed that these sites have provided
affordable housing without any grant, tentatively it could be said that in
Malvern Hills 78% of units and 59% of schemes in settlements of less than
3,000 population were on rural exception sites. The corresponding figures
for Wychavon are 85% of units and 82% of schemes. When asked, as part of
the questionnaire, what percentage of rural affordable housing was delivered
through rural exception sites, Malvern Hills reported that 51% to 75% was
through this route and Wychavon 26% to50%.

An unexpected finding of the Review was the inclusion of large urban
settlements in the local authorities’ reporting of rural delivery. Given that
the Regional Housing Board and HCA agreed targets for delivery in
settlements of less than 10,000 population, this raises concerns about
whether potential funding intended for rural delivery has been used to
support urban developments.

As in other areas of the country the HCA has a regional rural target for
delivery in settlements of less than 3,000 population. This was agreed
between the Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) and
the Regional Housing Board. In the West Midlands this was to provide 400
units between 2008 to 2011, across the region. This figure was not
disaggregated to a lower geographical level. In addition the Regional
Housing Board, again in discussion with CLG agreed a target of a further 100
units for larger rural settlements. In line with the Government’s rural
definition this is communities with populations of 3,000 — 10,000. However
in the West Midlands Regional Housing Investment Strategy no definition was
given, instead it referred to a priority to deliver 100 units in market towns.
The HCA worked with the local authorities to define the market towns and
this coupled with the limited number of bids coming forward in
Worcestershire resulted in investment to meet rural housing needs being
allocated to schemes in settlements significantly larger than the
Government’s definition of a rural settlement. For example, Stourport in
Wyre Forest, 19,000 population and two settlements of 23,000 population,
Evesham and Droitwich in Wychavon.

Unfortunately, delivery data on settlements exceeding 10,000 population in
Worcestershire was not available, as these settlements do not have a unique
location code. The HCA advised that investment in places exceeding 3000
would not count towards the rural target. However, it may count towards
the Regional Housing Board target, but only if the location was identified as a
market town by the local authorities.

22



Conclusion: Has delivery been consistently achieved across the local
authorities?

Almost

The highest levels of delivery are in Wychavon and Malvern Hills. On the
whole levels of delivery in the Districts correspond with their rurality. The
exception is Wyre Forest that has 10% of the County’s rural population, but
2% of delivery.

Delivery has fallen in all the local authorities, with only Wychavon
currently showing an upward trend.

A decision was taken by the HCA in consultation with the local authorities
to extend the rural definition beyond that adopted by the Government to
include market towns of more than 10,000 population. This was a
pragmatic response to the limited number of bids coming forward.
However, it raises questions about why so few schemes were being
submitted for funding and what has been the impact of this decision on the
sustainability of larger rural settlements in the 3,000 to 10,000 population
band.
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2.4.1 The SHMAP record the number and stages that schemes have reached in the
pre-development pipeline across Worcestershire. To these figures the
Review added information provided by the RHE that gives more detailed
evidence, particularly the status of schemes in the early stages of delivery.
There were a couple of differences where the RHE recorded communities
where their involvement was underway, but which were not recorded in the
SHMAP data and visa-versa. For this exercise we have recorded all pipeline
schemes mentioned.

2.4.2 Figures 2.10 and 2.11 breaks down the pipeline into pre-development stages
for settlements of fewer than 3,000 and 3-10,000 population. ‘Site agreed’
status assumes community engagement has been undertaken and housing
need has been proven.

2.4.3 In settlements of fewer than 3,000 population there are a total of 8 schemes
where there is some certainty around deliverability with funding, community
engagement and/or planning approval in place. These are in Wychavon,
Malvern Hills and Bromsgrove.
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Figure 2.10: Current <3k pipeline
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2.4.4 In settlements of between 3-10,000 population there are 3 schemes in
Malvern Hills and Wychavon at a similar stage in the pre-development
process.
Figure2.11: Current 3k-10k pipeline
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Within both settlement sizes there are a number of schemes where the site is
agreed but no planning application has been submitted or the community
engaged; and sites where a housing need established but no site identified.
Within settlements of less than 3,000 population this totals 30 schemes, the
majority in Wychavon. In settlements of between 3-10,000 population this
totals 18, which are again within Wychavon with 1 in Wyre Forest.

This data suggests that there is a blockage in the pipeline where the

community engagement and housing, need work is being undertaken but
without a smooth transition site identification and planning approval.

Figure 2.12: Timescales for delivery in <3k settlements
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Further information provided by the RHE on completed schemes and projects
underway were cross-referenced with the data provided by the SHMAP to
ensure all communities were included. The majority of schemes in Wychavon
take between 1 to 2 and 3 years to complete. In Malvern Hills schemes can
take from between 1 to 3 years to in one instance a scheme took between 1
to 6 years to complete, which is a similar situation in Bromsgrove.

This is further indicated by looking at the length of time it has taken for
schemes to proceed through the different stages of the pipeline as shown in
Figure 2.13. These figures need to be treated with some caution, as the RHE
was only able to provide a full set of information for 36% (18) of the
completed schemes in settlements of less than 3,000 population between
2006 - 2010.
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2.4.9 The longest element of the pre-development stage is from planning
application to planning permission being granted with 11 schemes taking
more than a year. Unfortunately specific dates for site identification were
often unavailable, but using that available, it took more than six months for
six schemes to progress from needs identification to identifying a site.
Interestingly there were a further six schemes where the site was identified
before the needs identification work. There was insufficient information to
state the length of time from planning application to start on site, but from
here to completion progress is speedy with 14 schemes for which information
was provided taking a year.

Figure 2.13: Progress through the Piepline of schemes involving

the RHE
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2.4.10 The potential blockage is further evidenced by data provided by the RHE on
the stages of the pre-development process that took most time. In all
predominately rural authorities, community engagement has been the most
time consuming process in pre-development, followed by negotiating
planning.

SoH (0 R . F % %+ % #, % SUSHE %5 %:

No

There are 8 schemes in communities of less than 3,000 population and 3 in
communities of between 3-10,000 population where there is a degree of certainty
around deliverability.
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There are 30 schemes in the less than 3,000 population settlements where some
pre-development work is underway, but key elements that would deliver the
scheme are not yet in place. In the larger settlements there are 18 schemes in this
position. Notably this early pipeline of schemes is greatest in Wychavon.

The evidence on the pipeline also begins to shed light on where some of the barriers
to delivery are occurring, with significant delays as schemes move from planning
application to planning permission stage. There are many reasons why this delay
may be occurring and these are explored in Section 3.
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3.1 This section focuses on the current practice of enabling rural affordable
housing. Itis divided into seven parts reflecting the interdependent elements
of a streamlined enabling service, as confirmed through the stakeholder
workshop: informed political and executive support at local authority and
community levels; a supportive policy framework; a supply of sites;
availability of capital finance; efficient deployment of expertise; effective
management of delivery; maximisation of sustainable community benefits.
Undertaking these tasks is a responsibility shared by local authority housing
and planning officers, Registered Provider development staff, the RHE,
district and parish councillors. If enabling practice is to be effective each of
these elements has to be in place.

O 2 2/ 1 2
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3.2.0 District Councillors have a central leadership role in promoting and
supporting policy, practice and decisions that deliver rural affordable
housing. They can act as champions within the authority and ambassadors
within and for the communities they represent. To fulfil this role they need
to be equipped with robust evidence of the need; knowledge of policy and
delivery mechanisms; and an understanding of the allocation criteria. With
the Government’s emphasis on a ‘localism’ approach to policy and decision
making the role of elected members will become even more important. The
key will be that they can be supported to see localism as a mandate for
action, not a threat to their authority.

3.2.1 To assess the strength of this element of the enabling process two tests have
been applied to the evidence:

Is there consistent district councillor support for rural affordable housing?

3.2.2 Among local authority, Registered Provider and the RHE respondents the
majority view was that councillor support for the principle of providing rural
affordable housing was variable across the county. Wychavon was
consistently recorded as having the highest levels with a perception that 75%
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3.2.3

3.24

3.25

3.2.6

of councillors support its delivery. There were similar variable perceptions
amongst respondents to the trend in political support. The majority of
respondents thought it had remained the same, but they also cited an
increase in two authorities and a reduction in others. Wychavon was
commonly identified as having increased support over the last three years.
However, different respondents identified different authorities as
experiencing reduced levels of political support.

Support amongst ward councillors to proposed schemes in their communities
is less reliable than that of senior council members. Only one local authority
officer reported that support was always given, the rest reported it was
variable. The interviewed elected members and Registered Providers all
noted the unwillingness of ward councillors to stand up to articulated local
opposition.

A further indication of this variability is the authorities’ record of approving
planning applications for rural affordable housing. No distinct trend
emerged, with different Registered Providers reporting different experiences
even within the same local authority. In part this reflects the small number
of schemes coming through and probably the different relationships that
exist between the local authorities and Registered Providers.

A second indication of the levels of political support is the extent to which
strategic policies, including planning policies, support rural affordable
housing provision. This will be explored in a later section, but at this stage it
is worth noting that officers reported that the lack of a more positive policy
approach was a result of a lack of political support.

Local authority, Registered Provider respondents and the RHE were asked
what factors had increased or reduced district councillor support over the last
three years. The majority cited that increased support resulted from training
and support for councillors provided by the local authorities and RHE. The
national agenda and change in political leadership within the council were
also noted. Conversely, change in political leadership was cited as the cause
of a decline in political support in one authority.

Five councillors were invited to take part in the review and three agreed to
be interviewed. They were from Malvern Hills, Wychavon and Bromsgrove
and variously sat on the housing or planning committees of their authorities.
They all recognised the importance of creating and maintaining sustainable
rural communities, but there was less clarity of whether this is translated into
specific policy. Only one member was aware of a particular focus on this issue
within their Council. Within this district one member has specific
responsibility for rural affairs and embedding a rural dimension into policy,
the work of the Local Strategic Partnership and the Local Area Agreements.
For all of them there was a focus on affordable housing and an acknowledged
unmet need in rural communities.
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3.2.7

3.2.8

All three district councillors had senior positions on the council and saw their
role as supporting applications where needs have been identified. They all
noted their role as an ambassador for rural affordable housing in discussion
with officers. Interestingly one councillor noted that housing staff were
generally more sympathetic than their planners to the delivery of rural
affordable housing. One recognised that this role extended to ensuring that
housing and planning policy responds to needs data. Generally, they
considered that they play an effective role within their Councils. However,
they noted that their support was sometimes undermined by resistance
amongst some ward councillors to affordable housing in their ‘patch’.

Interestingly, they all commented on local opposition as being one of the
main barriers to delivery, along with site availability and lack of capital
finance. At a community level the interviewed district councillors saw their
role as one of supporting local communities at parish council meetings,
overcoming misconceptions and providing the ‘benefit of experience’.
However, they had no strong view of whether they were effective in this role
because of the depth of local suspicions and fears of affordable housing.

Are there mechanisms in place to help district councillors engage constructively in

3.2.9

the delivery of rural affordable housing?

A range of mechanisms are employed by the local authorities to gain
constructive councillor engagement. The most common being training
events, visits to completed schemes and articles in newsletters. Only two
authorities cited regular member briefings on the issue.

3.2.10 A concern expressed by the councillors was their lack of confidence in the

3.2.11

evidence base for intervention. This covered concerns with the age of
evidence collected through a district housing needs surveys, weaknesses in
using waiting list information and variability of local housing needs surveys
undertaken by the RHE. However, there was also recognition of the crucial
role of the RHE in demonstrating local housing needs. None of the councillors
made reference to evidence collected through Strategic Housing Market
Assessments, but one acknowledged that Choice Based Lettings data could be
a source of evidence.

&. + %%, %T% 5T # . M & §. B0 it

Like district councils, parish councils have a statutory responsibility for the
‘well being’ of their community. This extends across a range of issues,
including addressing the housing needs of their residents. Taking on this role
can require particular resolve, particularly when faced by vociferous
opposition despite evidence of a lack of affordable housing. However, there
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are many examples of where parish councillors have played a crucial
leadership role in promoting and securing affordable housing. Their support
is usually fostered by an informed understanding of the level of need, how
the homes will be provided, allocation criteria, opportunities to engage in its
location and design, and back up from district councillors and officers. Often
central to providing this support is a Rural Housing Enabler.

To assess the extent to which parishes and communities in Worcestershire
constructively engage in the delivery of rural affordable housing two tests
have been applied:

Is there consistent parish council support for rural affordable housing?

3.2.12

3.2.13

Local authorities, Registered Providers and the RHE were asked to assess the
levels of parish council support for rural affordable housing in each district.
Their responses were mixed and sometimes contradicted each other.
Amongst the local authorities, four considered that 0-10% of parishes were
obstructive, with a same proportion having this position after the
involvement of the RHE. Three noted that 11-25% were supportive and two
noted that 26-50% of parishes were supportive as a consequence of the
involvement of the RHE, with two others noting rates of 51-75% after this
work. Counterbalancing each other, the Registered Providers who responded
to this question noted slightly higher levels of opposition, whilst the RHE
proposed that levels of parish council opposition were generally low. Against
this context it is interesting to note the significance that the interviewed
councillors attached to local opposition as a barrier to delivery.

Five parish council representatives were interviewed, one from each district
council area. In each parish affordable housing has been proposed and in
four a scheme is currently being pursued. In all but one case the proposal to
provide affordable housing was initiated by local people, usually the Parish
Council or following encouragement from the district councillor. Apart from
one privately initiated development, the Parish Councils have remained
supportive, but all noted that this was often in the face of vociferous
opposition from some members of the community. In one case it is
anticipated that this will lead to current Parish Councillors not being returned
at the next election.
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Are there mechanisms in place to help parish councillors and rural residents engage

constructively in the delivery of rural affordable housing?

3.2.14 Providing opportunity to engage constructively plays a central role in gaining

3.2.15

3.2.16

3.2.17

community support. The parish council representatives were asked at what
points they had been engaged in the pre-development process and their
views on whether the process had been satisfactory. All had been involved,
working with the RHE, in identifying housing need. However, universally they
all raised concerns at the reliability of this data and how its weakness made
both the scheme and the mandate of the parish council open to challenge.
Their experience led them to conclude that the Registered Provider generally
led site identification, with involvement of the parish council and with
support of the RHE. They identified the local authorities and Registered
Providers as leading in the definition of allocation criteria, however they
considered that as parish councillors they had an overseeing role to ensure
that the homes would be let to people with a local connection. Their
perception was that the Registered Provider led the design of the scheme;
with the RHE providing data to inform the type and tenure mix. Asked to
score the levels of support they had received from one to five, with five being
very supportive, four of the five awarded maximum weighting to the RHE,
three gave the same score for local authority input and three gave the
Registered Providers a score of four.

It is however interesting to note that despite this support the three barriers
they identified to the scheme progressing were: reliable and accurate data;
identifying/obtaining suitable sites; and local opposition. Moreover, it has
taken between 5-10 years to move from initial interest to developed
sites/planning applications. From their responses it is clear that local
opposition has had a significant adverse impact on progress. Only two of the
parish representatives considered that there was general community support
for the proposed scheme, although they cited that there was support in
principle for affordable housing. The opportunities to seek constructive
engagement were generally limited to public meetings, which respondents
reported provided a catalyst for opposition.

In such instances the ward councillor can play a crucial supportive role. In
one parish this has proved to be the case, but three respondents reported
that although the councillor had initially supported the scheme their input
either diminished or vanished as developments progressed. In one case the
ward councillor voted against the planning application despite the Parish
Council’s support.

All the parish representatives noted the vital role played by the RHE in trying
to turn round local opposition, and as the local authority responses showed
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this is usually effective. The RHE uses a range of techniques to gain
community support, primarily through direct contact and work with parish
councils. As noted in Figure 3.1 it is this activity that takes up most of the
RHE’s time once a need has been established. This is supplemented by the
range of publicity material that provides parishes with information on the
process for delivering rural affordable housing, the role of the RHE, and
recently through a web site there are links to completed schemes so other
communities can be assured about the quality and type of housing that is

provided.
Figure 3.1 Stages of the Pre-development process that
took most of the RHE time
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3.2.18 A third element of leadership is that provided by senior members of staff
within the organisations responsible for rural delivery. This was not explored
explicitly in any depth, but it emerged in discussion. Concerns were raised
that too often ‘lip service’ is paid to rural affordable housing, but this is not
pursued and promoted through corporate management. The result is a lack
of co-herence in approach. This is particularly evident from the disjuncture
between headline corporate priorities and spatial policies and practice. Lack
of executive leadership can leave officers feeling disempowered to take
action that could unlock barriers.

3.2.19 Wychavon displays executive leadership, with the priority to provide rural
affordable housing being championed at Chief Executive level and running as
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a golden thread through corporate management of resources. The dividends
are clear from the significantly higher levels of delivery achieved in an
authority with very few staff resources.

3.2.20 Within Community First the Chief Executive similarly provides leadership for
affordable housing. This is evidenced internally through the steps that are
taken to embed the work of the RHE within the organisation. Externally, he
provides an ambassadorial role for affordable housing, ceding its importance
into the work of the LSP and the County Council.
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Amongst councillors who operate at a senior level there is general support to
providing rural affordable housing. However, this is not universal. More notably,
their commitment is often not shared, and indeed undermined, by ward councillors
acting in the face of vocal opposition even when: there is evidence of housing need;
affordable housing is a corporate priority; and in some cases even where there is
parish council support for a scheme.

Parish council support too is variable across the county. The interviews indicate that
their ability to constructively engage is often undermined by lack of confidence in
the needs evidence, limited wider community engagement that can catalyse
opposition and lack of ward member support. Whilst there is often support to the
principle of affordable housing, this breaks down when specific site discussions
begin.

Generally, there is weak executive leadership for rural affordable housing, the
exceptions being Wychavon and Community First. The consequences of its absence
are a lack of coherent approach and deployment of resources. It may also
undermine operational staff engagement in driving improvement. These are issued
explored more fully in the following sections of the report.

1 o -

3.3.1 Asupportive policy framework is essential if sites are to come forward,
applications for rural affordable housing are to be approved and funding be
made available. Together policies can bring transparency, speed and efficient
and effective application of resources, including enabling staff time, to the
delivery of rural affordable housing.
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3.3.2 The policy framework is made up of four elements: clear corporate

objectives; a robust evidence base; from which follow positive and proactive
planning policies for rural affordable housing; and clear investment priorities.

3.3.3 To achieve their Sustainable Community Strategy objectives local authorities
need to embed them as a ‘golden thread’ that runs through their policies and

practice.

This section will explore the extent to which there is a supportive strategic
policy framework in place using four tests:
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3.3.4 All the five authorities responding to the questionnaire (excludes Worcester

City) give priority to strengthening communities in their Sustainable
Community Strategies. Within these strategies there is a specific priority to

increase the supply of affordable housing. For Wychavon, Malvern Hills and

Bromsgrove specific attention is given to supporting rural communities.
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Strategic Housing Market Assessment ( SHMA)
3.3.5 All the interviewed local authorities have an up to date SHMA. Only

Wychavon and Malvern Hills have a rural analysis provided on the basis of
groups of parish councils.

%
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3.3.6 Toremain relevant and inform monitoring and review of policy and practice
the evidence base needs to be kept up to date. All the authorities undertake
an annual update of housing market conditions, including an assessment of
the need for affordable housing using the Land Use Registry, Choice Based
Lettings data and in two cases Housing Register information.

3.3.7 Local housing needs surveys are undertaken in all the local authorities,
primarily led by the RHE with council input. Two years ago the County
Council took on responsibility for analysing the results. Over the last three
years, in three authorities between 11-25% of rural communities have been
surveyed. Rising to 26%-40% in Wychavon. In Redditch there is 100%
coverage, but there is only one parish. Response rates of local housing
surveys vary with two local authorities reporting 21% to 30% and two others
31%-40%.

3.3.8 ltisinteresting to note the findings of a report commissioned by the National
Housing Federation. Using statistical testing it identified that to gain a
statistically reliable result using 100% household surveys in all the parishes of
less than 3,000 population, in the 29 authorities it surveyed, a 55% response
rate would be required.’

3.3.9 Given the geographic coverage and return rates of local housing needs
surveys in rural Worcestershire means they are not appropriate as a strategic
evidence base. They are used as a source of data by all authorities and
Registered Providers to support planning applications and the tenure mix of
rural exception and S106 sites. In two instances they are also used as part of
the strategic evidence base’.

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (SHLAA)
3.3.10 All the local authorities had completed or were undertaking a SHLAA but
only one of them included sites in rural settlements. Three of the authorities

noted that the RHE had been involved in the process, however only one was
able to provide any detail.

Economic Viability Assessments (EVA)

2 Assessing Rural Housing Needs — National Housing Federation — Feb 2009
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3.3.11

3.3.12

3.3.13

All the responding local authorities are undertaking or have completed an
EVA. Four stated that there was a rural component to the assessments with
three noting the use of: rural housing sub-markets, small sites, and testing
thresholds of 0-5 units. Two also applied alternative use values relevant to
rural areas.
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The starting point for a positive approach to rural affordable housing is the
adoption of policies that through the distribution of development support the
sustainability of rural communities. Table 3.1 provides a summary of existing
and proposed policies for rural affordable housing.

All the local authorities currently use a hierarchical approach, largely defined
using service checklists. Under this arrangement residential development in
rural communities is significantly restricted and because of the thresholds
that trigger affordable housing, the prime route for delivering affordable
housing is through the rural exception sites. This is borne out by the figures
provided in Table 3.2 that shows the local authorities estimates of the
percentage of rural affordable housing provided through the rural exception
site policy.

w7 %% L% 5 § 55 & "% H o, &%SE*% , $93.%""
+H 0+

Malvern Hills 51-75%

Wychavon 26-50%

Wyre Forest 51-75%

Bromsgrove 76-100%

Redditch 76-100%

3.3.14 Itis interesting to note that in response to concerns raised during

3.3.15

consultation, Wychavon expanded the locations where new general
development would be allowed to include some villages.

The heavy reliance on the rural exception site policy raises particular
concerns. By its very nature it is controversial because it allows development
in areas where there is an overarching policy of constraint. Inevitably they
can attract intense local opposition. They are not strategic, development
occurs where there is an opportunity, rather than where it is most needed.
The process of bringing schemes forward is expensive in time and resources
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and vulnerable to considerable delay. Finally they are expensive to the public
purse as there are no opportunities for cross subsidy from private
development.

3.3.16 Since the adoption of the current planning policies in Worcestershire,
significant concerns have been raised that the hierarchical approach has the
affect of undermining the sustainability of smaller rural settlements and
results in low levels of delivery. In response national planning guidance
(PPS3) requires that planning departments take a positive and proactive
approach to provision of affordable housing in rural communities and set out
a strategy for planned development that takes account of, #

§
& §.> The
expectation would be that this was being applied in the emerging Core
Strategies.

3.3.17 As Table 3.1 shows, in practice the proposed approaches for all but Redditch
still use a hierarchical approach based on village facilities and availability of
public transport criteria. Three of the authorities will continue to rely on the
rural exception site policy to deliver rural affordable housing. One will look
to allocate one to five sites and Wychavon will seek to allocate more than 10
sites in its smaller rural settlements.

3.3.18 It is proposed in the South Worcestershire Joint Core Strategy to lower site
thresholds that trigger affordable housing to five units, but taking an off-site
contribution on developments at or below five units rather than affordable
housing on site. The positive impacts of this policy will only be realised if
sites in smaller rural communities are allocated sites or there is a policy that
includes the same threshold and contribution requirements for small rural
unallocated. There remain questions about how taking off site contributions
will add to rural delivery for two reasons. Firstly, if rural needs are then only
met through rural exception sites, the value for money advantages that come
from cross subsidy will not be available. In current funding conditions this
could disadvantage rural schemes. Secondly, there is a danger that the
commuted sums will be used to support urban delivery, thus losing any
advantage to rural communities of development.

3.3.19 There remain questions on the extent to which taking an off-site contribution
will support rural delivery. This will not provide affordable housing on those
sites and will lose any advantage of cross subsidy. There is also a danger that
unless these commuted sums are ring fenced for rural delivery the funding
will be used to support affordable housing in urban centres.

3 Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing — paragraphs 30 and 38 — CLG 2006
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3.3.19

3.3.20

3.3.21

3.3.22

3.3.23

It is not surprising that the majority of those responsible for delivering rural

affordable housing considered that the general distribution of development
policies were unsupportive. However, there was some variation with overall
Wychavon and Wyre Forest considered to be the most helpful.

The same picture emerged from the Registered Provider and RHE responses
to S106 affordable housing policies, which were considered to be
unsupportive of rural delivery. In contrast rural exception site policies were
considered to be supportive, particularly by the RHE.

When asked why a more positive and strategic approach has not been
adopted the majority cited lack of political support. This is at odds with the
supportive responses from the local politicians. It is interesting to note that
Wychavon has the highest perceived levels of political support and most
positive approach. The other two reasons noted were lack of support from
the Planning Inspectorate and limited local authority capacity to take on a
more strategic approach.

In the future, under the ‘localism’ agenda, it will be necessary to have a
process for involving residents in shaping policy that affects the future of
their communities and a policy framework that is able to respond to
development needs that emerge.
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Most of the local authorities housing strategies are now very dated.
Reflecting changed circumstances, including the need for joint working, it has
been decided to prepare a county wide housing strategy. This is being
prepared with the assistance of external consultants. As a first step they
undertook a review of the draft strategy, using the Audit Commission’s Key
Lines Of Inquiry (KLOES) as a framework. In their report to the Chief Housing
Officers Group they highlighted the limited attention being given to rural
issues and concluded that ‘A good body of evidence exists around the broad
housing issues although information held by other partners, e.g. Registered
Providers and the PCT, and deeper information, e.g. the needs of some
diversity groups and for rural housing, are not fully identified.’4

4 Report to the Worcestershire Chief Housing Officers Group on the initial review of the draft
countywide housing strategy — The Housing Consultancy — July 2010
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The priorities of the Sustainable Community Strategies are supportive, but they are
not followed through in spatial planning policies. Here the focus remains on restraint
and reliance on the rural exception site policy to deliver rural affordable homes.

The rural dimension of the strategic housing market evidence base is generally weak;
opportunities to improve it could be achieved through the updating process. Other
elements of the evidence base are generally more rurally proofed, but perhaps
because the needs evidence is limited it does not appear to have been translated
into positive planning policy.

Lack of political support was cited as the main reason for not pursuing a more
positive planning approach. Yet the senior local politicians who were interviewed
supported rural affordable housing delivery.

The initial work on the county wide housing strategy lacked a rural dimension, but
this has been identified as an issue to be addressed.

3.4.1 A supply of sites is vital to effective delivery. The process by which they are
identified and taken through the planning process can have a significant
impact on the speed of development and the use of resources. Without a
smooth supply of sites coming on stream it is difficult to build the type of
development programme being sought by the HCA. Instead there are peaks
and troughs with the added disadvantage that lack of critical mass hinders
the ability of Registered Providers to secure efficiencies through
procurement.

3.4.2 This section focuses on the processes used in identifying rural exception sites
that are the main route for delivering rural affordable housing in
Worcestershire. These are also the sole focus of RHE activity.

3.4.3 Respondents noted that the identification of sites was noted as a
responsibility that was shared between the local authorities, RHE, Registered
Providers and communities. It is interesting to note that the Registered
Providers considered that they took on a greater role in this task than that
assigned to them by other respondents.

3.4.4 To ensure that ‘due process’ has been followed it is advisable for a formal call

for sites to be instigated. The views on the extent to which this is undertaken
vary with four of the local authorities stating that it sometimes occurred,
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3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

3.4.8

3.4.9

three Registered Providers concurred with this view, but three said it never
happened. In contrast the RHE stated that it always happened. Commonly, it
was considered that when a call for sites was instigated the local authority
and RHE led it jointly, with slightly more responsibility being assigned to the
RHE.

Given the major role that development control planners will have in deciding
whether sites are appropriate they would be expected to play a significant
part in this process. Moreover, with the move to Development Management,
they would be expected to have a role throughout the pre-development
stages.

There were different views amongst local authority respondents on the
timing and the extent of development control involvement. All but one of
the local authorities reported that development control planners were
involved in site identification through ‘desk top’ review of sites and village
‘walkabouts’. All five noted development control involvement in pre-
development discussions, but only two included these officers in delivery
team discussions. None of the local authorities have a development control
officer who has a dedicated responsibility for rural affordable housing sites.

This was in contrast to Registered Provider respondents who reported that
development control planners only became involved after a site had been
identified, with the highest levels of engagement being reported in
Wychavon.

In further contrast the RHE noted that development control planners were
involved throughout the process in all districts.

A frequently expressed concern is the lack of support from development
control planners to rural exception site schemes. The RHE noted that they
were always supportive. In contrast the Registered Providers reported that
the majority were sometimes supportive. Interestingly this view varied
between Registered Providers operating in the same local authority. The
main reasons given for lack of support were that the site was inappropriate
and lack of district councillor support. Lack of community support was also
cited, but as a significantly lesser barrier.

3.4.10 These barriers raise questions about the process. Why are sites inappropriate

if development control planners have been involved in their selection? Why
is there a breakdown in political support for specific schemes when delivering
affordable housing is a corporate priority?

3.4.11 To assess the impact of the site identification process on the speed of

delivery, data was collected on how long it took from the decision that there
was a need to be met and a scheme gaining planning permission. This varies
across the county from two to four years, with an average of 3 years in
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Wychavon where the highest levels of delivery are recorded. As the findings
in Section two (figures 2.10 and 2.11) showed there is a significant bulge in
the current delivery pipeline where: sites have been identified but no
planning applications have been submitted; and where the community has
been involved, a need proven, but sites have not been identified.

3.4.12 Where a scheme had taken longer than 6 months the Registered Providers
were asked to identify the reasons. The principal one noted was that rural
exception sites inherently take longer because of the extensive consultation
they require with planners and the local community.
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There is a lack of consistency in the approach and experience of identifying sites.
Similarly the involvement of development control planners varies across the
authorities and it appears that there is inconsistency in their support even within
authorities.

The barriers reflect the lack of proactive approach and limited or late engagement of
development control planners. It also echoes the gap between strategic policy at a
corporate level and spatial planning policy for rural affordable housing that is still
largely reliant in the smaller communities on the rural exception site approach. This
has inherent problems of delay that appear to be exacerbated by the approaches to
identifying sites.

The result is delay in schemes progress, an uneven pipeline and raises concerns
about the capacity to build a deliverable rural programme.

3.5.1 Capital finance is primarily sourced from the Homes and Communities Agency
(HCA) in the form of grant from the National Affordable Housing Programme.
This is match funded by private loan raised by the Registered Providers.
Since 1991 there have been national rural affordable housing targets for
settlements of less than 3,000 population. Since 2006 the regional element
of this target has been set by the respective Regional Housing Boards, with an
additional indicative target for schemes in settlements of 3,000 to 10,000
population.

3.5.2 This review was undertaken at a time of significant change in the way the
HCA operates. At the beginning the HCA was engaging with local authorities
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3.5.3
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355

3.5.7

on the basis of a countywide ‘single conversation’. It brought together
housing and regeneration interests to identify priorities and an investment
programme. Over the spring of 2010 it was agreed to the production of two
sub Local Investment Plans for the north and south Worcestershire housing
market areas, under the umbrella of a countywide LIP.

Other resources can also be brought to bare including, capital grants and
discounted site disposal from local authorities and Recycled Capital Grant
Funding and grant from Registered Provider reserves.

Two tests have been used to explore whether capital grant has been secured
for rural delivery in Worcestershire
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Section Two explored the levels of delivery of rural affordable housing in
Worcestershire. It showed that on a per capita basis Worcestershire has only
been partially successful in accessing funding for rural affordable housing. It
has 38% of the region’s rural population, that is people living in settlements
of less than 3,000, and attracted 28% of funding going to rural schemes
through the 2008 — 2011 programme.

There was common agreement that the responsibility for securing HCA
funding rests with the Registered Providers.

Is there a rural dimension to the Local Investment Plans?

3.5.8

3.5.9

3.510

Over the course of this review the LIP process has gathered pace, moving
towards the production of two sub LIPs for the north and south of the
county, under a countywide LIP. At the data gathering stage of the Review,
the HCA was still pursuing Single Conversations across the county; these have
now fed into the production of the LIPs.

All the respondents reported that they had contributed to building a rural
dimension to the Single Conversations. Most commonly the local authorities
and Registered Providers recorded this being achieved by working up a
pipeline of schemes and identifying land and resources for investment in
rural affordable housing. Interestingly four Registered Providers, but only
one local authority noted that they had provided evidence.

However, discussion at the RHE steering group and during the stakeholder
event raised some concerns. These focussed on the extent to which rural
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3.5.11

3.5.12

3.5.13

3.5.14

needs were being marginalised. Faced with potentially significant reductions
in funding the focus has been on activity that supports major economic
regeneration and providing infrastructure related to large-scale
developments. Respondents raised concerns that this would result in limited
priority and in consequence funding being available for rural affordable
housing.

% %t %t %% HBH%&:

All the local authorities but one have made a contribution towards the capital
costs of rural development. Three have provided capital grant and two have
provided sites in their ownership at a discounted value. In addition four of
the authorities have been successful in attracting funding from the Local
Authority New Build Programme, run by the HCA. Wychavon has used all
these levers.

The County Council through the ‘Total Places’ initiative has co-ordinated a
mapping exercise of public land in Worcestershire. Although the work on the
public estate excluded housing land they have acknowledged that sites for
affordable housing could be identified through this process.

Registered Providers reported contributing to capital costs. Five had
provided capital from their own reserves and two had utilised RCGF. One had
land-banked sites and three had brought sites forward through their own
asset management strategy. West Mercia Housing Association had used all
these mechanisms. Interestingly this association also reported the most
positive experience of site identification. This suggests that thereis a
mutually re-enforcing role when each partners is prepared to adopt a positive
and proactive approach.

An unexpected issue that arose was the impact of the zoning of Malvern Hills
District, assigning Registered Providers to particular areas. One Registered
Provider considered that this unduly restricted their ability to undertake rural
development because it resulted in enabling resources only being available to
support a few Registered Providers, even though others had opportunities to
pursue a scheme. Only one local authority reported difficulties securing the
interest of Registered Providers for rural development.
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Worcestershire has had success in attracting HCA funding but the level is not
equivalent to its share of the Region’s rural population. All the partners have applied
other resources to support delivery, most markedly Wychavon District Council. The
County Council’s Total Place mapping exercise, and reconsideration of the
Registered Provider zoning in Malvern Hills could release further resources)

3.6.1

3.6.2

2 10 /

Enabling rural affordable housing is a complex business, especially when
there is a heavy reliance on rural exception sites as the mechanism for
delivery. It requires the involvement of local authority housing and planning
officers, housing association development staff and the Rural Housing
Enabler. Each of these brings particular expertise. Delivery will only be
maximised when each of them play their part.

Using two tests this section explores the staffing levels and roles played by
these staff and the interplay between them, with a particular focus on the
current and expected role of the RHE.

Is sufficient staff time given to enabling rural affordable housing
Is relevant expertise deployed effectively

t+ 5BE% o+ 55 ENULE% % TH § 95 & "M+,

3.6.3

Figure 3.2 shows the number of staff that each local authority identified as
being involved in rural enabling. The more rural authorities have the least
number of staff involved, reflecting their overall lower staffing numbers. Itis
also interesting to note the overall higher numbers of planning staff who are
involved. This is in contrast to their limited engagement identified in
responses to questions relating to site supply.
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3.6.3 Itisimportant to qualify these figures by looking at the percentage of time
that staff give to rural enabling. This provides a more accurate idea of what
resources are being deployed. A table 3.2 show that in terms of time
Wychavon devotes considerably more staff time to this activity than any of
the other authorities.

3.6.4 The differences in the staff time devoted to rural enabling are also
noteworthy. These are shown in Table 3.2. For three authorities each of the
experts contribute the same amount of time, 0-10%. In Redditch the highest
percentage of time is given by planning staff. The situation is reversed in
Wychavon, but it is interesting to note comparatively low levels of
development control staff time that this authority gives to rural enabling

7)) (% .% ,% 5+ 55 #8% " &#55% % h54.% + §$% "% ,
% %8 " § . § £oWtt &Y% 4+
Development
Management/
Housing Planning Policy control Other staff
Wyre Forest 0-10% 0-10% 0-10% n/a
Redditch 0-10% 26-50% 26-50% n/a
Malvern Hills 0-10% 0-10% 0-10% n/a
Bromsgrove 0-10% 0-10% 0-10% n/a
Wychavon 51-75% 11-25% 0-10% 11-25%
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3.6.5 Registered Provider respondents were also asked to identify the form and

3.6.6

3.6.7

%

%

intensity of staff time dedicated to rural enabling. Five of the seven noted
that their Directors of development provided 0-10% time to rural enabling. In
four of those Registered Providers there was a higher input from
development officers, ranging from 3- 2 members of staff, who devote 11-
25% of their time to this task.

The RHE reported lower levels of local authority staff engagement in rural
enabling and that 0-10% of their time was devoted to the task in all the local
authorities. In terms of Registered Provider staff resource the perceptions of
the RHE were more complex. There was a consensus with the levels of
involvement of Directors of Development. However, there was a considerable
range in the RHE’s view of the number of development officers involved. The
RHE stated that in the majority one to two members of staff were involved,
but with one providing 5 development officers and one none. In terms of
percentage of development officer time the RHE again noted a range of
levels, but for the majority this was significantly higher that than that
reported by the Registered Providers themselves.

The Rural Housing Enabler is employed to complement and supplement the
enabling activity of the local authorities and Registered Providers. Initially this
role was established to provide coverage for one district, but over the last
four years it has expanded to become a countywide post. The amount of
rural enabling undertaken by the RHE varies between districts, as show in
Figure 3.3. Itis apparent from this that the RHE is providing a significant
resource. This is particularly apparent in Malvern Hills where numbers of
local authority staff, the percentage of their time given to the task is low and
75% of enabling is undertaken by the RHE.

N7 %.% % 5 §% "%, &% 6% " % £ %o, &t
% of rural enabling undertaken by RHE

Wyre Forest  Redditch Malvern Hills Bromsgrove Wychavon
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3.6.8 Simply applying the RHE time to where the RHE currently provides the
greatest percentage of enabling resource could undermine delivery. This is
shown in Figure 3.4. It shows the percentage of a RHE post that local
authorities considered they needed to maintain delivery at levels achieved
over the last three years. Wychavon currently has the highest level of rural
delivery with the RHE undertaking 20% of the rural enabling task. To maintain
this level of delivery Wychavon would require 75% of a RHE post.
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3.6.9 Each authority was asked to estimate what percentage of time the RHE gave
to the different rural enabling tasks in their district. This was accompanied by
a question seeking views on how they would wish the RHE resource used.
Table 3.3 shows the findings and a comparison of current deployment and
how they would like to see this change in the future.

3.6.10 A similar set of questions were asked of the Registered Providers and their
responses are shown in Table 3.4. Their responses are patchier. West Mercia
particularly noted that they would expect the RHE to undertake all the
identified tasks, but the balance of time should reflect the development stage
of the portfolio of schemes.

3.6.11 As a further exploration of the RHE role, the RHE was asked the same
guestions and Community First were asked the percentage of enabling
activity undertaken by the RHE in each district. Community First deferred to
the RHE, whose response is are given in Table 3.5.

3.6.12 The overall findings from this part of the Review indicate that amongst all
interests there is a view that the RHE role should shift from a focus on
undertaking local housing needs surveys and collating evidence, to greater
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involvement in site identification and engaging communities. In effect a
switch from evidence collection to a delivery focus.
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Wyre Forest Redditch* Malvern Hills Bromsgrove Wychavon
Current Future Current Future Current Future Current Future Current Future
Undertaking local 50 50 (%) 0 0 (*) |10 0 () |50 5 (-) 15 10 (-)
housing needs
surveys
Collecting &analysing | 0 0o (% 5 0 (-) 10 0 (-) |10 5 (-) 5 0 ()
secondary
data
Site identification 5 5 (¥ 5 0 (-) 30 40 (+) |10 20 (+) |10 30 (+4)
Site appraisal 0 0 (% 5 0 (-) 0 0 (*)y | 10 20 (+) |10 0 ()
Community 45 35 (9) 5 0 (-) 25 30 (+) |5 20 (+) |5 20 (+4)
engagement
Raising awareness of | 5 0 () 5 0 (-) 25 30 (+) |10 10 (*) |45 35 ()
rural housing
needs
Influencing local 0 5 (4) 5 0 (-) 0 0 (*) |5 10 (+) |5 5 (*)
strategies
Influencing broader 0 5 (4) 5 0 (-) 0 0 (*) |0 10 (+) |5 0 (-)
strategies

* Redditch answered the question in differently to the other authorities
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NR = No response given
Bromsgrove HT | Rooftop Festival Community West Mercia Marches Bromford
Housing Group
Current | Future | Current | Future | Current | Future | Current | Future | Current | Future | Current | Future | Current | Future
Undertaking 50 20 (-) | 25 20 (-) |40 NR 50 NR 11 11 (*) | 50 40 (-) | 70 NR
local housing
needs surveys
Collecting 20 10 (-) | 15 5 (1) 0 NR 5 NR 11 11 (*) | NR 20 NR NR
&analysing
secondary data
Site 5 10 (+) | 5 5(*) |0 NR 10 NR 11 11 (*) | NR NR 10 NR
identification
Site appraisal 0 0 (*) |5 5 0 NR NR NR 11 11 (*) | NR NR 0 NR
Community 5 10 (+) | 10 20 (+) | 10 NR NR NR 11 11 (*) | NR 10 10 NR
engagement
Raising 5 15 (+) | 10 10 (*) | 40 NR NR NR 11 11 (*) | 50 10 10 NR
awareness of
rural housing
needs
Influencing local | 5 5 (*) |10 10 (*) | O NR NR NR 11 11 (*) | NR 10 NR NR
strategies
Influencing 5 10 (+) | 10 10 (*) | 10 NR NR NR 11 11 (*) | NR 10 NR NR
broader
strategies
Providing 5 10 (+) | 10 10 (*) | O NR NR NR 11 11 (*) | NR 10 NR NR
support for
funding bids
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Current Future
Undertaking local housing needs surveys 20 5 (1)
Collecting &analysing secondary data 0 0 (%
Site identification 5 20 (+4)
Site appraisal 10 5 (1)
Community engagement 15 20 (+)
Raising awareness of rural housing needs 20 20 (%)
Influencing local strategies 5 10 (+)
Influencing broader strategies 5 5 (%
Providing support for funding bids 5 5 (%
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3.6.13

3.6.14

3.6.15

3.6.15

3.6.16

In addition to the specified tasks the RHE raised a range of other activities in
which he is involved including:

supporting Steering Group Meeting;

supporting a rural dimension to the work of the South Housing Market
Partnership;

liaising with the HCA on grant funding for new schemes

attendance and influencing the work of relevant county groups, including the
Worcestershire Diocesan Glebe Investment Committee from which nationally
recognised good practice has emerged,

helping the Regional Assembly to rural proof regional strategies;

contributing to national and research and good practice that promotes rural
affordable housing,

liaising with consultants and political members,

training and personal development.

These are all tasks that the RHE expects to continue into the future. Overall
he see the RHE post as providing specialist input that plugs any gaps; aims to
raise the profile of rural affordable housing; and provide consistency across
the county by helping to deliver a county wide affordable rural housing
development programme. In their responses three of the local authority
partners considered that less RHE time should be spent on raising awareness
of rural affordable housing; and two sought an increase in RHE time
influencing local and broader strategies.

To further gauge the extent to which the RHE provides supplementary and
complementary support, respondents were asked whether they considered
that the local authorities could undertake the RHE role ‘in-house’ and
maintain delivery of rural affordable housing at the same level as that
achieved over the last three years. Universally all respondents thought that
they would be unable to do this and maintain delivery. Specifically, in terms
of site identification, four of the local authorities noted that without an RHE
they would manage the process in house. However, they would not be able
to identify the same number of sites with community support as the levels
achieved over the last three years.

The main reason given by the Registered Providers and one local authority for
the potential under performance if the RHE post was taken ‘in house’ was the
lack of political support for rural delivery. Also noted was the lack of staff
time, particularly given the complexity and time consuming nature of rural
affordable housing delivery. Additionally, one authority noted that they did
not have the requisite skills in community engagement.

Within this context it is interesting to note that of the tasks undertaken by
the RHE four of the five authorities thought that they would be able to take
on site identification, secondary evidence analysis, influencing local and
broader strategies. Three considered that they could also undertake
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3.6.17

community engagement and raising awareness of rural affordable housing.
However, it was pointed out that whilst these activities could be done it
would not be to the same level as that achieved with the input from the RHE.

Not surprisingly all the local authorities noted that they would need some
element of a RHE post to fill the gap if the existing post was to go. For
Redditch and Bromsgrove this was 10% and 20% respectively of a full time
post. Wychavon, Malvern Hills and Wyre Forest would seek 75%, 40% and
20% respectively. From earlier responses this reflects the limited number of
enabling staff within these more rural authorities.

Delivery team and Development Management approaches

3.6.18

All the factors noted in this section, plus the mixed messages about the
involvement and support of planners, raise a further deployment question:

b A

3.6.19To answer this question local authorities were asked whether they had

3.6.21

moved from a development control to a development management
approach. That is one where the emphasis and staff time is given to pre-
planning application discussions to reduce delay and maximize benefits from
development. Secondly, they were asked if they used a delivery team
approach whereby all the relevant interests were brought together to discuss
scheme progress and find ways to overcome any barriers.

Only Redditch and Bromsgrove use a delivery team approach and here
planners are involved in team discussions. In the other districts there is no
expectation that practice will change with the introduction of development
management arrangements.

Line management of the RHE

3.6.22

3.6.23

Where and how a RHE post is line managed can have a significant impact on
the extent to which the RHE resource is embedded as part of the ‘enabling
team’. Community First provide the line management role in Worcestershire,
but the post is co-located in Malvern Hills and Wychavon.

As noted by Community First, current line management arrangements reflect
the history of the post. When it was first established rural housing enabling
was not part of mainstream local authority activity. To address this that
Community First took responsibility for hosting and managing the post. They
provide standard line management support. There is an annual work plan
agreed with the RHE, which because of the uncertainties over post funding
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3.6.24

3.6.25

3.6.26

3.6.27

3.6.28

has been an internal discussion within Community First. There is regular
monitoring through bimonthly meetings and annual appraisal. This feeds into
reports to the Community First Board, highlighting challenges, barriers and
risks.

To align the Community First line management with the work of funding
partners the work programme is discussed and agreed with the RHE steering
group. There is no formal input into line management arrangements by
these partners, not even from those local authorities where the RHE is co-
located. However, Community First consider that day to day steering of the
work by local authority officers ensures that the work of the RHE is
contributing to the common goal of improving the supply of rural affordable
housing.

Co-location was considered by Community First to offer a number of benefits:
it provides a sense of ownership for the local authorities whilst retaining the
independence of the role; it provides timely access to local authority staff;
can help breakdown some internal barriers to delivery and in some cases
helps to build productive relationships between the RHE and local authority
staff.

As rural housing enabling has become more of a mainstream activity for local
authorities and the post has expanded to a countywide role, Community First
has considered whether line management arrangements should change. On
balance they consider that because of the independence it provides, and the
links that it gives to wider rural community development work the post
should remain with Community First. However, they propose that this should
be accompanied by more formal agreement with partners, particularly the
local authorities on how and where the RHE should engage.

Despite the mechanisms to align line management and the enabling
requirements of the local authorities there is evidence of tension and a
breakdown in communication. Local authorities expressed concerns that the
RHE is working independently of the local authority enabling team and that
information on schemes is not shared. This causes problems in terms of
prioritising where enabling activity should occur, avoiding duplication of
effort, and deciding how to most effectively deploy the enabling resources
that are available.

This view was re-enforced by the local authority responses to a question on
the effectiveness of current practice in providing key elements of line
management relevant to delivery, as shown in Table 3.6
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Generic Professional Development of Development
support support working of working
relationships with | relationships
local authority with rural
staff communities
Wyre Forest
Redditch
Malvern Hills
Bromsgrove
Wychavon

works well

could be improved
does not work

3.6.29 The response of Registered Providers to this question was similar, but with a
greater number suggesting that arrangements could be improved. In
contrast the RHE considered that all these aspects of line management were
working well.
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Apart from Wychavon the amount of local authority staff time devoted to rural
enabling is very limited. Whilst this is understandable in the more urban authorities
it is a surprise for the other rural districts given the priority that is given to affordable
housing delivery and sustaining rural communities in Sustainable Community
Strategies.

Of particular note is the limited engagement of planners, particularly development
control officers, with little use of delivery team or development management
approaches to rural affordable housing delivery.

The RHE role is acknowledged as being critical to maintaining levels of delivery, but
there is widely held view that this resource should be refocused from providing
evidence to activity directly related to improving the quantity and speed of delivery,
primarily through increased involvement in site identification and community
engagement.

This mismatch between the existing and required RHE role in part arises for the lack
of involvement of the local authorities in the line management of the RHE, in
particular the development and monitoring of the RHE’s work plan

The RHE resources is a very stretched with one post expected to provide a service
across five authorities to support a countywide programme.

o O 2 1

3.7.1 A major part of a streamlined enabling service is effective management of
delivery. A consistent process for reporting scheme progress and obstacles
to delivery, which reports to a ‘team’ that are in a position to unlock the
barriers is essential. It provides a means of developing a programme of
schemes with a smooth trajectory for delivery; it brings certainty to the
process; offers opportunities to develop consistent approaches across local
authority boundaries; and a means of targeting resources, including enabling
staff time and skills.

Three tests have been used to review the effectiveness of management of
rural affordable housing delivery in Worcestershire.
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Is there governance structure that manages performance and holds partners
to account?

Is there a consistent performance management framework in place to inform
decisions and trigger action by the governing group?

Are the governance structures able to respond to changing funding and
organisational arrangements?

Fo%%, % %+ . % X U5 X % & S+ %+

3.7.2

3.7.3

3.7.4

3.75

3.7.6

Currently, the principle mechanism for managing performance is discussion
within each local authority. Whilst this offers a means of reviewing individual
scheme progress in that locality, it does not provide the opportunity to
explore changes in practice that could have a more far reaching impact on
delivery. Neither do they provide a means of sharing resources or deciding
how best to deploy the RHE resource across the county. With the
introduction of Local Investment Plans to determine priorities and allocate
funding there is an even greater need for managing performance over a
wider area.

Through the research the extent to which the RHE Steering Group does and
could fulfil this role was explored. Local authority and Registered Provider
respondents were asked a series of questions about their membership of the
Steering Group, their ability to direct the role of the RHE, and the usefulness
of the performance management data provided to the group.

All the authorities apart from Redditch are members of the steering group.
However, only two thought they had sufficient influence over the work of the
RHE. The reasons given for lack of influence were: the limited amount of
time the RHE works in the District; and concerns that the work plan agreed at
the Steering Group was not always adhered to, resulting in disjuncture and
duplication of effort. Further confirmation of this was the local authority view
that the Steering Group was not providing sufficient direction to the work of
the RHE.

There are seven Registered Providers on the steering group. Four of the
seven considered they were able to influence the work of the RHE. For those
citing lack of influence the reasons given were: the lack of RHE accountability
to the Registered Providers who funded the post; insufficient focus of the
RHE on sites and delivery; and specific to Malvern Hills that the RHE’s work
was influenced by those Registered Providers working in more active zones.

The same 4:3 split emerged in response to whether the Registered Providers
considered the Steering Group was able to give clear direction to the work of
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the RHE. The reasons given for their inability to direct the RHE’s work were:
that the group was reactive rather than proactive; the work of the RHE was
focused on surveys; there was no brokerage of inevitable competing
priorities and claims on resources; and the overriding impact of zoning of
Registered Provider activity in Malvern Hills.

3.7.7 Community First gave a particularly thoughtful response to questions on the
membership and role of the Steering Group. They highlighted that the role of
the group probably needed to change from one that directs the work of the
RHE to one that manages delivery. To undertake this new role Community
First proposed that ‘form needs to follow function’.

3.7.8 Community First considered that currently the steering role of the group is
diluted through the direction provided at individual local authority level. The
group’s focus has been to explore some of the issues affecting delivery, such
as communication with parish councils; to gain a collective understanding
between Registered Providers and Local authorities on how to move forward;
and to have a direct dialogue with the HCA.

3.7.9 Community First propose that the shift to a management group that drives
performance will require members to take collective responsibility for
enabling. They will also need to agree to be held to account by the group for
the actions of their organisation. The Steering Group’s role would be to
manage tensions, and assign responsibility amongst the members for
removing barriers. Such an approach would give the members ownership
and control and as such provide a reason for their active engagement.
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3.7.10 Two of the local authorities have formal programme management
frameworks to monitor scheme progress, although interestingly neither use a
delivery team approach. They use the information to target RHE activity, to
prioritise schemes for funding and to identify and unlock barriers.

3.7.11 All the Registered Providers reported that they contributed to programme
management. Six noted that this was achieved by providing information to
the RHE and local authorities; having regular meetings with the councils;
three noted discussion at the RHE steering group and two mentioned updates
to the South Housing Market Delivery Partnership.

3.7.12 None of the local authority members considered that the performance
management information provided at the Steering Group meetings was
sufficient to identify where there are barriers to delivery. Instead progress
reports are provided by the RHE. However, there is no process for receiving
or acting on identified barriers and the discussion tends to focus on broader
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3.7.13

3.7.14

3.7.15

3.7.16

3.7.17

rural housing matters. These difficulties were thought to arise from the self-
managing nature of the RHE role, the chairmanship being provided by
Community First who is not directly involved in delivery, and the absence of a
performance management role being specified in the Terms of Reference.

Four of the Registered Providers considered performance management
information to be inadequate. The same respondents reported that the
members of the Steering Group did not take action within their own
organisations to remove barriers to delivery. The reasons given were that
rural housing was not always prioritised by member’s organisations, housing
has a low profile in some local authorities, and there is no coherent approach
across the county and little shared learning.

In contrast the RHE considered that the Steering group provides clear
direction for their work, is provided with adequate performance
management information and acts to remove barriers.

On test of effective performance management information is whether there
is a deliverable programme of schemes in the pipeline and confidence that
policies and mechanisms are in place to maintain a rolling programme.

Three local authorities considered that there were sufficient schemes coming
forward and four local authority and Registered Providers considered that the
policies and processes were in place for identifying sites to develop a rolling
programme.

This is in contradiction to the Southern Housing Market Partnership and RHE
data on the pipeline. They show a blockage at the point of site identification
and moving schemes to planning application stage. Itis also put into
guestion by the very low number of deliverable schemes at the more
advanced stages of pre-development. Only eight schemes in settlements of
less than 3,000 population and three in the 3,000 to 10,000 communities
have any certainty of delivery.
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3.7.18 The Review was undertaken at a time of significant change in the broader

3.7.19

governance arrangements for housing within Worcestershire. In part this
was a response to the introduction of Local Investment Plans for housing
market areas by the HCA. The other driver a the time was to increase joint
working across the authorities, including the County Council, to align a range
of activities and investment to support sustainable communities and to make
effective use of limited resources.

At the time of writing this report it is proposed that local government and LSP
activity will be overseen and managed by a county wide "Place Shaping'
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3.7.20

3.7.21

Theme Group. Reporting to this group there will be a range of other existing
strategic groups such as the Chief Housing Officers Group (CHOG), County
and District Planning Officers Group (CADPOG), groups for transport,
economic regeneration etc

The South and North delivery groups, who will be responsible for delivering
the LIPs, will become sub-groups of CHOG. It is also proposed that the LAA
Housing Theme Group will become an enhanced CHOG meeting once a
quarter, if this is still required in the light of all the changes. The Housing and
Homelessness Strategies will remain the responsibility of CHOG but the new
strategic "Place Shaping’ Theme Group will be a key consultee.

The review explored with partners what the roles of the different potential
groups should be. Their responses are given in Table 3.7. The overarching
conclusion is that there is no consensus amongst partners about who should

be responsible for which task.
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Task Who should be responsible

Setting targets

Place Shaping group (9)
North and South Delivery Groups (7)
Leaders group (1)

Receiving regular monitoring reports

The RHE steering group (5)
North and South Delivery Groups (4)

Unblocking barriers to delivery at sub-
regional county level

Place Shaping Group (7)
North and South Delivery Groups (8)
RHE steering group (5)

Unblocking barriers to delivery at local
authority level

Place Shaping Group (3)

North and South Delivery Groups (7)
RHE steering group (4)

Leaders group (4)

Securing funding for the RHE

Steering group (8)

Leaders Group (4)

Place Shaping Group (3)

North and South Delivery Groups (1)

Aligning local operational practice

RHE steering group (4)
North and South Delivery Groups (3)

Setting up new delivery vehicles

North and South Delivery Group (8)
Place shaping group (9)

Determining delivery partners

North and South Delivery Groups (5)
Place Shaping Group (7)

RHE steering group (3)

Leaders Group (1)

(*) = number of respondents identifying this group for the task
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3.7.22 Views were also sought on whether the new structures would result in
changes to the management and work of the RHE. Four local authorities and
three Registered Providers considered that it would necessitate the RHE’s
work being more closely linked to the North and South Delivery Groups. It
was also proposed that the RHE could be employed by the County Council
thus preserving impartiality, but avoiding inter local authority tensions arising
from the unequal distribution of the RHE resource.

3.7.23 The RHE did not envisage that the new structures would affect the
management or delivery of their role. However, Community First identified a
number of changes. They suggested that it could result in setting up a single
county rural delivery group to embed a more collective Worcestershire
approach, foster mutual learning and avoid duplication of effort. It was
acknowledged that implementing this approach would be dependent on ‘buy
in’ from the North and South Delivery Groups.
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3.8.1 The provision of affordable housing is more than an end in itself; it is also a
means of helping to create and maintain the sustainability of rural
communities. Using the UK Sustainable Development Strategy’s eight criteria
that define a rural community, the potential contribution of affordable

housing can be identified. This is shown in Table 3.8.
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Well designed and built
Includes providing a range of
housing for people from

different backgrounds and ages.

Provides housing for those unable
to compete in the market

Its design and construction is in
sympathy with local character

Environmentally sensitive

It has to be built to Code for
Sustainable Homes standards —
reducing use of scarce natural
resources, reducing carbon
footprint, bring other local
environmental enhancements

Thriving

Using local labour and materials in
construction can bring jobs and
training opportunities to the area

It provides homes for
people who work locally,
ensuring local businesses
have a work force and
attracting new investment

Well Served

Its residents will use local
services

It can provide a focus for
community delivery of
services

Access

It can provide a community
access point for example to
ICT

Well Run

Engaging the Parish Council in the
development and design of the
scheme deepens their
understanding of the needs of
their communities and their
responsibility to meet these needs

Fair and inclusive

It provides for people from a range
of incomes and backgrounds to
live in rural communities

By involving all the community in
its design it gives opportunities for
people from all walks of life to
have a say in the future of their
community.
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3.8.2 There has been no formal assessment in Worcestershire of what sustainable
community benefits have been achieved from affordable housing schemes.
Those impact assessments undertaken by Registered Providers have focused
on the experiences of new residents, rather than those of the wider
community. However each respondent highlighted the contributions that
they seek to attain. This is shown in Figure 3.5. The direct benefits in terms of
increasing the range of housing and supporting inclusive well run
communities are well developed. Similarly issues of aesthetic design and
reducing use of carbon are addressed. The economic benefits are pursued
less and little if any attention is given to improving services or accessibility to
services.
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Direct housing and social benefits are promoted though the form and process of
development. Environmental benefits appear to be more narrowly addressed
though still making a significant contribution. Economic benefits are pursued less
vigorously and opportunities to improve services or accessibility do not appear to be
exploited.

This may reflect the limited involvement of non-housing professionals in the process.
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4.1.1

4.1.2

4.1.3

4.1.4

4.1.5

( 2

The rural enabling role is a responsibility shared by the local authorities,
Registered Providers and the RHE. As the findings of Section Three show the
RHE plays a pivotal role in this task, providing additional resources that can
complement and support that of other partners. Given the importance of this
resource the Review explored the funding for the RHE post against the
following tests:

Is the current funding available and how secure is this for the future?
Is the current funding package adequate for the scope of the role?

One Rural Housing Enabler is employed by Community First to work across
Worcestershire. In addition, this post is supported by seven hours of
administrative time (provided by Community First and included in the staff
salary budget); one day per week by an RHE assistant (funded for a 3 month
period and included in the staff salaries budget); formal and informal support
by Community First’s Chief Executive; and informal performance
management arrangement with local authorities.

The RHE has a split office base between Wychavon District Council and
Malvern Hills District Council (2 days per week in each office). Whilst based in
Malvern, the RHE will visit Community First’s Office for approximately 2 hours
per week/8 hours per month. Providing the RHE with a mobile phone
supports the peripatetic nature of the job, and he is able to use the IT system
in Community First.

The ultimate outcome of the RHE’s work is the number of units delivered.
However, it is essential to recognise that this is not the only outcome.
Delivery itself is supported by intensive work by the RHE identifying needs,
supporting communities through the process and gaining their support. As
the pipeline data shows this has not always been translated into schemes.
Just taking completed schemes, between 2006-10 the RHE has been involved
in bringing forward 243 new affordable homes in 50 settlements of less than
3,000 population. Added to this are the long term benefits that come from
the RHE’s broader work influencing wider strategies and encouraging other
organisations to use their resources to support rural delivery.

All the local authority and Registered provider respondents acknowledged
the value of the RHE role. Specifically, they all considered that without this
resource the levels of rural delivery achieved over the last three years would
not be maintained. This is not to say that they think the role or its
management should go unchanged. The stakeholder workshop confirmed a
continuing need for the RHE post as part of a number of steps that could
improve delivery.
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4.1.6 Despite support for the RHE role, the funding of the post is precarious with
current arrangements ceasing in March 2011. In consequence it is difficult to
develop a work plan for the post that is able to respond to the changing
funding and delivery context.

To explore a more sustainable funding for the post the Review examined
current funding arrangements.

) e

Staff salaries

Travel and Subsistence
Mobile phone

Stationary

Postage

Staff development
Publicity and subscriptions
Laptop replacement provision
Publications

Venues and Catering
Miscellaneous

Facilities and IT

Central services

Governance and Management

This funding is provided by:

This funding is provided by:
Income

Community First

Wychavon District Council
Malvern Hills District Council
Bromsgrove District Council

£ 42,447
£ 3,964

£ 336

£ 852

£ 228

£ 1,656

£ 400

£ 200

£ 200

£ 300

£ 132

£ 2,431 (This relates to services and

facilities provided by Community First)

£ 10,001 (This is the apportionment of CF
overheads allocated to this project)

f 4,500 (Includes CEO time allocated to the
project which is 80% of this cost)

B8>18 >

4,472

f 6,149
£ 5,123
£ 1,344
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Woyre Forest District Council £ 1,196
Worcestershire County Council £ 3,775
Rooftop Housing Group £ 7,814
Bromsgrove District Housing Trust £ 3,259
Community Housing Group £ 3,259
Festival Housing Group £ 7,814
West Mercia Housing Group £ 7,814
Marches Housing Association £ 7,814
Bromford Group £ 7,814
$ B8>8 >
4.1.7 Although the project attracts a high proportion of management and overhead

4.1.8

4.1.9

costs (in keeping with Community Firsts full cost recovery model) this is offset
by a substantial funding contribution made by Community First that meets
the shortfall from other funders.

In addition to the direct financial income to the project, Malvern Hills and
Wychavon both provide in kind contributions through the provision of office
space, which the RHE uses 2/3 days a week. It is also important to note that
the local authorities additionally pay for Housing Needs Surveys. This ranges
from £800 - £5,000 a year and represents a substantial additional resource in
the overall RHE service.

Looking to the future, at the time of the Review whilst the majority of funders
expected to maintain levels of funding, some anticipate a reduction,
particularly from Registered Provider sources. The detail is shown in Figure
4.1.

£, %4)
Expected funding for RHE post2011-12
9
8
a8 4
= 4
o
e 6
= 5 1 i
z —
o 4
< W LAs
e 3
g 2 IP— RSLs
1
0 P —) I
Increase over Remain the Reduce Totally
next year same as this withdraw
year

69



+ %, % 5 & ," .6 ,% &%; %5 %+. "% 5 % $%:

4.1.10 Whilst this funding supports a single post, the resource is very stretched,
covering the whole county. In other parts of the country it is usual for an RHE
to cover two — three districts.
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5.1.1 Taking the finding set out in Sections Two and Three a number of overall
findings emerge that present themselves as five paradoxes.

Paradox 1 High level strategic support and political support is reasonably good,
but weak follow through to policies to delivery

Sustainable Community Strategies state that improving affordable housing is a
priority, the perception of levels of political support varies but generally 51% - 75%.
However, the stated reason for not adopting more positive spatial planning response
is lack of political support with ward member support noted as being particularly
weak. Although, Wychavon is an exception to this position.

Paradox 2. Rural analysis in the evidence base, but this is not reflected in spatial
planning policies

Although it could be strengthened there is some rural analysis in the three key
strategic evidence bases, the SHMA, SHLAA and EVA, but the strategic spatial
planning approach is generally weak, reliance is still on the RES policy. Current S106
site policies are not considered by Registered Providers and RHE to support rural
delivery. The lowering of the threshold in the southern Joint Core Strategy is
positive, but on sites of less than 5 units this will not benefit the host community.
Moreover, these policies will only operate where sites are allocated, but only two
authorities will be allocating sites in their smaller rural communities. This becomes a
more crucial issue, as the limited supply of public funding will put an event greater
emphasis on the need for cross subsidy.

Paradox 3 B There is a perceived ability to develop a rural programme, but the
evidence shows that this is not happening

Local authorities, Registered Providers and the RHE all considered that the site
identification process could support development of a rural programme. However
there are only 8 schemes in settlements of less than 3, 000 population and 3 in
settlements of 3,000 to 10,000 population with any certainty of delivery. There are
schemes in the earlier stages of the pipeline but there is a bottleneck at site
identification and planning application stages. Most schemes take three years from
decision to intervene to completion. This is exacerbated by the lack of a forum for
monitoring performance, managing rural delivery and unlocking barriers.

Paradox 4 B The RHE offers a vital supplement to enabling capacity, but those most
closely involved in delivery do not direct the RHE’s work.

The value of the RHE role is acknowledged and provides a particularly important
extra enabling capacity resource in Malvern Hills and Wychavon. However, partners
are seeking the role to change to one that is more delivery focused. Unfortunately
these organisations, which have the greatest responsibility for enabling and delivery,
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have little direction over the RHE’s work. In consequence there is mismatch
between the current RHE role and that required by partners. Of particular concern
in this time of falling resources is that this leads to duplication of effort or failure to
target resources where they are most needed.

Paradox 5 — The RHE role is highly valued, but the funding for the post is precarious
and likely to be reduced in the coming year

Universally respondents value the RHE’s work. However, funding is only made
available on an annual basis and is only sufficient for one post. It is common practice
across the county for one RHE to cover two to three districts. This paradox is clearly
linked to the one above. Lack of ownership will weaken commitment to fund the
post. Precarious short term funding makes it difficult to develop a work programme
that can be more strategic and respond to the changing delivery context.

Paradox 6: New organisational structures for housing could support a countywide
delivery focused approach, but there is a lack of clarity or agreement of how they
will improve rural delivery.

New structures are recognised as potentially bringing greater consistency to
development and governance. However, currently there appears to be a lack of
clarity in the role of the different groups, including which of them should be taking
leadership for driving change and improvement at local authority level.

The majority of respondents proposed that these new arrangements would require a
change in the management and role of the RHE. Seeking greater accountability to
funders and alignment of RHE work to delivery. Partners expressed an interestin a
countywide rural programme, but were concerned that such an approach could be
undermined if delivery groups were set up for the north and south of the county.
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5.2.1 To unpack some of these paradoxes and to begin to define future options for
rural enabling activity in Worcestershire a SWOT analysis was undertaken and
tested at the partner workshop. The final version is set out in Table 5.1.
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5.2.2 Asecond element of identifying ways forward was to consider the extent to
which current enabling practice was able to respond to the emerging
challenges, primarily those arising from cuts in funding and the changes in
county housing structures. The responses to these questions are set out in
Table 5.2. Overall respondents considered that these factors posed threats
to delivery of rural affordable housing. The majority of stakeholders
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5.23

5.24

expressed the view that changes to current enabling practice could respond
to these challenges, but delivery would be less.

The element that was not explored in the STEP analysis was ‘localism’, but
this was raised during the SWOT analysis. Overall the response was that
without additional resources put into supporting communities and more
flexibility in planning policy, ‘localism’ would undermine delivery.

Since undertaking the research for the Review further details have been
published on the ‘localism’ approach, which the Government are putting at
the heart of policy and decision making. The Conservative’s Green Paper,
‘Open Source Planning’, sets out the principles of localism and how local
authorities should support this approach as an integral part of the local
development plan. This includes:

the evolution of the plan [local development plan] starting at ‘ground level’
in neighbourhoods with every single resident of the neighbourhood
approached to take part;

the provision of good data by the local planning authority to the electors in
the neighbourhoods, so that they can develop their vision for their
community on a well-informed basis (this will need to include analysis by the
council of the likely need for housing and for affordable housing for local
people in each neighbourhood, as well as details of infrastructure and
services planned by other agencies and the third and private sectors);

the full involvement of democratic representatives at all levels (parish and
town councils, ward councillors, accountable residents’ associations and
other elected representatives), as well as consultation with other interested
parties; and

a presumption that the ‘modules’ of the local plan provided by each
neighbourhood will be incorporated in the final plan unless there are strong
grounds for modifying them; but also

a role for the planning authority itself in helping neighbourhoods to develop
their visions and in brokering a rational and coherent plan for the area as a
whole, on the basis of negotiation with each of the neighbourhoods and with
all the relevant public agencies responsible for infrastructure and the
environment.’

The Local Growth White Paper gives further endorsement to this approach.

5 Open Source Planning: Green Paper 14- Conservative Party May 2010
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5.2.5 The final details of localism will not be known until the publication of the

5.2.6

Local Democracy and Localism Bill. However, it is already apparent that there
is significant synergy between its principles and the practice of rural enabling.
In this light the RHE role could become a mechanism that contributes to plan
and decision making through community collaboration.

With the introduction of the Community Right to Build, also expected as part
of the Local Democracy ad Localism Bill, the role of the RHE in fostering a
constructive response to rural affordable housing in rural communities will
become even more of an imperative.
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Commitment from most local authorities, REGISTERED PROVIDER and Community First staff to rural delivery.

Increased support from parish councils over the last decade

Appreciation of and commitment to the work of the RHE.

Significant enabling experience and skills, including but not exclusively those of the RHE.

Recognition that enabling is a partnership of several interested groups/professionals

There is some momentum to rural delivery, but not universal.

There appears to be widespread in-principle awareness of the need of the need for affordable housing.
Headline District Council Strategies prioritise providing affordable housing.

The majority headline strategies support the creation and maintenance of sustainable rural communities.
County Council support for rural affordable housing and supporting its delivery.

The funding base for the RHE is local and broad.

There is an established partnership that could provide a platform for managing a rural programme.

Willingness amongst partners to find ways to improve enabling process and delivery.
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Uneven levels of delivery between districts that is only partially explained by different degrees of rurality.
Funding for settlements 3- 10k is being spent in large urban centres because of lack of schemes in 3-10k settlements
Inconsistent levels of executive and political leadership at strategic level within local authorities.
Inconsistent political leadership from ward councillors.
Inconsistent levels of leadership within rural communities, including amongst Parish Councils.
Limited enabling capacity in more rural local authorities.
Lack of consistent and coherent approach to rural enabling within local authorities.
Lack of sensitivity in enabling approach to different degrees of rurality.
REGISTERED PROVIDER staff not used to best effect within enabling process
Strategic spatial policies do not support proactive strategic approach to rural delivery.
Strategic evidence base is weak and not kept up to date.
CBL data is available but does not carry any weight
Parish and district councils react too slowly once a need has been identified.

Development control advice and decisions are inconsistent.
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Development management approach is undeveloped for rural schemes.

Disjuncture between the RHE work plan and the priorities of local authorities.

RHE resource stretched too thinly and unable to respond to competing partner priorities.

There is no county wide process for Programme Management of rural delivery.

There is no collective responsibility for delivery, means of holding partners to account, or process for providing a seamless enabling service.
Lack of engagement of broader community, including young people and those who work but do not live in the parish.

Lack of engagement of the broader community in consideration of how affordable housing supports a sustainable community.

Lack of understanding amongst rural communities of the need for rural affordable housing, who it houses and how it is provided.
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Wealth of rural enabling experience amongst partners (including but not exclusively the RHE) that could be aligned to provide strong and seamless service.
Government policy for ‘localism’ and ‘collaborative democracy’ could support positive local politician and community engagement.
Using untapped resources within Community First that to support community engagement element of enabling.
National policies provide for positive plan led approach in smaller settlements.
Strengthened Choice Based Lettings process could strengthen evidence base, particularly if included Redditch.
County Council could provide updates on rural housing market conditions as part of the evidence base and increase number of local surveys it analyses.

Rebalancing RHE task away from local housing needs surveys could trigger alternative approach to surgery approach to collecting local needs data and incorporate
community engagement as part of the process.

Development management approach provides opportunity to develop cross professional delivery partnerships and speed up delivery.

Proposed new countywide structures provide opportunity for reviewing role, membership and accountability of RHE steering group so that it becomes a group with
collective responsibility for managing rural delivery across the county.

Setting up a managed rural delivery programme could trigger a shift to a more delivery focused role for the RHE, including project management of schemes.
Developments of Local Investment Plans provide opportunity to make rural delivery a strategic priority with capital resources to deliver.

HCA could fund a three year programme for delivery of the rural components of the LIPs.

Scarcity of revenue resources could trigger alternative income based models for funding RHE.

Scarcity of capital funding could trigger new delivery models that provide asset lock and long term resources to support enabling.
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The evidence and work on Total Place could provide the intelligence needed for a more holistic understanding of the attributes and functions of rural communities, leading
to more positive planning policies for rural communities to support their sustainability.

The commissioning of a new SHMA could provide a more robust evidence base that would support a more positive planning approach to rural affordable housing.

The mapping of the public estate as part of the Total Place exercise, along with the outcomes of the Quirk Review, could assist the release of public land for rural affordable
housing.

The bringing together of the different elements of housing evidence could provide a broader understanding of needs and required types of development.

Sharing of LA services could help build capacity

County Council could host RHE service as central location

LAs could host RHE

Service level agreements and targets could help give confidence to funders to support RHE post.
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% +
Scarcity/cuts in local authority budgets reducing levels of enabling staff.

Scarcity/cuts in LA/REGISTERED PROVIDER budgets resulting in loss of RHE.

Loss of RHE further reducing capacity to provide rural affordable housing.

Local Investment Plan process becomes dominated by economic regeneration and urban priorities leading to limited resources being available for rural affordable housing.
Scarcity of HCA funding leading to scheme loss or delay.

Code for Sustainable Homes standards could make rural schemes unviable

Lack of funding could undermine community confidence and willingness to engage.

Process for ‘Collective Democracy’/localism could be exclusive and be dominated by opponents to rural affordable housing.

‘localism’ may lead to districts abandoning rural strategies

Only allowing housing for those with a local connection could endanger sustainability of rural communities.

Uncertainty for the future of the statutory planning process — leading to further delays and few if any site allocations.

Having North and South Delivery groups could result in the inefficient deployment of the RHE resource; duplication of effort by Registered Providers and RHEs; no
mechanism to resolve competing priorities and calls on the RHE’s time; limited ability to achieve economies of scale for rural development.

Marginalisation of rural delivery in the face of larger schemes in urban areas that offer better value for money and greater speed and certainty of delivery. Particularly a
problem if rural delivery is subsumed into a generic delivery partnership.

Lack of clarity on how rural affordable housing will be progressed through new structures.
Lack of leadership for rural issues at county/strategic level.
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Two groups responded that current practice could respond in part to this challenge
but outcomes would be affected.

One group felt current practice could not respond at all —there would be impact on
standards of homebuilding (for example on eco elements), pressure on grant levels
would result in drive for less rented units, and landowner expectations of site
values.

%& %&% "% ,+ 55

Two groups felt current practice would in part respond to this challenge although a
reduction in resources would impact on outcomes and more housing association
staff time would be needed. Pressure on resources would result in more tasks
and/or responsibilities for staff. A rationalisation of LA staff teams would be needed.

One group felt that current practice could not respond at all to this challenge.

8 %% B% 0§+

Two groups felt current practice would respond in part to this challenge although
outcomes would be influenced and a question of the overall weight of rural
priorities within the county.

One group felt current practice could respond well to this challenge as LIPs should
reflect priorities of the county and be inclusive of partners. The difficulty identified
would be in setting the priorities for the local area.

%4 . Ho,+ L Wt

Two groups felt current practice could respond in part to the new proposed
structures although these are not yet fully developed so there was scope to
influence final structures that could be streamlined and strengthened.

One group felt current practice could respond well to new structures.
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This section clarifies and explores the separate, but inter-related, issues of funding
and governance for the enabling service. It offers three options for the future
delivery and management of rural delivery. These are informed by the culmination
of the quantitative and qualitative research and reflect the preferences and issues
raised by the wide variety of stakeholders throughout that process.

Definition of the enabling role, tasks and responsibilities

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

Drawing together the findings from the questionnaires, the SWOT and STEP
analysis, the stakeholder workshop defined the key elements of the enabling
task and who was responsible for undertaking the different parts. The results
are set out in Table 6.1.

In summary stakeholders identified the multifaceted nature of enabling and
the consequent requirement for rural enabling to be a shared activity,
undertaken by local authorities, Registered Providers, the RHE, HCA and local
parish and district councillors. The technical aspects are primarily the
responsibility of the first four. Of particular note is the recognition that each
of these groups has a role, to differing degrees, at every part of the enabling
activity.

This has significant implications for the way the ‘enabling team’ is
constructed and how the process of their engagement is managed.
Specifically, it highlights the value of a ‘delivery team’ approach and the
establishment of a rural delivery group to manage inputs and performance.
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RHE to be a link between planning, housing and communities.
Promote the importance of identifying need and for local people
to register this to ensure their needs are understood.

Early engagement with communities.

Ensure RAH key element in Parish Plans, with RHE providing

RHE

Local Authority — Housing Strategy, Ward
Members, Strategic Planning.

Registered Providers

Housing Management

advice. Architects
Effective public consultation critical to foster support for AH. Parish Councils
Capacity building in rural areas — raising awareness of issues, CALC
potential and to consider appropriate sites — possible dual role for
Community First.
Ongoing dialogue with Parish Councils once scheme completed —
potential ambassadors to promote to other communities.
o, . "t $5 &, HCA to have a protected ‘rural programme’ up to settlements with | HCA
3k population. REGISTERED PROVIDER
Local Authority capital grants. RHE

Local Authorities

2%*%8 v, & S E T H U
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Local authorities to set a ‘strategic framework’ to delivery AH with
planning and housing depts. jointly involved.

Positive targets for delivery.

Prioritising where delivery should happen.

Registered Providers/HCA to contribute to strategic framework.
RHE to be involved in the formulation of the new planning
system/LDFs.

Establish a consistent approach to RAH enabling across the county.

Flexible policies to encourage landowners to release land for AH
development.

National Government/CLG
HCA

Local Authorities:
Strategic Planners
Development Control
Ward Members

Parish Councils
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Availability of sites should not drive need.

HNAs key evidence.

Analysis of survey results and comparison with secondary data.
Test effectiveness of waiting lists and promote registering need
with rural people.

Local Authorities (County and District):
Housing management

Housing strategy

Property Assets

Parish Councils

REGISTERED PROVIDER development teams
HCA

RHE

#%i&% #5454 &%*§ 4

Negotiation with landowners.

Testing viability of proposed sites, financial and technical.

County Council and other landowners (Diocese, Utility Companies)
to work with Steering Group to identify rural sites and consider AH
use.

Local intelligence gained by RHE on potential sites.

Planners
Conservation officers
Housing strategy
Highways

Architects dept
Building contractors
Site Agents

Parish Councils

Local residents

O 4, &Y & &, % Set clear priorities and targets for the rural area. RHE Steering Group SLA
"o, R Individual scheme progress. Local authorities
PR, LB Overall targets for district/county monitored. HCA
N x4 " %+ Assess success of scheme once delivered. Registered Providers
Continued promotion of vision. RHE
CALC
, L8 L8 £ %8%. %& Raise awareness of AH vision for rural areas with all elected RHE

PO0™"0% + &+%. # ,
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members/Parish councils.

Find champions at district and parish levels.

Ensure all members and PCs have understanding of local priorities
and planning intentions.

Ensure executive/corporate support to sustain local member
commitment.

Senior LA staff

Portfolio holders (Planning and Housing)
HCA

REGISTERED PROVIDER project team.
Parish Councillors
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Overcoming key barriers

6.2.1 Taking this analysis a stage further the workshop participants explored the action
that could be taken to overcome the three key challenges to delivery that had
emerged from the responses to the questionnaires, SWOT and STEP analysis:

e Strengthening the enabling function
e Managing and developing a county wide rural programme
* Gaining and maintaining local/political support

The results are shown in Table 6.2
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Spatial planning policy

Need to pickup on innovative solutions elsewhere (e.g.Cornwall, Harrogate)

Improve engagement of housing professionals (incl Registered Providers and HCA) in policy
development

Develop a more flexible/responsive planning policy.

Community buy-in to spatial planning policy — plain English

Secondary evidence base

Specific rural dimension to SHMA

Collect/analyse data on spatial preferences/needs of Home Choice Plus applicants
Allocating resource for updating — sources and coordination

Targeting research data where schemes are coming forward

Involvement of policy planners

Inclusion within Strategic Framework, working with Enablers and REGISTERED PROVIDER partners
Involvement in village tours
Policy Planners on delivery team

Gaining and maintaining
corporate/executive support

Get RAH into corporate priorities — interdepartmental groups and strategic framework
Raise profile with chief officers

Meeting regularly with portfolio holders

Single Conversation

Reintroduce the Housing Needs Index

Uncertainty over future structure/existence of HCA

Make planning policy and the strategic
context clearer

Golden thread — communicate linkages throughout organisations and networks
Chief Executive holds authority to see golden thread runs through LA
Golden thread is part of the conversation with senior officers at partner organisations
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Programme management/delivery team
approach

Identify who needs to be on a team (HCA, LIP)

Coordination of role/project management role

Clarity of who is taking action

Agreement (terms of reference)

Develop a case for a rural programme — why should we do this?

Funding term — 3 year period. Ring-fencing of Rural Housing Programme funds for up to 3k population
settlements

Project initiation document approach — who does what and process

Agreed targets and priorities across partnership

Increasing consistency of practice across
the county

Identify current and good practice across districts

Identify gaps/problems in practice — information sharing and evidence base
Clear action plan to implement improvements

Agee areas of work for appropriate partnership/consistent working

LAs standardise S106 policies (common heads of terms)

Agreed standard practice — terms of reference

Targeting and enabling resources

Identify existing resources and risks

Identifying skills in group

Agreeing priorities

Deciding and finding resources

Clarify and allocate responsibilities

County-wide approach

SMART working — includes sharing resources across partnership (through LIP)

Clear and accountable rural strand
within new county governance
structures

Links to strategic groups such as CHOG, County Partnerships (LSP groups)

Shared membership

Rural component to strategic group agendas

LAA targets

Define overall priority of rural within overall programme and responsibilities for delivery
Clarity of roles and responsibilities of groups — so everyone knows who’s doing what and why
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Local authority councillors

Need to brief members on rural housing issues, reasons for policies proposed, engage them on deciding
strategies/targets to be employed and support them in role on planning committee and in making decisions
Ensure consistency

Continual process of member engagement, especially after elections, all new members

Member consultation, strategy events, site visits etc

Refresh understanding of policy/highlight achievements

Share/exchange of ways to liaise with members/management between Registered Providers and councils
REGISTERED PROVIDER board member induction detailed, good practice to share

Warn of risks/problems

Support group for LA councillors on individual developments from officers, other local members who can act as
ambassadors, members of communities, link to chief exec

Parish councillors

Ongoing contact/knowing who to contact at REGISTERED PROVIDER management level once scheme complete
Parish council visits to other schemes

Using Parish Plan

Rural area newsletter for Parish Councils — from partners saying what plans are/achievements — for discussion at
meetings

When new schemes proposed, give introduction instead of dropping PC in cold, link to ‘Hot Topic’

Info on good practice

Possible role for CALC to help get message across

Great potential role for Community First

Use different media for communication — DVDs

Clarity in role of Parish Councillors to fulfil what they are ‘employed’ to do

PC project group working with Registered Providers to maintain info exchange throughout life of project
Working groups to tackle issues arising from needs surveys

Clarity on allocation processes and who will be housed

Being realistic about what we are hoping to do

Communities

Promote through: Local Authority magazine articles, Church magazines, parish notice boards, village halls, PTAs in
rural schools, shops and pubs

Parish newsletters

Involve young people and children in process, i.e. design elements/street names

Clear marketing strategies

Use of internet

Events providing opportunities for local people to ask questions/discuss
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Giving voice to vulnerable people

Support for local people who are in housing need and can’t get their voice heard — CALC, Com First
Peer group support — people from other communities acting as ambassadors/mentors

Community First could do impact assessments of developments
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The way in which the RHE post is funded and rural delivery is managed are closely linked.
Underpinning any approach there is a need for ownership by the partners; accountability in
terms of how partners’ actions affect delivery; effective use of resources that offer value for
money; and sustainability of funding for the RHE. To explore the merits of different approaches
initially the workshop participants discussed the funding of the RHE and management of
delivery as separate issues. The overlaps between the two factors soon became apparent.

Options for funding the RHE post

/
6.3.2

6.3.3

6.3.4

6.3.5

6.3.6

The first step was to identify the preferred approach for funding the RHE post. This was done
through the questionnaires and the workshop.

Most participants favoured a continued, grant aided programme, as this was more straight
forward, provides secured funding and offers some sense of ownership for funders. However,
the downside of this approach is that it is not a sustainable source of funding, usually
negotiated and secured on annual basis. As noted in the findings this hinders the development
of a strategic work plan for the RHE post and is likely to inhibit the scope of the work to discreet
short-term tasks. In so doing it may not make the most effective use of the RHE resource or
maximise the complementary resources provided by local authorities and Registered Providers.

There was some interest in moving to a contracted service, reflecting the funders own need for
the service and providing flexibility in what they might purchase. Greater ownership is likely to
arise from this approach. It could also result in the development of an RHE service that provides
a complementary resource. To some extent it offers greater sustainability of funding because
of the direct link between service and income. The downside is that the work plan could be
distorted by the requirements of funders, rather than providing a package of activity that
pushes schemes along the pipeline.

A third option is to fund the RHE post through REGISTERED PROVIDER ‘on-costs’ in the same
way that other professional services are funded. This could be raised as a levy per unit and
probably provides the most sustainable source of funding. Such an approach is currently being
used to support the RHEs in Devon. Interestingly, this was instigated after it proved to be too
difficult to set up Service Level Agreements for the different RHE tasks with a range of funders.
The downside of ‘on cost’ approach is that payment is only made as the unit is completed,
potentially leaving a funding gap until a continuous pipeline of schemes is in place. It could,
however, be a high risk approach at a time of cuts in capital funding for rural affordable
housing, particularly if 100% funded rural exception sites are the principle delivery mechanism.

!II
Some participants considered the £70,000 cost of the RHE service to be too high and there was
interest in how this compared with the costs of employing an RHE within a local authority.
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6.3.7

The current service costs are based on a full cost recovery model operated by Community First
who employs the post. This means that all the organisational costs of Community First are
distributed across every project they undertake to ensure their own costs are met. Itis
common practice in third sector organisations; however, it does mean higher management
costs than would be the case if a Local Authority were to be the employer. However, it is also
important to factor in the other benefits that come from Community First, which could be
harnessed to support enabling, including its broader community development work.

Employment of the RHE

6.3.8

6.3.9

6.3.10

6.3.11

6.4.1

Hosting the RHE within Community First provides a degree of independence from a specific
provider. This should not be confused with independence from the objective of providing rural
affordable housing; this is their C . Animportant question then arises: which
organisation should employ the RHE to make the most effective use of this resource. Three
options present themselves:

Employment though Community First that provides independence from a provider and local
authority and potentially stronger links into broader community development work. Local
authority ownership would be weaker, but the RHE could be embedded into their respective
enabling teams.

Employment through a district council maintains independence from a provider. It fosters
stronger working relationships with key local authority officers, particularly if the RHE is a
member of the enabling team. However, political support within the authority is vital for this
arrangement to work. Without it the RHE could be isolated or compromised with the
communities with whom they work.

Employment could be through a third party, possibly the County Council, or special purpose
vehicle, such as a Community Interest Company (CIC). Independence from a provider would be
maintained using the County Council, but depending on the Board structure it could be weaker
for a CIC. The reverse is true in terms of links to delivery with the CIC approach more likely to
incorporate the RHE into the delivery team. It would also offer high levels of ownership by
funders, as Registered Providers and local authorities would be likely members of a CIC Board.

+5 1 4, § &U8E*%

Having considered the potential for funding the enabling service and the practical deployment
of staff involved in providing the service, the workshop explored three options. These are
based on experience of managing rural delivery in other areas of the country and the scope for
applying new models within Worcestershire. The three options were tested for their potential
to respond to the following challenges identified through the Review:

» Ability to respond to challenges in the strategic/policy environment

e Would the model provide appropriate governance for rural programme
e How the model would enable consistent delivery
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¢ How the model would make best use of resources
» Sustainability of the model/flexibility to adapt to change

The options chosen each provide the potential to address these issues and provide structures
that could take advantage of a variety of funding options. They aim to reflect the evolving
operating environment within the county, with new groups forming to oversee the planning
and delivery of rural housing. The three models explored were:

e Social Enterprise — a new, independent structure

e Dual Service — a service with separate resources for the two geographical areas of North
and South Worcestershire, or a shared service with distinct delivery plans for the two
areas

¢ Enhanced Countywide Service — building on current structure within the county but
developing this to become more effective and sustainable

The models capture elements of best practice from elsewhere and the potential for more
imaginative solutions. However, at the point of proposing them to stakeholders it was not
possible to be more specific about the day-to-day operation of any one option. It became
apparent from both qualitative research and the workshop discussions that many partners
were reluctant to consider drastic changes to the management of rural delivery, they wished to
avoid financial risk, maintain continuity of the RHE service and build on current success and
credibility. Their comments on the different options informed outline proposals that would
require further development once partners have agreed upon a preferred solution, which itself
may include elements of each if appropriate.

Social Enterprise Model

6.4.2 The workshop participants concluded that this model has the least relevance in the current
political and economic climate as it was considered to carry more risks than opportunities.
There were concerns over the governance arrangements that might be developed and how a
fully independent business model would fit with current and proposed structures. There was
concern over the potential of the model to weaken the partnership that exists and cause
conflict between Registered Providers and the social enterprise if it were to take on other tasks,
for example operating as a land trust. It was felt that the model would increase costs initially
and that there was insufficient capacity at this time to develop a new business. Some
opportunities were identified, for example to develop services and diversify to raise income
through other means and the creation of an organisation clearly focused on community
benefit. As such it may have direct relevance to the Government’s proposals for Community
Right to Build.

Dual Service Model
6.4.3 This model included the potential for two RHE posts to address the emerging priorities for the

north and south of the county. It was felt that this arrangement could respond to the particular
circumstances of the north and south LIP delivery groups and could focus enabling on the urban
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6.4.4

fringes in the north. Two post would mean increased capacity for the front end of the enabling
process and might be achieved by a full time post in the south of the county and a part time
post in the north. Alternatively, the service could be structured with primary delivery in the
south and contracted activity in the north, responding to need.

However, it was acknowledged that risks included: increased costs which would undermine the
service; increasing capacity might raise expectations of delivery which were unrealistic;
increased activity might generate more work than Registered Providers could respond to; there
would be inconsistent practice across the county, concern over duplication and management of
roles/programme. The consensus was that whilst there were some elements of rationalising
delivery across the county that were sensible, this was not the model to do it effectively.

Enhanced Countywide Rural Partnership

6.4.5

This model aims to build on existing practice but by strengthening governance and
performance management the service would be more effective and partners’ engagement
would be maximised. It was the model most favoured by the delegates of the stakeholder
workshop and showed the greatest potential as the SWOT analysis in Table 6.3 demonstrates:
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Could be a separate theme in the south/north delivery group — an opportunistic
time to be set up as arrangements still being negotiated.
Can manage resources by planning workload and if not sufficient time in funding
year, pass to next — joined up contract with each LA.
Could achieve economies of scale.
Cost effectiveness of post.
Need to focus on where main housing need/demand.
Separation of needs analysis is a good thing and has freed up RHE enabling
capacity.
An established financial model.
Maintaining continuity.
Little change — growth rather than change.
Complimentary resources from difference sources.
Potential to develop and manage a 3-5 year programme.
Could build trust.
Potential to develop consistency.
Established good reputation beneficial to development of pipeline.
Accountability of partners and funders to enabling and RHE funding.

# %t

Operational benefits as it can tie work of housing officer, enabling officers and RHE
to avoid duplication.

Open sharing of information, IT systems and filing systems. Very disjointed at the
moment.

Could be easier to link funding with outcomes achieved.

Less rural authorities could buy-in services, as needed, i.e. Redditch.

Planning ahead to increase resources.

More rural authorities could employ the post and offer out services to less rural
authorities but retain a countywide delivery group.

Because some partners common to both proposed LIP delivery groups, helps
consistency and information sharing.

Develop charging models to provided sustained income.

% 6 %+t%+

Separate South and North delivery groups, risk divergence of strategic direction for
rural issues

Potentially attending two separate meetings.

How to quantify targets to be achieved.

Outcomes need to be based on sites agreed and ready for planning.

Current capacity of officer stretched.

Current post very expensive — more than enabling officers in Lass and questions
over value for money of management/admin costs.

% +

Not sure if one LA managing the post would work to overcome operational issues.

Registered Providers not sure if post was being line managed by one LA would
resolve issues of their involvement in programme management.

If looking to a countywide delivery service, this might be a conflict of interest for an
LA managing the post.

Need clarity over the SLA, who it would be with and how it would be delivered.

Would need to integrate with new structures to ensure rural enabling not lost in the
process.
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6.4.6

To add to this analysis the Review team compared the three different options against four
factors that are critical to a successful enabling approach and within which the key challenges
to rural enabling in Worcestershire exist:

Local and political leadership
Supportive strategic policy

Secure capital and revenue funding
Performance Management and Delivery
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W, %+ How to strengthen political and executive leadership to support rural delivery
How to build and maintain community support for rural affordable housing schemes
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Once established, and well marketed, an independent model could provide a
non-threatening platform for communities and local members to engage
with, overcoming perceptions of delivery driven by interested parties as
opposed to responding to identified community need. A clearly identified
community benefit organisation could challenge opposition and be more
aggressive in championing rural housing.

2§ %% A service that responded directly to local priorities in the context of the two
new LIP delivery groups could be more attractive to local members and
executive officers. Communities may be able to identify with a more localised
service that could be seen to be focused on priorities in their areas.

& A countywide service would provide a cohesive link between strategic

A458% % *4.%

planning and delivery and be used to demonstrate good practice across the
county. In turn this would provide useful tools for executive officers and local
members to challenge opposition. Key would be the effective marketing of
the service to ensure local relevance is maximised. Communities need a
clearly identifiable service to relate to which is able to respond to their needs
and concerns. A countywide service could fulfil this need but it would be
important to ensure communities feel they are being fairly provided for
across the county.
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W, %+ How to adopt positive and proactive planning policies in line with PPS 3
How to develop a planning approach that promotes and responds to localism
How to move to a Development Management approach that supports rural delivery
How to ensure funding for rural schemes through the LIP and other funding mechanisms

O &M} %, %+

A8 % i This model is likely to be least able to engage directly in policy planning and
development, as it would primarily be a delivery mechanism. However, it
would be able to demonstrate consistency of implementation across the
county assuming a consistent policy environment existed. Links to LIP
delivery groups would support a development management approach and
provide evidence to support funding programmes.

2 5 %% Presence of the RHE(s) on LIP delivery groups would provide the opportunity
to inform policy development and close engagement with the wider enabling
‘team’ within the delivery area. A close relationship with the LIP groups
would also enable RHEs to inform the development of funding programmes
and ensure a focus on local needs.

& An effective steering group with relevant membership and clear terms of
4% % *$.% | reference could provide an effective platform for influence policy
development and showcase practice across the county. Clear links to the
relevant structures within the county would be essential for the service to be
effective in both delivery and influencing LIP development. As a bespoke
rural delivery group it would be able to manage and report on rural delivery
to the LIP(s), but develop countywide practice and support, for example a
countywide Hearts and Minds campaign.
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W, %+ How to attract capital funding, particularly in a time of severe constraints on the public purse

%

&

How to gain greater revenue and enabling support for RHE activity
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The time needed for the establishment of this delivery model could
jeopardise the delivery pipeline and therefore the potential for capital
funding in the short term. Revenue funding to support the development of
the new model could be at risk if funders lack confidence in the model. In the
longer term, however, an independent provider could have more
opportunity to attract additional revenue support and adapt its resources to
fluctuations in the operating environment.

2
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With RHE resources targeted within LIP delivery areas, in line with local
structures and priorities the service could be effective in making a case for
capital support within each delivery area.

If two RHE posts were identified as necessary for the model to be effective,
the ongoing revenue costs would require greater commitment from funders
at a time when most are looking to make savings. A tie-in to REGISTERED
PROVIDER on costs could be a longer-term solution to this problem.

RHEs embedded into the wider enabling ‘team’ through LIP groups could
provide greater opportunities for maximising the team resource.

%&
A% % *5.%

With the development of planned sub-regional programmes, albeit across
two areas, a single and well-managed service could be in a strong position to
make an effective case for capital support, representing a model with
strategic vision linked to local delivery.

By managing a programme across the County it may be possible to ‘package’
schemes into single contracts, so achieving economies of scale and greater
value for money.

With the reduction in public funding a countywide programme may provide
the critical mass to attract capital from other investors.

There is some scope to review the costs of the current programme to either
identify savings or purchase more resource that could be attractive to
funders. A countywide model could provide an effective platform to
maximise the resources within steering group member organisations and
therefore the wider enabling team. This model would also lend itself to
incremental development, responding to changes in the operating and
funding environment.
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W, %+ How to deploy most effectively the full range of enabling resources available in Worcestershire

How to provide a sense of ownership of rural delivery and enabling amongst partners
How to ensure there is accountability amongst partners so that barriers are addressed

How to develop and maintain a pipeline and certainty of delivery
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The establishment of an incorporated body would necessitate governing
documents that clearly state the operational, management and
accountability of the organisation.

This model would require a context — an agreed rural programme within LIPs
—against which to deliver clear objectives and targets. Effective reporting
and monitoring would be essential to ensure confidence in the model and its
capacity to deliver.

Representation by all key partners on an effective board would be necessary
to ensure ownership. Membership would include all key developers and
Registered Providers to ensure pipeline development.

2
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Focus on the two LIP delivery areas would enable close engagement with the
delivery teams in each area. This should provide a basis for effective
deployment of resources in response to local priorities. There could be a
negative impact on consistency of delivery across the county and therefore
the degree to which partners engage and have ownership of the service.
Inconsistency could jeopardise the credibility of the service.

Frequent and consistent reporting to a central management team would be
essential to evidence performance and identify local variations in delivery
and need. This would also provide opportunities to demonstrate how
barriers are overcome in the two delivery areas.

&
A44&% % *5.%

Strengthening the governance arrangements for a single countywide service
and building on an existing partnership would provide an opportunity to
develop and agree how to effectively deploy the wider enabling resource
across Worcestershire. Clear terms of reference and performance
management arrangements would resolve issues of accountability and
ownership by partners.

Taking a strategic view of the county as a whole should provide an
opportunity to build a comprehensive pipeline to meet local needs and
respond to LIP delivery targets.
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Using the evidence collected through the data analysis, the responses to the questionnaires
and the workshop discussions, the Review has identified four principle challenges that currently
inhibit rural enabling activity in Worcestershire from reaching its potential:

e Inconsistent and sometimes weak political and executive support and leadership.

e Alack of responsiveness in the strategic policy framework to providing rural affordable
housing.

e Limited and increasingly scarce public capital and revenue funding to support delivery and
the continuation of the RHE role.

e Weak performance management of rural delivery that undermines the ability to use scarce
resources effectively and reduces the speed of delivery.

These challenges give rise to a number of recommendations. Those offered by the Review are
based on the strengths and opportunities that already exist in Worcestershire and are informed
by practice from other parts of the country.

Implementation of these recommendations is a shared responsibility, reflecting the fact that
enabling rural affordable housing is a multi faceted activity in which local authorities,
Registered Providers, RHEs, local politicians and communities have a role to play. The
complexity of the task means that many of the actions are inter-related. In consequence these
recommendations should be seen and implemented as a package if their benefits are to be
maximised. To support this approach the recommendations are presented under the main
challenges.

For each challenge an explanation is offered of why overcoming it will assist stronger rural
enabling. The recommendations directly address the challenge under which they sit. Where
relevant a case study of practice from other parts of the country is included that could be
adapted and then adopted in Worcestershire.
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The evidence revealed that whilst there is generally support amongst councillors operating at a
senior level this is not universal. More notably their commitment is often not shared and
sometimes undermined by ward councillors. Parish council support too is variable and
willingness to engage is often undermined by a lack of confidence in the needs data. This is
exacerbated by the use of public meetings to encourage wider community engagement.
Instead of fostering support they sometimes become the catalyst for opposition
Correspondingly, apart from Wychavon and Community First executive leadership for rural
affordable housing is weak, resulting in incoherent approaches and the disempowerment of
operational staff to drive improvement.
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District Councillors, Parish Councillors and the Executives of district councils have a central
leadership role in promoting and supporting policy, practice and decisions that deliver rural
affordable housing. To fulfil this role they need to be equipped with robust evidence of the
need; knowledge of policy and delivery mechanisms; and an understanding of allocation
criteria. The Government’s emphasis on a ‘localism’ approach heightens the need for this
leadership. For elected members at parish and district level it is important that they are
equipped to see localism as a mandate for action, not a threat to their authority.
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The promotional material already produced by Community First and hosted on their web site provides
a good starting point for developing a ‘hearts and minds’ campaign.

Hampshire Alliance for Rural Affordable Housing (HARAH) has a dedicate web site which gives the
project its own identity and provides a ‘home’ for much of its promotional material. Using ‘punchy’
written material and a video it explains what is rural affordable housing, who it is for and how it is
provided. Through the web site it promotes its achievements and through regular updating keeps the
material current.

Lincolnshire Rural Affordable Housing Partnership ( LRAHP) is starting to develop its ‘hearts and minds’
campaign. Drawing on the expertise of a councillor who had been professionally involved in marketing
it put together a Communications Strategy — a copy is attached in the Annex. A task and finish group
made up of the RHEs, the Communications officer from one of the partner local authorities, and four
Registered Providers and chair of the LRAHP, is now in the process of putting this into practice.
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The evidence revealed that whilst the councils’ Sustainable Community Strategies are
supportive of maintaining sustainable rural communities and providing more affordable
housing, this is not carried through into spatial planning policies. They are still reliant on a
settlement hierarchy approach based on availability of services. In consequence, the majority
of local authorities are not allocating sites in their smaller rural communities, but relying on the
rural exception site policy. This will reduce the opportunities to use the policies for lower
thresholds and higher affordable housing contributions that are being considered for the South
Worcestershire Development Plan. Cuts in public grant make the viability of rural exception
sites questionable and in consequence their deliverability because there is no cross subsidy, so
their call on grant is high.

Analysis of rural housing market conditions is weak within the Strategic Housing Market
Assessments and the updating of the evidence base. In contrast there is a stronger rural
dimension to the economic viability assessments and the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

A supportive policy framework is essential if sites are to come forward, applications for rural
affordable housing are to be approved and funding be made available. Together policies can
bring transparency, speed and efficient and effective application of resources, including
enabling staff time, to the delivery of rural affordable housing.
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% 6 "9%,# —producesa quarterlyreportthatanalyses its CBL data using similar measures as
those used for it analysis of the private market, providing information on the levels of need, turnover
and rent by ward. They also have a local lettings policy and this is defined in the CBL application form
to encourage those with a local housing need to apply. CBL data and Hometrack data has been used
alongside local housing needs survey results to provide village profiles that are published on
Derbyshire Dales website.

H %S F " §%t5 § 55 & "% H o,
w4 %t 28+ 4. J#$H in its adopted Core Strategy has adopted a range of thresholds and
affordable housing contributions across the plan area. This includes a policy for a number of named
rural settlements where the affordable housing contribution is set at 70% of the development.

4 $—Through collecting a range of secondary data covering social, economic and environmental
characteristics, together with information on travel to work and levels of self-containment, the Council
identified five types of settlement. These are defined by their function and relationship with other
settlements. This categorisation was then tested with a sample of communities across the County. At
the same time the communities took part in events where they verified their sustainable community
characteristics and identified what development action was needed to move them to being a more
sustainable community. Together this information has informed the preferred approach to the
distribution of development within the Core Strategy that is responsive to the function, relationship
and sustainability needs of its rural communities.

"+ # % —Through its Core Strategy Shropshire has allocated 35% of its future development (approx
9,000 homes) to its rural communities as part of a policy of rural rebalance with the objective to
‘deliver more sustainable places at all levels and in both urban and rural settings’. This development
will be allocated to community hubs and clusters supported by a Core Strategy policy that states that
in the rural areas communities will be made more sustainable by: focussing private and public
investment into community hubs and clusters; allowing development that helps rebalance rural
communities by providing facilities, economic development and housing for local needs, and is of
appropriate scale; ensure that market housing makes sufficient contribution to improve local
sustainability by contributing to housing mix that caters for local needs and delivers community
benefits in the form of affordable housing and facilities; ensuring all development is sympathetic to the
character of the settlement and is environs.

Using a desktop review they identified potential community hubs and clusters that were then invited
to take part in community planning events to explore how they could fulfil this role. The Council
provided evidence on the current state of the community against 8 criteria that define a sustainable
community defined in the UK Sustainable Development Strategy. Participants were invited to assess
the performance of their community against these criteria and identify what action/development is
needed to move them to a position of greater sustainability.
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In those communities not identified, as a hub or cluster development will be very constrained.
However these communities have the opportunity to become a hub or cluster in the future, by going
through the same community planning process and electing to become a community hub or cluster.

The results are now informing the relevant Development Plan Documents. The communities’
requirements will be set out in ‘Place Plan’ that becomes an implementation plan for the LDF. They
will set out the ‘targets’ for windfall development and describe the community benefits that will be
sought.
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The evidence identified that there had been moderate success in attracting HCA investment into the
smaller rural communities, but a good record, particularly in Wychavon, of levering in other public
resources to support delivery. However, the lack of bids to the HCA resulted in some funding being
used in urban settlements. Concerns were also raised that rural affordable housing interests were
being marginalised in the development of the LIPs.

In terms of RHE funding, the current funding package is sufficient to support one RHE, with some
administrative support. However, the resource is very stretched and is precarious, secured on annual
basis and with an expected fall in resources next year. This level of uncertainty undermines the
opportunity to plan the work of the RHE so that it is able to take on a planned approach to supporting
the management of the delivery of rural affordable housing and respond to the changing delivery
context)

Since the evidence collection the CSR announcement has confirmed that there will be significant cuts
in HCA capital funding and it is being proposed that all new rented housing for rent provided by
Registered Providers should be at 80% of market rents. This raises questions about funding future
supply and its affordability of new homes to rural residents.

The Local Growth White Paper has also been published and confirms the direction of travel towards
localism with the preparation of neighbourhood plans as a requirement of Local Plans. This will
necessitate significant attention to be given to supporting positive community engagement.
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2%* - Facing the same dilemma of limited and insecure funding for its RHEs the Devon Housing
Group explored a number of alternative options. It rejected a Service Level Agreement approach as it
proved very complicated to define levels of payment for different services across the different
partners. Instead they have adopted an ‘on cost’” approach whereby the local authority and County
Council provide grant funding, currently negotiated on an annual basis. The Registered Providers
provide £200 per unit for any scheme that benefited from a RHE housing survey and an additional
£200 per unit for any scheme that had other significant RHE input e.g. site appraisal, public
consultation etc. The new maximum is £4,000 per Registered Provider. Payment is triggered when a
scheme starts on site. The risk in this approach is that if the County Council withdraw or reduce
funding the funding ceiling per Registered Provider will be too low to fill the gap. It is also dependent
levels of delivery that cover the post costs. In the current funding situation this critical level may not
be achieved. However, it does provide an opportunity to ‘market’ the services of the RHE, which could
provide a valuable contribution to a ‘localism’ approach and bring in other funding.

% L% (%5 ¥ %1 0% & &%f*% 5 §" o, TI%

The Review identified resources for rural enabling are very stretched. Apart from Wychavon local
authority staff time devoted to rural enabling is limited and here the numbers of staff involved are very
low. In particular there is a general lack of engagement of development control/management
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planners. The RHE’s geographic remit has expanded from two districts to the whole county. Usual
practice across the country is for RHEs will cover two district council areas.

Partners are looking for a change in the role of the RHE to one that is refocused from providing
evidence to activity that directly improves the quantity and speed of delivery, primarily through
increased involvement in site identification and community engagement. Currently partners express
frustration at being their inability to achieve this change because of their lack of involvement in the
line management and monitoring the work plan of the RHE.

There is there is currently no countywide collective process for monitoring rural delivery and
addressing barriers. Performance management information is weak. In consequence there is a lack of
ownership of rural affordable housing delivery and reflecting this a lack of collective action by all those
with an enabling responsibility, local authorities and Registered Providers.

The delivery of rural affordable housing is a time intensive and complex process, particularly when
there is a heavy reliance on rural exception sites. It requires weaving together into a seamless service
skills and knowledge of planning policy, site viability, development economics and community
engagement. This requires input from local authorities, Registered Providers and RHE at the
appropriate stage and in ways that are mutually supporting.

Fundamental to achieving this is a countywide Performance Management process that reports on
scheme progress and barriers to delivery to a ‘team’ that are in a position to unlock the obstacles. It
provides a means of developing a programme of schemes with a smooth trajectory for delivery; it
brings certainty to the process; offers opportunities to develop consistent approaches across local
authority boundaries; and a means of targeting resources, including enabling staff time and skills. By
having a rural remit it reduces the chances of marginalisation of rural delivery. However, to be
successful it would require either membership from those with authority to take decisions and/or a
permanent seat at any broader county delivery group.
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There are a number of countywide rural housing partnerships in existence across the country,
including North Yorkshire, Devon and Hampshire and Lincolnshire. They all have their
particular strengths and weaknesses and have developed in response to their particular
circumstances. They do, however, share six common elements:

The membership includes the local authorities, Registered Providers and the RHEs, and apart
from North Yorkshire, the county’s rural community council.

They have a clearly articulated goal and governance arrangements that hold the partners to
account. These vary in formality from a Memorandum of Understanding in Hampshire to a
Partnership Agreement in Devon and Lincolnshire.

The Registered Providers are to different degrees selected to become members. In Hampshire
this has been through competition, which over the last seven years has resulted in one
Registered Provider being responsible for delivering all rural exception site schemes. The other
areas have chosen to invite the local authorities preferred partners who have a proven track
record of delivering in smaller rural communities.

Each of them has a Performance Management Framework, that provides quarterly information
on the status of the rural pipeline and provides a basis for taking collective and individual action
to overcome barriers to delivery.
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They are all supported by a co-ordinator. In Devon, Lincolnshire and Hampshire this is a
dedicated role provided on a part-time basis. In North Yorkshire it is largely provided by one of
the local authority officers working closely with the Senior RHE.

Hampshire and North Yorkshire are the most well established partnerships and have achieved a
degree of elected member involvement. This is particularly well developed in Hampshire
where there is an elected members board that meets regularly and engages directly the
formation of policy and practice. Through the confidence and trust they have engendered they
are about to use delegated powers to make decisions on delivery priorities within a county
wide rural programme.

.8+ 4% %5 T %0 ,% 1% 1%4 6 H as an evolution of the Devon Rural
Housing Partnership’s framework, Lincolnshire Rural Housing Partnership has developed a
spreadsheet that allows the progress of each rural scheme to be monitored, with separate
sheets for schemes in settlements of less than 3,000 population and those in 3,000 to 10,000
population. The pipeline is banded to cover the key stages of the pipeline as follows:

$ .6 Hcompletion ( scheme ready for occupation)
§ %H started on site
$& H Planning permission granted and expected to start on site in 6 months
#*% — Planning application submitted and expected to be approved, possibly some delays
1% — Site agreed and landowner willing to sell. Further pre-development work needed
4 — Considerable further pre-development work needed
40 E— scheme not reported by local authority in very early pre-development stage
"*" ,%—scheme has been abandoned

Each district compiles a quarterly report on scheme progress in their district giving the location
of the project, which band they fall into and using simple annotation note is made of whether
the scheme has progressed in the last quarter, no progress has been made in the last six
months, is subject to major delay or is a new scheme. Where progress has stalled or there is a
major barrier the reasons are recorded. To this any schemes where the RHE is working, but
that have not been reported by the local authority, are added noting that these are additional
RHE schemes. The local authority reports are collated by the Partnership co-ordinator to form
a county wide report. This is used as the starting point for discussion by the Partnership on
barriers where it should take action or as a means of exchanging ideas for removing barriers.

The Framework is still being revised, the next report will include greater detail on the schemes
in the very early stages of the pipeline, drawing on the finer grained information collected by
the RHEs on progress of schemes in the straw category. Within the next six months it is
intended that the collation of the reports will become the responsibility of one of the RHEs.
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1) Provide more affordable housing
2) Achieve more sustainable rural communities

8§ TR f o+ "% U
1) Convince people that rural affordable housing and sustainable rural communities are a good thing
2) Convince people that what we offer/do helps deliver these benefits

3) Help our various target audiences to understand that they have a role in achieving our objectives

Objective Audience Key messages Tools/techniques Resources Timescale Evaluation
That the role, work LA officers =% % 95 +( Regularly updated

and working Web page

arrangements of More and better used

LRAHP are resources Training events

understood by

stakeholders they Access to capital Six monthly

know how they can funding streams Newsletter

be involved which would
otherwise be Peer support group at
unavailable operational level

Help with relationship
between officers and
members

Help navigate
community
involvement and
collaborative
democracy

Very wide experience
in housing and
planning — no need to
re-invent the wheel
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We work together to
improve delivery of
rural affordable
homes.

We work together to
lever in resources and
make effective use of
the resources we
have

We have consistent
ways of working
across the
partnership to
deliver rural
affordable homes

We encourage
sharing of ideas and
exploring new
approaches

We have clear
programme
management
arrangements to
identify where we
need to act to remove
barriers

LA Members

=% % 95 +(
Ditto above +

We understand your
position!

Regularly updated
Web page

Training events

Six monthly
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Reduce vulnerability...

...by giving members
the confidence to
challenge
constructively
through improved
knowledge, skills base
and practical support

Improve relationships
with officers and
communities
(individuals, groups
and Parish Councils

Ditto above +
We seek the
constructive
engagment of

Newsletter

Councillor updating
events

Councillor briefings

councillors
RSLs Ditto LA Ditto LA
HCA =% % 95 +(

Speed, certainty and
good value-for-
money

We can deliver homes
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We can offer value
for money

We are innovative
and willing to share
our experiences

We will work
collaboratively with
you

Parish Councils

% % U5 +(

Currently have the
job but not the tools:
we give you the tools
to do the job.

Provide the means to

assess needs of
and for people...
...to give best

solutions for
communities

A helpful friend in the
intimidating housing
and planning process

LRAHP is here to help
you meet the housing
needs of your
community

We want to work
with you so the
houses built meet
your needs, are well

Regularly updated
Web page

Training events

Six monthly
Newsletter

Practical help —
conduit via website to

RHEs ‘helpline’

Peer support group

Feed back section on
web page
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designed and
something to be
proud of

Experience working
with

communities — real
sensitivity to
aspirations and needs

Rural Community
Groups

Ditto above

Ditto above

Ditto above

There is a wide
understanding of the
rural enabling service
— what it offers — how
it can be accessed —
what standards of
service can be
expected

Las
officers/councillors

We provide a high
quality enabling,
accessible rural
enabling service

You have arolein

Partnership
agreement/MoU that
sets out who does
what/when as part of
a common pre-
development

making it happen framework
Training for
councillors
RSLs We are part of a high | Ditto above
quality enabling
service.
HCA Our rural enabling Ditto above

service will deliver a
rural programme
within agreed
timescales

Parish Councils/Rural
Community groups

Our rural enabling
service is here to help
you

This is what you can
expect from the
service

‘lo step guide’
Video/U tube

Regularly updated
web page
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This is how you can
get help providing
affordable homes in
your community

Training events

Landowners

% % %S (

Achieve value
(but not market
housing value) over
and above
agrovcultural value of
land

Some housing may be
allocated to
family/key workers
via RSL

Professional help to
navigate complex

system and achieve
best possible result

Potential to retain
some long term
control over asset via
leasing rather than
sale

Our rural enabling
service is here to help
you

10 step guide
Bespoke paper and
web based guidance
for landowners

Video/U tube

landowner/agent
seminars
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There is good
understanding of
what is affordable
housing — for whom it
provides homes —
how it is provided —
how it is managed —
how it can contribute
to the sustainability
of rural communities

LA councillors

There is a need for
more affordable
housing in your rural
communities

Affordable housing
helps create and
maintain thriving
rural communities

You have a key role in
making it happen

Regularly updated
web page

Newsletter
Training events
Impact assessments

of completed
schemes

Parish councillors Ditto above Ditto above + press
/rural community releases

groups

Landowners and their | Ditto above Ditto above

agents

LSP partners Ditto above + Ditto above

affordable housing
helps contribute to
meeting your
objectives
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