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BACKGROUND

In Aprit 2011 we produced representations on the Bromsgrove District Council LDF Draft
Core Strategy 2 Policies and we have attached a copy of that docurmnett to the present
representations, .

That is an important background document referring firstly to our Glienis strategically

. loeated parcsl of fand at the Maypole, Birmingham fronting the A435 Holiywood by-pass

and Alcester Road Sauth, to ils site area of 25.4 hectares {approximately 633 a;:fes), the
present activities on tha land and the fact that it is so strategically placed, directly on the
edge of Birmingham adjoining a District shopping centre and at the end of the most

© actively used Bus route in Europe.

Quite properly that statement indicates that the Trustees have been working, with the

' planning authorities, and principally with the City of Birmingham, over the iast 30 years

to seek the release of the land for business use in the form of a business park.

Given the Trustees history, you will ses from that statement that they wished to provide
a business park for “green engineering industres invoived in high technology and
innovative production” as a science and research park for “follow-on accommodation”.
The establishment of this business park, including science and research, would be
carried out in consultationt and involvement with thé Universities of Birmingham and

~ Aston, as well as the University of Warwick but with a direct link to the University of
‘Astorn's Science Park. This was to make sure that provision on this land was
" complementary to all that those Universities were providing but as a facility for the next

stage of development of thoss entbryo businesses,

It was not necessarily expected that the sciance and research park would occupy all of
the tandholding. The residue of the land was expected to have bulldings related to a

normal businsss park. I addition there would be surrounding landscaping.

Since the submission of that document in 2011 we have had further discussions with the
City of Birmingham and their planning team, involved in South Birmingharm with their link
to the City's Forward Planning team currently producing the submission drafl of the |
City's Local Plan. We are awars that the CHty have been looking to provide further

. housing and employment provision on their southern boundary but also looking beyond

that boundary into Bromsgrove because of the cross boundary links required now
through Development Plan guidance and also through the Duty To Co-Operate with
adjoining authorities.,

The only malter that has changed is the City's considsration for the provision of
additional housing on and over the City's administrative boundary in Bromsgrove to
provide housing. As such, thers is sufficient land within the Taylor Trustees landholding
at the Maypole to provide an element of housing by deing so a mixed development on
that landheilding.

It is clear from the City's report to the most recent Cabinet on the emerging Development
Plan, prior to submission, that their proposal for a small Park and Ride facility ofi our

- Clients Maypole land is still live and one that they would still wish to pursue. A previous

Planning Appeal by the City for that use on our Clients subject land was dismissed in the
1990s simply because the City Had not carried out a thorough study of alternative sites
within the southern part of the City boundary for such a use. In our view our Clients

landhoiding is the most cbvious parce] of land, apart from the fact that it.is direclly at the

end of the bus route linking the Cily centre and within relatively edsy distance of a local
railway station connecting to New Street station in Birmingham.
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Therefore, In summary, we have sought to release this parcel of jand for imporiant
employment and related uses, principally fo assist the City in proper and reasonable
employment provision albeit that it is on the boundary between the two local authorities.
Not unnaturaily there will be course be some benefits for employment provision within
Bromsgrove and a real benefit in reducing commuting where appropriate.

It is therefore with very considerable disappointment that we have to record that BDC
have not taken info account previous submissions or the long history of consultations
and representations on Development Plans to seek the release of this parcel of land for
aif the sconomic and related benefits that would ensue.

We must record our disappointment that our Clients have riot been directly consulted by
BDC on their proposals relative to the preparation of the Employment Land Review
either in 2008 or 2012 and therefore not had any input into their fulure proposals. In our
view this Is a grave failing in the Bromsgrove Local Pian for failing again io take this
proposal seriously. We doubt that there were any constiltations with- the LEP over the
benefits of releasing this parcefl of land for BDC and particularly in consultation with the
City of Birmingham.

Whilst on its own this substantial failure might not be sufficlent for the present
Bromsgrove Local Plan o be declared unsound and not properly prepared, we suspect
that there are other businesses and proposals within the Bromsgrove District that have
niot been properly consufted or their proposals not fully taken into account in the prasent
Local Plan submission.

We must therefore we would say that the present Local Plan has not been positively
prepared through objective assessment or in the light of achieving sustainability and
neither is the Plan effective because it will not be delivering appropriate employment in
the right focation and further that there have not been and recorded sffective joint
working on cross boundary sirategic priorities such as employment benefit of both the
City of Birmingham principally but also Bromsgrove District Council. :

CPBigwood Lid November 2013
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BACKGROUND

The foous of altention is really contained in paragraph 8.19 with the statement by
Bromsgrove District Gouncll (BDC) of "... In defermining the potential housing
requirement for the District, a range of scenarios were fested with the most reaiistic

‘being migration-led and employment-constrained _scenarios which identified_a _nst

dwelling requiremeint ... 6,780 respectively.” “... On this basls a housing target of 7,000
was proposed for the 18 year Plan periad.”.

This shows BDC adopting a very resiricted and constrained proposal, effactively

_housing-led, but with significant effect upon a restricted employment land provision.

_The Vision for BDC in Chapter 4 gives no indication of any growih proposal for

employment other than a reference in paragraph 4.6 that BDC hope that in the next 15
to 20 years they will achieve a more balanced housing market but again, that has no
reference back to balancing out empioyment growth with housing provision. From the
Vision one concludes that BDC arg adopling a “status quo” scenario.

" Paragraph 8.24 records an Employment Land Review completed in June 2008 and then

updated in 2012. That records a minimum requirement forecast for employment jand of
19.9 hectares for the pericd 2010 to 2030, This was the absolute minimum and BDG
decided that they would adopt 28 hectares effectively only being 8 additional hectares

- for the 20 year Plan period.

This approach by BDC of a minimal increase in employment land provision is based
upon a report originally from 2008, a very low point in the economic cycle and updated in
2012 before there were any reallstic signs of a change in the economic cycle or any

" indication of an upturn.

Firstly the Employment Land Review, its findings, ahd more particularly BDC's reliance
upon it is fatally flawed, There has been no proper economic or housing modeling for
the whole of the Pian period, There is no consistency of approach with the South
Worcestershire Development Plan and its authorities who have adopted an economic

recovery-led approach. in effect this shows BDC in its role as an “ostrich burying #s

head in the sand” not wanting o acknow} edge that it needs to camy out proper up to date
surveys, consistent with the present economic recovery forecasts and to model those for
an important District on the edge of a major conurbation.

Secendly, it does not appear that the autherity has propesdy and reasonably canvassed

- the existing businesses in its District to ascertain at this peint in time, ie 2013, what their

economic prospects are, what future development and land requirements they need and

- the overall impact that such growth might have on the District as a whole.

The provision of 28 hectares of land over a 20 year period gives a little less than 1.5
hectares per year which is substantially oul of killer with the existing population, the
proposed restricted increase in housing, and thereby population, in the Plan periad and
does not acknowledge the economic position of the District and its existing relationship
with the conurbation.

Whilst there is reference in the opening pages of the Plan, page 4, to the lLocal
Enterprise Partnership there Is nothing in the proposed Submission Version to any joint
working between them or to any background reports or studics that would inform the
economic base or the economic future for BDC for the Plan period. We know that the
LEP has consuiled numerous businesses. These businesses have assisted the LEP in
having a beifer understanding of the employment needs of the BDC District and we had
assumed that that business information had been fad through to the Local Plan in selting
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an  appropriate stralegy based upon their requirements. Without  properly
accommodating future requirements you are in effect likely to sterilize proper ecohomic
growth where it is required in this Plan period. In our visw these future proposals are
considerable over the Plan period and the consequential employment generation is
significant for the District.

There therefore is yet another major failing with the BDOC Plan in not properly
accommodating the existing businesses and their potential growth. In addition thers
seerms to be no statistical base underpinning the provision of the future 28 heclarss of
employment growth. However in reading the document seme of this intended growth, ie
that shown on Map 8 entitled Ravensbank Expansion Site, sits as you can see diracily
adjoining Redditch so that its catchment area and bensfils of that fand sit far more
appropriately with Redditcti BC (RBC) than it does for Bromsgrove and to some extent
the Redditch overspill proposals for housing are effectively, in part, balanced out by the
10.3 hectares of futura employment land. As such thersfore, realistically the majority or
all of the 10.3 hectares ought to be deducted from the BDC future allocation of 28
hectares,

On this basis BDC are simply providing the absolute minimum fulure employment
provision that they have identified. Whilst there appears to be a very small element of
huture employment at Hagley identified on Map 5, there is nothing else in the Plan that
gives any other indication of where the 18 to 18 hectares might be found in the District.
There is no Strategic employmant provision identified.

One has to conclude from this very initial review of the BDC Plan that the District have
not made proper provision for employment for thelr District for the fudure. This s most
particularly based upon an outdated review, not taking into account the 2013 aconomic
changes and government-initiated advice on economic prospects, not reflecting on their
important location adjoining the conurbation and not properly linking in properiy
constituted joint studies with the Local Enterprise Partnership, its review of the District’s
amployment and the proper fulure requirements of those employers and businesses for
what is 2 most important Plan period for the next 20 years where there is now a known
rise in sconomic prospects, business growth, employment growth and a requirement to
take into account the in-migration of new businesses based principally upon the
sxcellent motorway network and the slrategic position of Bromsgrove in the West
Midlands conurbation.

In our view the Plan as submitied cannot possibly meet the objectively assessed
devalopment and infrastructure requirements because the authority have not undertaken
a rigorous and proper objective assessment. In addition BDC have not positively and
properly prepared their Plan because it is not consistent with achieving proper and
feg&gnab%e sustainable development to meet the long-term needs of the District and its
inhabitants.

in terms of justification the Plan cannot possibly be said to be founded on a robust and
credible evidence base and even their outdated base has causes for concern. There is
no proper economic modeling and neither is there any proper housing and population
modeling. South Worcestershire had modeling for both of these albeit that they were
found o be gravely wanting by the Inspector in his lnitial Recornmendations. Most
importantly we see very littlle proper reasoned approach by BDC to formulating the most
appropriate strategy from a series of slternatives. Where are the alismatives? Where is
the justification for chidice from these?

In terms of effectiveness, there is no reasoned justification for “deliverability of the Plan”
but of course because BDC have adopted a minimalist and “ostrich-like” appreach they
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are bound to dsliver this sirategy by default but that does nothing to underpin a proper
and raasonable economic future for the District as a whole.

From discussions at the Sofihull, Lichfield and South Worcestershire Local Plan
Hearings the Duly To Co-Operate goes hand-in-hand with the need for effective joint
working across boundaries to identify strategic priorities. for those concemed. We raise
at this {ime substantial doubts on both counts of faling the Duty To Co-Operate but also
failing to work on cross boundary issues. BDC should be asked to provide proper
statements clearly identifying where they have started to co-cperate and with whom, and
when they starled the cross boundary working, parficularly in the case of the City of
Birmingham and its requirement for very substantial hausing provision outside its
boundary.

We reserve the right to submit an additional Employment Review Statement following
further detailed analysis of the background documents by our consuftants.

CPBigwood Ltd November 2013
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BACKGROUND

On behalf of our Clients, the Taylor Trustees, we submit this Housing Statement in
respact of their landhelding referred to as BD{E228 in the Bromsgrove SHLAA, being
Land fronting the A435 Hollywood by-pass, Druids Lane and Crabmill Lane, Maypole,
Birmingham. In addition this Statement will refer in part to the Taylor Trustees jarger

~ parcel of land fronting the A435 Hollywood by-pass and Alcester Road, Maypoie,
‘Birmingham., Maypole, Birmingham.

The focus of attention is really contained in paragraph 8.19 with the statement by
Bromsgrove District Council (BDC) of "... In determining the polential housing
requiremnent for the Districl, a range of scenarios were tested with the most realistic
being mfgraimn—!ed aridf empfoymenf—fzensirained scenarios which idenlified a net
dwelfing requiremsni ... 8,780 respectively.” “.. On this basis a housing target of 7,500
was proposed for the ‘i 9 vear Plan period.”.

- This shows BDC édept%ng a very restricted and constrained proposal, effectively

housing-led.
it is noted in paragraph 8.20 that BDC must maintain a 5-ysar supply of housing land

.and that they will “initially” sesk to maintain g buffer of 5% in addition to the 5-ysar land

supply. Subsequent paragraphs under Policy BDP3: Future Housing and _E’mp?oyment
Growth sets out a breakdown of the housing target as in paragraph 8.22. Howeveritis

‘noted in the Fian that some 2,400 homes remain {o be identified, to be delivered within

the Plan period in order to mest the housing target of 7,000 homes by 2030. Htis clear

that BDC can only achieve their full housing target by a releass of Green Belt land

through 2 full Green Belt review whiich is afluded to in the Plan as being between 2023

 and 2030.
' We note from Chapler 4 of the Plan where it explains the Vision of BDC that it wishes

effectively to continue the “status quo” of the District during the Plan peried. There is no
reference to new growth initiatives but there is reference in paragraph 4.6 that BDC “..
will have achieved more balanced housing market and be continiing o deliver Ehe
required lavel of housing growth te meet local needs ..."in the next 15 to 20 years.

What is clear from the Plan is that there appears to have besn no modeling undertaken
through proper alternative scenarios of the District for the Plan peried. Certainly it is not
tecorded and this is uniike the South Worcestershire Development Plan. in effect this is
a protectionist Local Plan reflecting more on the need to protect the Green Belt rather
than properly reflect the proper employment needs of the District through the existing
businesses and the need to atiract new businesses or properly addressing the very
substantial need for housing accommodation for the Eiderly as shown through the
demographics for the District over the next 20 years. These demographics show a very

. .-considerabla rise in the need for specialist and non-specialist residential accommodation
for the Elderly and provision must be made in the Development Plan policies to

accommodate this.

The Inspector's Preliminary Findings in the Bouth Worcestershire Development Plan are
particularly important in the context of the Bromsgrove Local Plan, in requiring those
authorities to look again at the basic provision for housing, taking into account proper
and reasonable modeling for a robust sirategy that is appropriate for that area. Whilst

. BDC have taken a very simpiistic view for their housing need, e their 7,000 dwsllings,

the underpinning basis for their reasoning in achieving that figure does not appear sound
and reasonable in the context of proper Development Plan policies.
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in our view BOC need to make provision for a very substantially increased figure well
abave the 7,000 dwelling level at this time irrespective of the overspill needs of the City
of Birmingham which will be quantified in due course.

In our view the Plan as submitted cannot possibly meet the objactively assessed
development and infrastructure fequirements because the authority have not undertaken
a rigorous and proper objective assessment. In addition BDC have not positively and
properly prepared their Plan because it is not consistent with achieving proper and
raasonable sustainable development to meet the long-term needs of the Digtrict and its
inhabitants.

in tarms of justification the Plan cannot possibly be said o be foundad on a rebust and
credible evidence base and aven their outdated base has causes for concsm. There is
no proper sconemic modeling and neither is there any praper housing and population
modeling. South Worcestershire had modeling for both of these albeit that they were
found to be gravely wanting by the Inspector in his Initial Recommendations.  Most
importantly we see very little proper reasoned approach by BDC to formulating the most
appropriate strategy from a series of alternatives. Where are the alternatives? Where is
the justification for choice from these?

In terms of effectiveness, there is no reasonad justification for “deliverability of the Plan”
but of course because BDC have adopted a minimalist approach they are bound io
deliver this sirategy by default but that does nothing to underpin a proper and
reasonable future for the District as a whole.

From discussions at the Solihull, Lichiield and South Worcestershire Local Plan
Hearings the Duty To Co-Operate goes hand-in-hand with the need for effective joint
working across boundaries to identify sirategic priorities for those concemed. We ralse
at this Hime substantial doubts on both counts of failing the Duty To Co-Operate but also
failing to work on cross boundaty issues. BDC should be asked to provide proper
stateménts clearly identifying where they have started to co-operate and with whom, and
when they started the cross boundary working, particularly in the case of the City of
Birmingham and H#s requirement for very substantial housing provision outside ils
boundary,

We reserve the right to submit an additional Housing and Housing Land Review
Stater?ent following further detailed analysis of the background documents by our
consuitanis. '

CPBigwood Lid Novemnber 2013
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1.

BACKGROUND

1.1,

?321

- 1.3,

1.4,

The Taylor Trustees own approximately 25.4 hectares {approximately 63 acres)
bounded by the A435 Hollywood by-pass and the Alcester Road South, known as the
Maypole, Birmingham. The present Trust have owned this parcel of land for over 25
years. The farmland is tenanted and principally used for pasture. Access is off Alcester

Road South via a driveway that leads to the Blind House Farm complex.

The Taylor family history of involvement in Birmingham is founded on the button
rmanufacturing business they had in the Jewellery Quarter at the time of thie Industrial
Revolution where there were important links with Murdoch, Boulton and Watt in
modernising and mechanising the various industries. John Taylor (1710-1775) was at
the forefront of Birmingham's history establishing In the 17508 the city's first
recognisable factory employing over soo people. In 1765 john Taylor approached his
friend and fellow Quaker Sampson tloyd, the latter a successful Birmingham
ironmaster, and togather they founded Taylor & Lloyds, the city’s first bank and today
trading as Lleyds Bank. The aim was to support fledgling businesses in Birmingham.
On Tavlors death in 1775 Arls's Birmingham Gazette, the city's first newspaper,
recogrised the importance of john Tavior to the emérgence of Birmingham as a
foremost manufacturing town. it pralsed him as "a man to whose extraordinary
Ingenyity and indefatigable Diligence, the Trade and Manufactures of this Town are

much indebted for their Incresse and Estimacion®.

Given the history of the Trustees and their connection to the Industrial Revolution they
have resolved that they would wish this parcel of land to be used to provide
opportunities for the establishment of engineering industries involved in high
technology and particularly those following the “green technology rovte”. This then

would be consistent with the history related to the present date.

Ths ethos of the proposal is therefora to provide a Sclence and Research Park for hi-

tech green engineering businesses in & parkiand setting framed round a centraf

Page 2 ol
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1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.B.

1.9,

facifities hub unit offering a range of accommodation from “start-up” units to “follow-
on” accommuodation to allow new businesses to commence operation and the

expansion of those already in an infant state.

The proposal will have as its operational base a Jeint Venture between the owners and
the Universities of Birmingham, Aston with its Science Park, and the University of

Warwick with its engineering department together with a supporting developer.

All three Universities have substantial Post Graduate research and the proposal would
seek joint working relationships with the Universities to progress business
opportunities related to that engineering technology with the clear national and
mternational trade benefits that would ensue. It is envisaged that many of the units
will actually have manufacturing facilities with them as well as the Science and
Research function. The proposal would not in any way be advanced to conflict with or
upset the present operaticnal functions of the three Universities and their on-site

Science Park units.

Owing to the fact that this strategic parcal of land sits right on the edga of the City of
Birmingham boundary, with its nearly 1,000,000 population, it is technically within the
boundary of the Bromsgrove District Councif administrative area, hence the reason for

submitting representations on this draft Core Strategy.

The Coalition Government have established the requirement for cross-boundary co-
operation through the provision of Local Enterprise Partnerships and the City of
Birmingham have an LEP both with Bromsgrove District Council as well as the

Metropolitan Borough of Solihull. ®

We are not convinced that the draft Core Strategy Vision has been sufficiently wide
ranging to seek to achieve a better balance between future Employment provision and
housing, the need to provide more Employment land and the need to provide more
sustainable development to seek to restrict the high out-commuting from Bromsgrove

District to the conurbation for work. it is our view that there Is not sufficient data

Page 3 o
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background collected by Bromsgrove District or the analysis to support the proposals
made by the district Councll in respect of Employment provision because of the lack of

a wide ranging evidance base now required by the Government as set out below.

Recent Ministerial Statements and the Government's Proposals for Growth for the
aconomy underpin the above proposals by the Tayler Trustees and are therefore in line

with the Government’s national and strategic strategy.

The Government's strategy is not enshrined in the draft Core Strategy of Bromsgrove
District Council and for that and related reasons the Core Strategy is therefore
unisound and deficient at this time, requiring substantial amendment, re-drafting and
re-issuing as a consultation document. This particular point is a tegal submission by
the Taylor Trustees that the present draft of the Core Strategy is, in our view, opento
Legal Challenge because of the Government's recently indicated strategy generally
referred to above but where the detalls are vitally important in respect of the

formulation and final drafting of this very important Pelicy document.

2. REASONS FOR SUBMISSION OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CORE STRATEGY

2.1,

Z.2.

The representations are based upan the propasal to provide a Science and Research
Park for “green engineering”, effectively a niche business park with refating facilities
and hob and where, at the present time, the land lies in an area of allocated Green Belt

but directly on the edge of the built-up area of the City of Birmingham at the Maypole.

The representations are intended to assist and provide a positive policy base from
which the proposals can then proceed and be implemented through an appropriate

plarning permission.

Page 4 o
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3.

REPRESENTATIONS
3.1, Background
3.2. Whilst itis acknowledgad that the number of unemploved in Bromsgrove is lower than

3.3.

3.4,

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

the West Midlands average, that number has increased significantly since the source
data of April 2009 to March 2010 was compiled and is now nearer to the West Midtands
average which makes the case even mare impartant for adding o the employment
base of the district overall where that Is opportune and where that increase in
employment levels could be significant through the provision of a sub-regional and

niche business park.

The City of Birmingham, with its nearly 1,000,000 population, is substantially deficient
in its southern quadrant of business parks and employment areas to support the huge
population that exists in this area effectively from and including Kings Heath out to the
Maypole and the related side districts off the Az3s. |

The As35 is a principal feed from the City to the M2 and the direct link thereby to the
Myo, Oxford and West London.

To have a niche business park on the A435 in the position that is proposed takes
advantage of the road trunk route as well as consolidating a “sustainable” style and
form of development for the benefit of bath the ¢ty of Birmingham and Bromsgrove

and serving the southern guadrant of Birmingham.
Chapter 3~ Kay Challenges

Bullet points 3 and 7. This should reflect the need for an informed “Vision* for the
district, as referred to above, which does not appear to be there to any significant
extent. For instance, there has been fittle survey data of existing businesses within the
district over the last year looking at their vision, their needs and likely expansion within

the Plan peried. This is an important plece of data that appears to be missing,

Page 5 ol
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3.8.

3.9

3.10.

3.41,

3

particularly at 3 time when the economy nationally appears to be on the turn and some
niche businesses are experiencing significant upturn. We would suggest that this bullet

point should be re-drafted to read "Responding to the vision and negds of .Y

8" byllet point. This bullet point recognises the substantial benefit both regionally,
nationally and internationafly from Bromsgrove diversifying its focal economy and
providing a better base of new *... hi-technology industries, green industries ..." Our
proposal above fully meets and endorses the thrust and challenge adopted by
Bromnsgrove. In addition we raise the point as referred to above, about the lack of
positive data on tha future vision of the existing major employers in the district. There
shoutd have been recognition to support and diversify those existing employers as well
as, and Importantly, providing the opportunity for new hi-technology and green
industries to diversify and stimulate the economy, particularly at this poor ecenomic
time. This key challenge bullet point could really have benefited from a brief number
of examples, eg green engineering, Science and Technology businesses, other related
green manufacturing businesses as well as more purist Science Research where there is
an application for major business opportunities related both to employers within the
Bromsgrove district but perhaps more importantly to those major employers within

the City's boundarias that are not yet supported.

in terms of the g™ bullet point, this comes back to the need for a vision for a wide
ranging employment base and a stimulus from the Borough for those existing
employers, and particutarly the major emplovyers, in atiracting and training both school
and college leavers but perhaps more importantly providing opportunities for
Graduates / Post Graduates to move Into commaerce and industry to continue and

provide technological improvement and proficiency.
Strategic Objectives

SOs5. Again, this objective facks vision and the support from existing data relative to

the existing businesses with a view to focusing on provision of new businesses in the
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3.12.

3.13.

3.14.

3.15.

District. In addition, because of the cross-boundary arrangements and the LEP,
Bromsgrove should have worked with Birmingham to have looked at issues from
within the Birmingham boundary that could not reasonably have been addressed
because of the tight local government boundary and most particularly because of the
lack of appropriate Business Parks within the southern quarter of the City of
Birmingham. This is therefore a major deficiency within the Core Strategy basad upon

a lack of positive data and a lack of a proper long term vision. Our Clients fully support

the wording of the Strategic Objective SOg with the addition that it should reflect the.

requirement for Science-based Research and Development within a niche Business

Park supported by the Universities mentioned above.

There does not appear to be a Strategic Objective dealing with the need for high
quality buildings in the commercial and industrial sector, This is now a prime
requiternent of the Coalition Government and it goes hand in hand with the need for

both sustainable developments and sustainable buildings with low carbon footprints.
Core Policies

Core Policy 1 — Future Development:

There Is reference in Table 1 to the provision of a further 28 hectares of Employiment
tand in the time periad 2006-2026. Firstly this Core Policy should have and does not
record how many hectares have already been provided in the 2006-2010 time period
thus leaving a residue to be provided. This is a major omission and for this reason
aslone this Policy is not sound. In addition we see no data supporting the figure of 28
hectares or any rationale for this. Bromsgrove is a very large and diverse District,
vitally on the edge of the conurbation, with immediate and direct links to Birmingham
and Redditch and with the recent feature of the Local Enterprise Partnership with
Birmingham and Solthull focusing on new growth. There Is to our mind no technical
support data to say that Bromsgrove have consulted with Birmingham on cross-

boundary issues and the need for Birmingham to have a new Business Park on the edge
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3.16.

3&1?#

3.18.

3.19.

of its Local Authority boundary to enhance and suppart the population in the southern

quarter of the City.

Therefore, in our view, the gross total of 28 hectares is unrealistic for this District, itis
not sufficient, and the figure should be ¢irca 75 hectares. Only by having this level of
provision can the two Authorities of Bromsgrove and Birmingham realfistically co-
operate in providing a balanced approach to both tocal Authority areas and their
requirements in the Plan period of up to 2026, Itis not unressonable for Bromsgrove to
have this level because it is assisting the City of Birmingham and there is precedent at
Longbridge for an increase in provision where new housing is to be provided in
Bromsgrove's district to support the Longbridge redevelopment scheme. This is

therefora a divect paralle] of that approved and committed policy framawork.

Again, the Policy does not focus on “sustainable employment provision”. it should
have done so because it is well documented and acknowledged that Bromsgrove has
very substantial out-commuting to the conurbation and therefore new “sustainable
employment provision” within its District boundaries, based upon sustaining,
enhancing and expanding existing in-situ industries / employers would have a far
greater impact and would be better in sustainability terms than is sel out in this draft

Policy at this time.

For all these reasons above, and others, Core Policy 1 and its target are fatally flawed
and therefore unsound in Planning Policy terms both in terms of the fack of positive
data, the lack of positive coliection of data, the lack of an appropriate vision and the
lack of cross-boundary liaisan, none of which is reflected in this policy and supports the

submission of the Policy being "unsound”.

O a subsidiary issue under this Policy, it would have been far better to have divided
this key Policy in two, one refating to Housing and the other relating to Employment,

with & proper reasoned justification for this proposal. There is virtually no reasoned
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3.20.

321

3.22.

3.23.

justification and certainly no strategic indications of where the provision ought to take

place

Core Policy 3 Development Principles

For reasons set cut fn our representations on Core Foiic&; 1, Core Policy 3 cught to
reflect the “development principles” for the enhancement and expansion of economic
development based principally but not solely on existing industries / employers but to
reet the thrust of the strategy for new hi-technology and knowledge-based industries,

articularly those “green industries” and those relating to a more sustainable world
p Y g g

envirenment. We see nothing in Core Policy 3 that reflects the Bromsgrove Council

priorities of CO1 Regeneration, Priority Economic Redevelopment or reference to the
sustainability principle and the sustainability appraisal or the cross-boundary
requirements to look at population, provision for Employment where this is facking.
This Policy should have consaquential wording amendments as indicated above to.be

an effective policy for the Plan period.

Core Policy 4A Bromsgrove Town Expansion Sites Policy

We note from this Core Policy that provision will be made for g hectares of
Employment land in and around Bromsgrove town, principally in ;e%é’siﬁn to site
BROMz, If this is the case how are Bromsgrove District going to provide the other 23
hectares of land under Core Policy 1 when there is no guarantee that either the rest of
the BROM sites or "other development sites” will actually provide employment. Thisis
particularly the case when looking at Table 3 the majority of the employment
provision, other than Bromsgrove Town BROM 3 will be the Ravensbank expansion site
directly adjoining Redditch District's boundary and with little benefit realisticaily for
Bromsgrove itself, albeit some cross-boundary benefit, Even with this there still will be
& need for circa 13 hectares but again no Vision for the District, no Vision and assistance
to assistance major amployers and a real lack of data and strategy within these Core

Policies. Finally BROM 3 mentioned above Is strategically on the south-western edge
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3.24.

3.25.

3.25.

3.27.

3.28.

3.29,

of Bromsgrove adjoining the Ms unrelated to the Mg which runs along its westem
baundary with extrermely poor access to that motorway and the Ma2 and really lacking

miajor road infrastructure to connect it. Not a place for strategic major employment.

We have focused here only on the Bromsgrove Town Expansion Sites palicy but clearly
there s a Visionary need to look at supporting strategic Employment sites for the
benefit of the whols district for the reasons given above and it particular, the provision

that we are suggesting at the Maypole details of which are set out above.

Core Policy 21 ~ New Employment Development

Whilst It is accepted and acknowledged that Bromsgrove will suppart the Regional
Spatial Strategy's “Central Technology Belt” from Birmingham City centre, and its
Universities, out to Bromsgrove and then to Malvern it does not acknowledge the
existence of the Coventry-Solihull-Warwick Technology Belt or its boundaries with

Bromsgrove District Council.

The A435 Birmingham-Alcester/Evesham sits on the edge of, and is included within,
that Coventry-Solihull-Warwick Technology Belt through its' A435/Ms2/Ms fink to
Warwick University and through the Ma2/A4 5 to Coventry.

The production of the draft Core Strateqy for Bromsgrove District offers the Vision and
the opportunity to enhance that RSS strategy, not yet abandoned, by providing
appropriate new employment development at key locations within its District relative
to that Belt and zone such as at the Maypole with the consequential huge benefits for
Birmingham and the southern quarter of that City. The ackncwledgement.and: benefit
of that Technology Belt would aliow new development on the edge of that Belt and the
Birmingham City boundary and could lead to consequential growth in employment,

training and widening of skills.

In our view; Core Policy 11 has not looked at the existing data either from the existing

major employers in Bromsgrove or those in the southem quarter of Birmingham and
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3.30.

3.31.

there has been no cross-boundary racognition of the aeed to provide that evidence
data base to properly inform the Core Strategy for its policies. For that reason the
District has not sought to apply an appropriate vision, particularly for & Plan pericd that
has another 15 years to run. Had it done 50, it would have produced a new Core?o!icy
aimed at the Coventry-Salihull-Warwick Technology Beit widening, if necessary, to
include the Ag3g trunk road corridor. Again, the Policy is not sound because it has
lacked proger planning vision, lacked spatial awareness through lack of proper data
and communication with major employers in Bromsgrove and Birmingham requasting
their vision. In addition, it has not sought, which it should, to provids sufficient data
from its strategic decision te look for hi-tachnology and knowledge-based industries to
inform itsalf on the true level of demand required relative to the need and for that
reason we believe that Bromsgrove have under-provided for the employment target
for the District within the Plan period which we have submitted should be 75 hectares.
Therefore, we maintain Objections to Core Policy 11 because it is unsound for the

above reasons.

Core Policy 23 Rural Regeneration

We refer to our represaentations on the other Core Policies relative to employment
provision above and there is nothing in this Policy to support the provision of strategic
new employment areas within the district to meet the Core Policy strategy for new
employment in the hi-technology and knowledge-based industry areas. This Policy
needs to be restructured to properly aliow new sustainable development based upon
their vision and needs for the rest of the Plan period. Agaln there is no vision in this
Policy and no back-up from approptiate data and as such those wishing to effect new
major businesses in the Rural Areas will technically fall foul of this Core Policy and be
refused planning permission. This cannct be right in the context of the District that has
set out its key objective to retain, sustain and expand its employment base with
sustainable new development and an objective to reduce travel to work outside its

District boundary. Essentially the District have falled to take account of existing
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3.32.

3.33.

3.34.

3.35.

3.36.

employment and the provision of new employment within their District related to 3
proper and informed vision for the future of the District based upon their key
objectives. For this reason this Policy needs substantial amendment and not just for
existing major employers but also to take account of the likely provision of strategic
new employmant sites within the Rural Areas with the key objective of regeneration.
Again new sustainable strategic employment sites will alf foul of Core Policy 13 enthe
submission of a planning application and should not simply have fo rely upon “very
special circumstances” when one of the key objectives of the District is an expansion

and widening of the employment base.

Core Policy 14 Sustainable Transport

We balieve that at the start of that Policy there ought to be an additional bullet point
supporting the provision of new transport links, as well as "Park and Ride” facilities
relative to the A43s in order to support and enhance provision for the population of the
southern quarter of Birmingharm within and beyond the end of the Plan period. For this
reason wa would support a new Core Policy specifically aimed to suppert the City of
Birmingham for the provision of a new “Park and Ride” facility at the Maypole, as

previously supported by the Secretary of State in the Appeal Decision on this land.

Land at the Maypole and its development as part of any planning application package
could show and demonstrate that there are real benefits for sustainability of
development and buildings by appropriately providing a sustainable transport solution

on the edge of Birmingham and the A435 trunk road to the M4z and the Mao.

Core Policy 22 Green Belt

There should be a positive recognition in this Green Belt Policy that strategic
allocations of new employment land to facilitate the strategic and Key Objectives of
the Core Strategy for new development for hi-technology and knowledge-based

industries, such as that proposed for the fand at the Maypole, should be allowed in line
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with the Coalition Government's commitiment to growth in the economy and the need,

where proven, to take allocated Green Belt land for demonstrable needs.

3.37. Therefore, the provision of new strategic employment sites should, as of right, be
excluded from the Green Belt when designated and allocated under the appropriate
Development Plan Documents but that this particular Policy, Core Policy 22, skiould

aliow for that consequential adjustment.
4. CONCLUSION

4.1. We submit that for the above reasons and justification set out above, that there are
significant elements of the draft Core Policy that are unsound and we suspect capable
of successful Challenge, that the draft Core Strategy should be reviewed, a wider
evidence base undertaken and a new draft Core Strategy issued for consultation in line
with the Coalition Government’s recent Ministerial Statements, the Budget Statement

and the national Policy of Growth
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- Dur attendance is necessary as our Clients have several landholdings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which could be refeaged for develppment, mostly identified throughout
the emerging Development Plan process, These landholdings will be of vital importance in
bringing forward sufficient fand in the Plan period to 2036 to enable Bromsgrove to deliver jis
housing numbers,

i Signature] [ Date: 11" November 2013




Part B {sea Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2}
Please use a separate Part B forin for each representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)

[CPBigwood Ltd

1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?

Page: &to 16 Paragraph; [ 2.1t0 2.31 T Policy. [ District Profile
Policiss Map; Othar dosument

If your representation does not relate to a specific part of the document, or it relstes to a different
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this tlear in your responss.

2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? {see Note 2)

[ Yes:( E Nowx

3. Please giva details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please bs as preciss as
possible. 1f you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box to set out
your comments. (Continue o @ separats sheel Jexpand box i necessary}

‘The Local Plan fails to plan positively for future growth both of the District and also
particularly for the expansion of Birmingham beyond its boundarias to accommodate proper
smployment and housing growth as we now know it requires within the Flan patiod.

4. Please set out what change{s) you consider nacessary to make the BOP legally compliard, having
regard to the issue(s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BOP legally compliant. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on & separate sheet fexpand box it netassary)
{see Note 8 para 4.3)

The Plan should be amended accordingly in line with our submissions in paragraph 3 above.

5. Do you consider the BDF is sound? {see Note 3}

| Yes:[ | Nox

Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it is nol:

{1} dustified (see Note 4)

{2) Effactive (g¢ee Note 8}

(3} Consistent with national policy {see Nofe 6}
{4} Posifively prepared {see Note 7)

MHoand MM

5. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. if
you wish o support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
tContinué o5 a separate shest fexpand box ¥ necassary)

We have reviewed the Soclal Characteristice contained within the BDP, particularly the
demographics related to the Elderly, aliied specifically to the significant projected increase of
the B5+ age group in the Plan period to 2030, We have noted the provision of housing -
‘suitable for the Efderty’, identified at iKey Challenge 4, and are pleaged to see the provision of
policy BDP10: Homes for the Etderly. However we record that in our view the Plan does not
Identify sufficient provision within it to accommodate the substantial need in housing terms




to meet this very considerable need, Frankiy the Plan needs to identify strategic releases and
nat just rely upon the vague possibifity that the “market” Ie national house builders ete wili
provide such accemmodation in bringing their strategic housing schemes forward, The
1 identification of land for Continuing Care Retirement Communities and market provision for
the Eldesly under both Use Classes C2 and C3 respectively should be identified both in
numbers and locations to meet this unquestionable high need in'the Plan period. In addition
we must question if sufficient housing will be deliverad o mitigate against the substantial
iricrease in that age range, espacially those Elderly whe are in need of sars,

As identifisd. at the South Worcestershire Local Plan Hearing the Borough needs to make
provision for both C2 arid C3 housing to cover the wide spectrum of requirements for the
Eiderly.

In addition the District Profile does not propetrly look at the reguiremenis of businesses either
on the edge of Bitmingham or within the Bromsgrove District as to their requirements for
sonsolidation, extension or expansion within the Plan period There is nothing to indicats
that a proper review of the District has been undertaken in the preparation of this Plan, as

required.

7. Please set out what change!s) you consider necessary lo raka the BDP sound, having regard to
the tast you have identified at 6 above. You will need to say why this change will make the BDP
sauend, 1If will be helpful if vou are able to pul forward your suggested revised wonrding of any policy or
text. Please be as precise a3 possible. (Continue o1 & separate sheet faxpand box f recassary} (i6e Note 8
para 4.3}

The Plan neads to be amendad fo take account of our submissions in paragraph 3, 4and &
abovs,

Please nole your represaentation should cover sucginetly all the Information, evidence and supporting
Information necessary to supportjuslify tha representation and the suggesied change(s), as ihera wilf
not nommally be a subsequent opportinity ko make further representalions based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
inspector, based on the matlers and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. if your reprasentation is seeking a change, do vou consider it necessary to participate af the oral
part of the examination? Fleass note the Inspector will defermine the most appropriate procedure fo
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish fo parlicipais al the oral part of the exam
ination.

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination | O
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination ¥

@, if you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this o
b necessdry, (Continue on 2 separate skest fexpand box i necessary)

Cur attendance i$ necessary as our Clients have landholdings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which couid be refeased for dovelopment, mostly identified throughout
the emerging Development Plan process. These landholdings will be of vital importance in
bringing forward sufficient land in the Plan period to 2030 to enable Bromsgrove to deliver its
housing numbers and houging for the Elderly

[ Bate: 11" November 3013




Part B (see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2}
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation {(see Note 8 para 4.1}

| ePBigwood Lid

1. To which part of the BDP doss this representation relate?

Page: 1110 13 Paragraph: 3qand Policy. | Key Challenges and
44210 413 Vision

Policies Map: Other documen_t:

If your representation does not relate to a specific part of the document, or it relates to a different
documant, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your response.

2, Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? {see Note 2)

[Yesid " [ Noix

3. Please give detaits of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
pessible. I you wish %o support the legal compliance of the BDP, please alet use this box o set out
your comments. (Continue on @ separate sheat fexpand box if necestary)

The Key Challenges do not properly identify the range of scenarios for growth aibeit that in
paragraph 3.1 3} it does state that the Plan should meet the growth needs without adequately
or proparly defining what those are. Generaily we accept the Key Chalienges but must record
here that those Key Challenges hiave not reasonabiy and soundly been met in the production
of this Local Plan, hence our répresentations.

in terms of the Vision, in reading paragraphs 4.1 to 4,13 it must be concluded that that was an
aspirant Vision and more reflects hope than it does positive planned growth to meet those
aspirations and the Key Chailenges and therefore the Plan fails and is not therefore sound.

4. Please sef out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BOP iegally compliant, having
regard to the issue{s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BOP legally compliant. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or taxt. Please be as precise as possible. {Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box ff necessary}
{sae Note 8 para 4.3}

The Plan should be amended accordingly in ling with our submissions in paragraph 3 above
and 6 below.

5. Do you consider the BOP is sound? {see Note 3)

{ Yes:O _ | No:x

Do you consider the BOP is unsound because it is not:

{1} Justified {see Note 4)

{2} Effeclive {gee Note 5)

{3} Consistent with national policy {see Note 6)
{4} Positively orepared {see Note 7]
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6. Plaase give detalls of why you consider the BOP is unsound. Flease be as precise as possibie, if
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box fo $et oul your comments.
{Continue oh & geparate sheel fexpand bax # nacaessary)

Generally we embrace the Vision for Bromsgrove District as provided in the BDP in terms of
sustainability and economic development, subject to oar comments in 3 above. However
aspirations must tie seen in policy terms to he provided and hence deliverable within the Plan
period. This is particularly so in terms of the provision of a Policy for the Eiderly enabling
those Elderly to age In place in a safe environment with their friends particularly in the larger,
sustainable settlements. However, it is acknowledged nationaﬁy that funding for that
government initiative is severely Emited and the private sector is having to provide
substantially more provision for the Elderly in terms of Continuing Care Retirement
Communities, Extra-Care provision, Independent Living and Sheltered Housing. Further,
soms Elderly housing provision will have to be Affordable and thereby by rent rather than by
pamhasev There is a failing in the Plan in not properly addrassing these very Important
issues at this fime based upon the very considerable need identified by BDC,

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary o make the BDP sound, having fegard o
the test you have identified at € above. You will need to say why this change will make the BDP
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy of
texi. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue oo a separate shaet fexparnd box i necessary) (See Note §
para 4.3)

Tha Plan needs to be amended to take account of our submissions in paragraph 3 above and
& balow.

Flsase note your reprasentation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to supportjustify the representalion and the suggesied change(s), as there will
not normally be a subssguent opportunify lo make further representations based on the originat
representation st publication stags.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
inspector, based on the matlers and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary {o parficipate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the inspector will defermine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have Indicated that they wish lo participale at the oral part of the
gxamination,

No, : do not wish to participate at the oral examination | O
Yes, | wish o participate at the oraf examination P

9. if you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please ouliine why you considir this to
ba necassary. (Continue on 2 séparats shest fexpand box i necassary)

Our attenidance {8 necessary as cur Gilents have several landholdings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which could be released for dévelopment, mostly identified throughout
the emerging Development Plan process. These landholdings will be of vital importance in
bringing forward sufficient fand in the Plan period to 2030 to enabie Bromsgrove to deliver its
hiouging némbers and housing for the Eldetly.

[ Date: 11" November 2013




- Part B ({see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2}

Please use a separate Part B form for each representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)

| CPBigweod Lid

1. To which part of the BOP does this representation refate’?
Page: 14 Paragraph. | 5.1 [Policy. | Strategic Objectives
Policies Map: . Other doclment:

If yout representation does not relate to a spegific part of the document, or it relates to g different
documsnt, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this claar in your response.

2. Do you consider the BDF is legally compliant? (see Note 2}

| Yes: [ | Nox

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise ag
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDOP, please also use this box to sef out
your comiments, (Confinug on a separate sheat fexpand box if necessary}

The Strategic Objectives do not include the need for a more appropriate review of housing

provision within the District as a whoie, Whilst focusing new devalopmerit in sustainable
locations on the edge of Bromsgrove might be appropriate in part, the Objectives need to
focus on all settlements that can propetly accommodate reasonable growth. Thereis no.
focus on the hierarchy of settlements for the growth which there should be. Strategically

1 Objective S04 really does not go far enough in covering ail requirements necessary for this
District within the Plan period. Again, Objective 805 gives very litile detail whatscever to the
aspirations of the Council as o the types of new businesses that it might wish and where
those are to be accommodatad.

As a whole the Strategic Objectives are not translated properly and appropriately into the
policies that have now been proposed for the District in thie Local Plan and it can be said that
some of those Strategic Objectives cannot be met in part in a number of cases.

4. Piease set out what change{s) you censider necessary o make the BDP lagally compiiant, having
regard to the issue(s) you have identified above. You wil need to say why this change will make the

8DP legaily compliant. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary)
{see Note § para 4.3)

The Plan should be amended aceordingly in Hirie with our submissions in paragraph 3 above
and 6 below,

5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3}

f_\’resf{} - Mo .

Do you consider the BDP is unsound bacause it is not:

{1} Justified (see Note 4)

(2} Bffective (see Note 6)

{3) Consistent with nationai policy (see Note 6}
{4} Positively prepared {see Note 7}
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&, Please give details of why you consider the BDP Is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. if
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
tContinus on 9.separate sheat fexpand box f necessary) .

Generally we embrace the Vision for Bromsgrove District as provided in the BDP in ferms of
sustainability and economic development, subject to our comments in 3 dbove. However
aspirations must be sesn in policy terms to be provided and hence deliverable within the Plan
period. This is particularly so in terms of the provision of a Policy for the Elderly enabling
those Ekierly to age in place in a safe environment with their friends particularly in the larger,
sustainable settlements. However, it is acknowledged rationaily that funding for that
government initiative s severely limited and the private sector is having to provide
substantiaily more provision for the Elderly in terms of Continuing Care Retirement
‘Communities, Extra-Care provision, Independent Living dnd Sheltered Housing: Further,
some Elderly housing provision will have to be Affordabte and thereby by rent rather than by
purchase. There is a failing in the Plan in nof properly addrassing these very important
issues at this time based upon the very considerable need identified by BDC.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BOP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified &t 8 above. You will need o say why this change will make the BDP
sound. 1 will be helpful if you: are able io put forward vour suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as precise as possible, (Continue on a saparate shest fexpand box if necassary} {36¢ Note 8
para 4.3)

The Plan needs to be amended to take account of our submissions in paragraph 3 above and
6 below.

Please note your representation should cover sucecinctly all the information, evidence and supporiing
information necessary to supportfusiify the representation and the suggesied changefs), as there witt
not normally be a subsequent opporfunily fo make further reprasentations based on the origing!
represeniation at publication stags.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representalion is seeking a changes, do you consider it necessary to barficipate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspecior will deferming the most appropriate procedurs fo
adoplt o hear those who have indicated thaf they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination,

No, | do not wish to pariicipate at the oral examination § 1
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

8. # you wish to participate ai the oral pari of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continus on o sepaiate shost Jexpand box i necessary)

Qur attendance is necessary as our Clients have several landholdings in Bromsgrove’s
administrative area which could be released for development, mostly identified throughout
the emerging Development Plan procaess. These landholdings will be of vital importance in
bringing forward suificient Jand in the Plan period to 2030 fo enable Bromsgrove ta deliver its
housing numbers and housing for the Elderly. ‘

| Date: 11" November 2013




Part B (see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2}

Please usé a separate Part B form for each representation you wish to make

Narne o QOrganisation {see Note § para 4.1)

i CPBigwood Ltd

1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?

Page: 17 Paragrapiy: Poiicy: | BDP1: Sustainable
Developinent
. _ Principies.
Palicies Map: Other document

if your representation does not relate to a specific part of the document, of it refates to a different
document, for exampls the Sustainabiiity Appraieal, please make this clear in your response.

2, Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? {see Note 2)

[Yes:O | Nox

3. Please give details of why you consider the BOP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. i you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box to set oul
your comments. (Continue on & separate shest /expand box if necassary)

There Is no shadow of doubt that Bromsgrove will have {o provide substantial additional
housing land and it will need to look at the boundary with Birmingham City Council, and land
in sustainable villages such as Alvechurch that can be released without demonstrable harm.
This is particulasly so in the case of proper hoysing provision for the Elderly where
sustainable parcels of land are important in the context of access and facilities.

4, Please set out what changels) you considar necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard o the issue(s) you have identified above, You will need to say why this change will make the
BODP legally compliant. 1t will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Pleass ba as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate shest /axpand box f necessery;
{soe Note 8 para 4.3)

The Plan should be amended accerdingly in fine with our submissions in paragraph 3 above
and 6 bslow.

5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? {see Note 3)

| Yes:O I Noix

Do you consider the BOP is unsound bacause # is not:

{1} Justified {see Note 4)

{2} Effective {see Note 5)

{3} Consistent with national policy {see Note 8}
{4} Positively prepared {see Note 7}
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6. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. i
you wish fo support the soundness of tha BDP, please also usée this box {0 sel put your comments,
iContinue on & separate sheet Jexpand box if necessery)

We have reviewed ths principles of Palicy BDP1: Sustainable Dévelopment Principles.
Howevaer, given that BDC will require substantial additional housing, these sustainable
principles may need revision {0 propetly refledt the NFPF as it appears that some of the sub
policies are not NPPF.compiiant.

7. Piease set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BOP sound, having regard fo
the test you have identified at 8 above. You will need 1o say why this ehange wilt make the BDP
sound. i wif be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be 25 pracise &3 possible. (Continus on 2 separate sheat Jaxpand box i necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3}

The Plan nesds to be amendad to take account of our submissions in paragraph 3 above and
6 balow.

Please nofe your representation should cover succinclly alf the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changals), as Hhera will
not normally be a subseguent oppartuniily to fnake further rapresentations beased on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. if your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessery to parlicipate at the oral
part of the examination? Flease note the Inspecior wilf defermine the most appropriate procedure fo
adopt to hear those who have Indicated that they wish i participate at the oral part of the
gxamination.

No, 1 do not wish o parlicipaie at the oral examinaiion | O3
Yes, | wishi ta participate at the oral examination %

9. If you wish fo participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. {Continue on a geparate shaet Jexpand box i nevassary)

Cur attendance is necessary as our Clients have several jandholdings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which could be released for developrment, mostly identified throughout
the emerging Development Plaii process. These landholdings wiil be of vital importance in
bringing forward sufficient land in the Plan perod to 2030 to enable Bromsgrove to defiver its
konsing numbérs and housing for the Elderly

— [ Gate. 11" November 2013



Part B (sde Note 1 and Note § para 4.2)

Piease use a separate Part B form for each representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation {see Note 8 para 4.1)

{ CPBigwood Ltd

1. To which part of the BOP does this representation relate?

Page: 18 - 20 Paragraph: B.6-8.47and | Folicy: | BDP: Settlement
_ Table 2 Hierarchy
Paolicies Map. Othet docurmnent:

i your fepresentation does not relate to a spacific part of the document, or i relates to a different
document, for axample the Sustainabliity Appraisal, please make this clear in your response,

2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2)

| Yes:[d | Nox

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please akso use ihis box to set out
yaur congnents. {Continue on & separate sheet /expand box # necassary}

Generally we accept the basis of the settiement hierarchy in Police BDP2 except for the fact
that BOC should be making provision for housing to accommodate the necessary fousing
needs of Birmingham beyond its boundary and therefore Policy BDP2 should be amended
with a new sub clause to include the provision of new housing and employment land around
the southern boundary of the City of Birmingham within Bromsgrove's adminisirative area.

4. Please set out what change({s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legalty compliant, having
regard to the lssue{s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BDP legally compliant. 1t will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be ds pracise as possible. (Continue on 2 separals shest fexpand box i necessary)
see Note 8 para 4.3}

The Plan should be amended accordingly in line with our submissions in paragraph 3 above
and 6 below.

5. Do you considar the BDP is sound? (see Note 3}

| Yes' O | I Nox

Do you congider the BDP is unsound because it is not:

{1} Justified (see Note 4)
{2} Effective (see Note §)

"(3) Consistent with national policy {see Note 6)
{4} Positively prepared {see Note 7)
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6. Please give detalls of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise 25 possible. if -
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also usa this box 1o set out your comments.
{Continue on 2 sepsrate sheet fanpand box i ngcessany)

The Plan is unsound because Bromsgrove have not properly reflected cross boundary issues
with the City of Birmingham or taken account of any need that is clearly required by
Birmingham for additional housing growth in the Bromsgrove District to satisfy that
acknowledged substantial housing need by the City of Birmingham.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necassary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at-8 above. You will need to say why this change will make the BOP
sound. ft will Be heipfu! if you are able fo put forward your suggesied revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as precise as possible, (Continue on a separate shest /axpand box if necessary) (e Note 8
para 4.3}

The Plan needs to be amended to take account of our submissions in paragraph 3 above and
& below.

Plaase note your reprasentation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information napessary fo supportfustify the reprasentation and the suggested changse(s), as there will
not normally be & subsequent opportunily to make further representations based of the ofiginal
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination,

8. If vaur representafion is sesking a change, do you consider if neceasary to participate at the oral
part of the sxamination? Flease nofe the Inspecior wilt defermine the muost approprisie procedure to
adopt o hear those who have indicated that they wish o pariticipals af the oral part of the
examination,

No, 1 do not wish to participate af the oral examination |
Yes, | wish to parlicipate at the oral examination X

8. ¥f you wish to participate af the oral pant of the examination, piease outline why you consider this to
be necessary. {Continue.on 8 separate sheet fexpand ox i necassary}

Qur attendance is necessary as our Clients have several landholdings in Bromsgrove’s
adiministrative area which could be released for development, mostly identified througheut
the omerging Development Plan process. Thése landholdings will be of vital importarnce in
bringing forward sufficient lahd in the Plan period to 2630 1o enable Brorasgrove to deliver its
housitig auinbers and housing for the Elderly

[ Date: 11° November 2013




Part B (see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2)

Please use a separate Pdrt B form for each representation you wish to make

Name of Organisation {see Note 8 para 4.1}

[ CPBigwood Ltd

1. To which part of the BDP doss this representation relate?

Page: 21 1 Paragraph: 8.1to8.27 Policy: | BDP3: Future
Housling and
Employment Growth
Policies Map:. | Other document:

If your representation doss not refate to a specific part of the document, oritrelates to a different
document, for example tha Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your response.

2. Do you consider the BOP is legaily compliant? (see Note 2}

| Yes:[ | Now

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box to sef out
your comments. {Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box i necessary)

We would refar to our Background Housing Statementand odr gontention that under Policy
BDP3 future housing growth Is substantiaily under-provided for the District within the Plan
period for the reasons given in that Statement. In addition we hiave reserved the pesition to

| present a further Background Housing Statement once our sub consuliants have reparfed
back relative to the most likely household formation for the District within the Plan period, the
effect of the economic uptum, the under-provision of employment land and the consaguential
noed to halance, as far as possible, housing land and employment land proposals, the likely
need to accommodate some of the Birmingham City Council housing need within this
District, and the need to propetly provide for the Elderly as a consequenca of the

| demographics for the District and the under-provision of affordable housing:

4, Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to maks the BUP legally comphiant, having
regard to the issue(s) you have ientified above. You will need to say why this change will maks the
8DF legally compliant. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continug on & separate sheet faxpand box H necessary}
{see Note 8 para 4.3}

The Plan should be amendad accordingly in line with cur submiesions in paragraph 3 above
and 6 below.

5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3)

LYes:D [ NoX

Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it is not:

{1} Justified (sse Note 4) O
{2} Effactive {see Note 5)
{3) Consistent with national policy (s2e Note 8) | [
{4} Positively prepared (see Note 7) %




8, Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be a3 precise as possible. If
you wish 1o support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
{Continue on a separate sheet /expand bax ¥ nocessany}

We have referrad within this submission to the fack of proper housing provision at the right
levei for the District as a whole conseguent upon the proper demographics, and an economic
policy of stimulation for the District as a whole in line with present government advice and in
line with the proposals that were evident in Draft Core Strategy 2 and its related policies. For
all of these reasons, as referred to in our Background Statement, the Plan has not been
positively prepared, cannot be properly justified and is not effective because it has not been.
based upon proper, effective joint working on ¢ross boundary strategic priorities. We are not
assured that Bromsgrove have carried out effective dnd proper consultations on the Duty To
Co-Operate.

Most importantly this hase Policy has not been properiy and objectively prepared, has not
heen the subject of properly thought out alternative scenarios and a consequential selection
of an appropriate stratsgy, which should be based upon the gavernment's policy for
economic growth through stimulation of the économy and thereby businesses. For our
Clients there dppears to be no cross boundary consultation notwithstanding our Clients long
history of representations to bring their main parcel of land forward for employment. The
attached Background and Background Employment Statement confirm their history of
representations. The present Plas has not taken account of representations on the LDF Drait
Core Strategy 2 and its positive employment growth policy. This Background Employment
Poficy takes no account therefor of goverriment advice, the actions and proposals of the
Worcestershire LEP and the Greater Birmingham and Solihuli LEP, the unequivecal need for
substantial additional employment land within the District 2nd most particularly, land to serve
southern quadrant of the Clty of Birmingham such as our Clieits landholding at the Maypole.

7. Please set ot what changa(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified 4t 6 abova. You will need to say why this change will make the BDP
sound. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as precise as possibie. (Continua on 2 separate shset fexpand box T necessary) (Se8 Note 8
para 4.3}

The Flan needs to be amentied to take account of cur submissions in paragraph 3,4 and 6
above,

Please note your reprasentation should cover succinctly ali the Information, evidence and supporting
information necsssary 1o supportjustify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunity ta make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8, If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate st the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspacior will determine the most appropriate procedure lo
adopt to hear thosa who have indicated thal they wish to participate at the oral part of the
gxamination,

No, | do not wish o participate at the oral examination | [
Yas, | wish fo participate at the oral examination X

8. If you wish to parlicipate at the oral part of the examination, please cutline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary)

Our attendance is necessary as our Clients have several landholdings in Bromsgrove's
_administrative area which could be released for development, mostly identified throughout




"the emerging Development Plan procesé. These landholdings will be of vital importanca in
bringing forward sufficient fand in the Plan period to. 2030 to enabie Broinsgrove and
Birmingham to deliver appropriate eraployment provision as well as housing.

@@- T Dale, 11" November 2013



Part B (see Note 1 and Nots § para 4.2}

Please use a separate Part B form for each representaﬁaﬁ you wish to make

Name or Organisation {ses Note 8 para 4.1)

[ CPBigwood Ltd

1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?
Page:; 23 Paragrapgh: | 8.2Bt0 8.39 | Palicy. | BDP4: Breen Belt
Policias Map: Other document,

If your representalion doss not ralate to & specific part of the document, or it relates to a different
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this olear in your response.

2. Do you consider the BOP is legally compliant? {see Note 2)

[Yesi [NoX

3. Pleass give detalls of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
passibla. If you wish lo support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also usie this box 1o s&t out
it comments. {Continue on & separate sheel foxpand box if necessary)

We have made a number of submiissions in respect of other Policies and in particutar thoge
Palicies refating to housing, employiment, provision for the Eiderly, riral renalssance, ete.
The consequences of those submissions will require amendments to the Green Belt Policy.
Therefore the physical boundary of the Gréen Belt, as indicated on the Policies Map, will necd
amendment. ‘

In terms of the submissions mads in réspect of the expected higher requirements for new
houging and employment land, we would submit that the present Local Plar I8 not sound at
this point in time because a proper and reasonable Green Bolt Review has nol taken place. it
is irresponsible to indicate that that Gresn Belt Review should not commence until 2023 wheh
it is already known that the City of Birmingham will require housing and empioyment land in
Bromsgrove to meet their known targets. Frankly the present Plan should be declared
unsound ard the Groen Belt Review started imiviediately.

Consequential on our subniissions on employment sub-Policy BDP4.4 needs to be amended
to allow for consolidation, expansion and extension to existing commercial operations in the
Green Beit and very particularly for those actepted major Gounty employers. This would
inelude major farm complexes where they have a commercial operation. There needs to be
-amendment to tlake account of new employment for the City of Birmingham beyond their
boundary that would support them.,

Finaily it needs to be acknowledged that provision for the Elderly, both C2 and €3, may need
to be accommodated adjoining the Birmingham f Bromisgrove bounidary and there ought to
be a sub-Policy allowing that to happen, subject te justification of the demographic need,

4. Fleass sel out what change(s} you consider hecessary {0 make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard fo the issue(s} you have identified above. You will nead 1o say why this change will make the
BODP legaily compliant. It wilf be hefpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text, Please be a8 precise a5 possible, {Continus on 2 separete sheet fexpand box if necassary)
{see Note § para 4.3)

The Plan should be amended accordingly in fine with our submissions in paragraph 3 above
and & beiow. ‘




5, Do you consider the BDP is sound? {see Note J)

[Yes:d | No:X

Do you considar the BDP is unsound because it is not:

{1} Justified (see Note 4)'

{2) Effective {see Note 5}

(3) Cansistent with national policy (see Note 6)
(4) Positively prepared (see Note 7)

SR

&. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. i
you wish o support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
{Continus on a seosrate sheal fexpand hox § necessary) :

We have set out in 3 above the basis of our submissions. Conseguent upon those housing
and employment submissions the Green Belt boundary, as presently shown, cannot be
acceptable and the Plan is therefore unsound as such. Thie basis of the Green Belt Policy in
BDP 4 needs consequential amendments as in 3 above and we have set out the reasons why,
in our view, It is hot sound. Firstly it has not been properly and objectively assessed in ferms
of the development needs and neither is it consistent with achieving sustainable
development to have a Green Belt Policy in the form set out in BDP 4. Neitheris BDP 4
justified because the Plan is not founded upon a proper robust and credible evidencé base
and neither wete there proper and reasonable alternatives with a credible strategy. Therefore
the implications of BDP 4 require substantial amiendments to the Plan to provide the
necessary development and opportunities te fulfil the economic fequirements of the District
as required by present government strategy and by the policies of the LEF and GBSLEP, The
Plan is therefore unsound.

7. Please sef out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BOP suund, having regard to
the test you have identified at 8 above, You will need to say why this change will make the BDP
sotnd. It will b helpful if you ase able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy of
text. Please be as precise as possible. {Continue on & separata shest fexpand box if necessary) (S6€ MNote 8
para 4.3)

Tha Plan needs to be amendad to take account of our submissions in paragraph 3, 4 and §
ahove.

Please note your representation should eover succinclly aif the information, avidence and supporting
information necessary 1o supportjustily the representation and the suggested change(s), as here will
not normally be a subsequent epportunity to make Further repressntations based on the origingd
reprasentation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8, If your representation is seeking & change, do you consider it necessary fo g:articipaté at the oral
part of the exarmination? Please note the Inspector will determtine tie most appropriate procedure to
adop! to heer those who have indicated that they wish to participate at ihe oral part of the
examination.

No, | do rot wish to participate at the oral examination | ]
Yes, | wish t6 perticipate at the oral examination X




g, If you wish 1o pariicipate 2t the orai part of the examination, please outline why you congider this to
be necessary. (Continug on a separate sheel fexpand box if necessary)

Our aftendance is necessary as our Clients have Iamiholdmgs in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which could be released for development, mostly identified thmughout
the emerging Development Plan procéass,

Signature: [ Date; 11" November 2013




Part B (see Note 1 ant} Note 8 para 4.2}

Please use a separate Part B form for each representation you wigh to make

Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1}

{ CPBigwood Lid

1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate”

Page: 48 - 49 ' | Paragraph! 8487 to 8.87 | Policy: | BOP? Housing Mix
- and Density

Policias Map: ' Other document

If your represeniation doas not relate to a spacific part of the document, or i ralates to a different
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your rasponse.

2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2}

| Yes:J | Nox

3. Please give dstails of why you cansider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise a5
possible, If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use thiz box to sef out
your comments. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary}

This Policy does not refer to market demand or the requirements of the market. It should do
so, BDC can only reasonably Identify need through its housing waiting list, These waiting
lists are notoriously inaccurate. Market demand is wider and more cricompassing. Whilst
BDC may wish to concentrate on 2/ 3 bedroom dwellings to accommeodate some of the
Elderly provision, there is a considerable need for 47 5 bedroom dwellings and in at teast one
farge setilement some single bed dwellings. Both the market demand and need changes over
time, sometimes year by year. This Policy is too prescriptive and each cass must properly be
dealt with on the merits of the application and the location of the site at that time. Thereis no
reference in Policy BOP 7 to 2 requirement far housing for the Elderly in need of care. Some
of this will be 1 bedroom and some of it will be 3 bedroom, the third bedroom as a visitor
bedroom. Neither does this Policy include any form: of institutional, Class C2, provision by
reference.

4. Please set out what change(s) you considar necessary to make the BOP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue(s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BDP legally compliant. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue an 2 separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
{see Note 8 para 4.3)

To avoid misunderstanding, this Policy should be re-worded to include reference to the
submissions in 3 above.

5. Do you consider the BOP is sound? (see Note 3)

[ Yes:(O _ | NoX

Dio you consider the BOP is unsound because i is not:

{1} Justified (see Note 4)

{23 Effective {seo Note 5)

{3) Congistent with national policy {see Note 6)
. {4} Positivaly prepared (see Note 7}

E S




&. Please give details of why you consider the BDP Is unsound. Pleass be as precise as possible. I
you wish o support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
{Continie of 8 goparaty sheel fexpand box if necessary}

The Policy is not soundly based or in line with NPPF f present government advice based
upon the submissions above.

7. Please set out what changeds) you consider necessary 1o make the BEP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at 8 above. You will need fo say why this change wilt make the BDP
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward yeur suggesied revised wording of any policy or
text. Pleass bs o% precise as possible. {Continue on & separate sheel fexpand box ¥ necessary) (3ee Nole 8
para 4.3}

The changses identiffed above will provide a more robust, credible and proper base for this
Local Plan.

Plaase note your reprasentation should cover sucoinctly all the inforrnalion, evidence and supporting
information necessaty 16 supnortjusiify the represantation and the suggestad change(s), as thera will
not normally be a subsequent opporlunity o make further reprasentations based o the original
reprosentation af publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral
part of the examination? Pleasd note the Inspecior will defermine the most appropriate procedure fo
adopt to hear those who have indicatad that they wish to participate af the oral part of the
examination,

No, | do not wish i pariicipate at the oral examination
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

g. i you wish to participate at the oral part of the examinabion, please outiine whiy you consider this to
be necessary. (Continue on a separate shest /axpand box if necsssany

Our attendance is necessary as our Clients have several landholdings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which shouid be reteased for development, and they believe that it would
be most apprapriate to make a presentation orally.

[ Date: 19" November 2013




Part B (see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2}

Please use a separate Part B form for each representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation {see Note 8 para 4.1)

{ CPBigwood Ltd
1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?
Paga: 50 - 52 Paragraph: Policy itself | Policy: | BUPS Affordable
Housing_
Policies Map: Other document

1 your repreaen{ation does not relate to a specific part of the document, or it relates to 5 different
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your response.

2. Do you consider the BOP is legally compliant? (see Note 2)

LYes: | Noux

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BOP, please also use this box o set out
your comments. (Continue on a separate shest /expand box if necessary)

Policy BOP 8.5 should be removed from this Polley and inserted inte Policy BDP10: Homes
for the Elderly, whare it is more appropriate. The wording does nct rofer to the heading on
this Policyll :

4. Pisase set out what changels) you consider necessary to make the BOP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue(s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BDP iegally compliant. it wilt be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or et Pleasa be as preciss a8 possible. (Continue on & separate sheet fexpand box i necessany)
ised Note 8 para 4.3)

Deolete sub-Pollcy BDP 8.6

5, Do you consider the BDP is sound? {see Note 3}

| Yes:OO INeX

Do you consider the BDP is unscund becauss it ig nol:

{1) Jusfified {see Note 4)

{2} Effective (sea Nolo B}

(3) Consistent with national policy {see Note §)
{4) Positively prepared (see Note 7)

3 i e |

8. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. If
you wish to suppert the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
{Conlinue o1 2 separale sheat Jexpand box If necessary}

Sae justification in 3 above.




7. Please sot out what changa(s} you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the fest you have identified at 6 above. Yoy will need o say why this change will make the BOP
sound. it will be halpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
taxt. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separale sheet Jéxpant box i necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3}

Delete sub-Policy BDP 8.8 as it is not appropriate and therefora no sound.

Please note your represantation shouid cover siicelnctly afl the information, evidenice and supporting
information necessary lo supportjustify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there wilf
niot normally be a subsaguent opporiunity to make further representations based on the original
representation af publication stags.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the malters and jssues he/she identifies for examination.

8. lf your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary o participate at the oral
part of the examination? Pleasd note the inspector will datermine the most appropriale protedure o
adopt lo hear those who have indicaled that they wish to participale af the oral part of the-
axamination.

N, | do not wish o parlicipate at the oral examination
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination | %

8. If you wish to participate at the orai part of the sxamination, please outiine why you consider this to
be riedessary. (Continue on a separats shest faxpand box ¥ necesdary)

Our attendance is necessary as our Clients have several landhaidings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which should be released for devéiopment, and they believe that it would
be most appropriate to make 2 presentation orally,

| Date; 11" November 2013




Part B (see Nots 1 and Note 8 para 4.2)

Ploase use 3 separate Part B form for each répresentation you wish to make

Name or Organisation {see Note 8 para 4.1)

[ CPBigwood Lid

1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?

Page: 55 and 5¢ Paragraph: §113t0 8.128 [ Policy: | BDP10: Homas for
the Elderly

Policies Map: Other ducument,

If your representation does not relate to a specific part of the document, or it relates o a different
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your response.

2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? isee Note 2}

| Yes: O | Nox

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish o support the legat compliance of the BDP, please also use this box to sat out
your comments. {Continue o 2 separsle sheat Jexpand box i nscessary}

We support the thrust of this Policy. in BDP 10.3 thers needs to be amended to include the
wording, “nursing homes”, “residential homes far the Elderly” and “sheitered housing”, all of
which provide accommodation for the Eiderly to meet the required substantial need. Most
often Elderly housing is provided by Specialist housing providers and BDC must include a
reference to the provision of such accommodation on the edge of the larger settiements
where those settlements have tight Green Belt boundaries and where provision for the
Elderly could be made sustainably and without undue ham to the Green Belt.,

4, Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary (o make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard %o the issue(s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BOP legally comptiant. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward vour suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet tawpand box ¥ necessany)
isee Note 8 para 4.3}

Policy BDP 18.3 needs consequential amendment in line with 2 above.

Policy BDP 4! Green Belt needs ¢onsequential amendment to provide for sites for the Elderly
on the adge of the larger settlements presently in the Green Belt.

8. Do you consider the BDP is sound? (geo Note 3}

[Yesl [NoDd

Do you consider the BOP is unsound because itis rot:

{1} Jdustified {see Note 4)

(2) Effective (3ea Note 5) .

{3) Consistent with national policy (see Nete 6)
{4) Positively prepared {see Note 7)

i | pn [

6. Please give details of why you consider the BOP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. i

you wish 1o support the soundness of the BOP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
(Continue on & separate shest Jexpand box If necassary}



Wa have reviowed Bromsgrove’s Policy for the Elderly, the demographic statistics which
underpin this Policy and the need for a ‘dramatic changs in house bullding in the District' to
provide aiternate forms of housing provision for the Elderly. This should be applauded.

However there are citeumstances in which the Eiderly will require more specialised housing
‘that incltides the provision of care. CCRCs have been instrumiental in providing a range of '
housing cholees from *entry leval’ eare requiremants to specialist units within those villages
for Alzheimer / Dementia-reiated ilinesses where there is a requirement for the housing units
to be of a larger size overall fo cater for the equipment which may be required to dispense the
care reguirement. '

In providing CCRC villages it should be borne in mind that in addition to the specialist level
of housing, those villages additionally fuifii primary / tertiary employment needs as care is on
4 11 basis. The minimum 60/76-bed care home etement of 2 CCRG can provide 70-700 jobs
which is not insubstantial therefore fulfifling soclal and economic development Ina
sustainable setflement sugh as Alvechurch.

Policy BDP 10 needs consequential amendment based upon 3 above and our submission
above.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at 6 above. You will need to say why this changa will make the BDP
sound. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please he as precise as possible. (Continus on 2 separate sheet Jexpand box i necessary) {see Note 8
para 4.3)

Consequential amendments to the detaile of Policy BDP1¢ and Policy BOP 4: Green Belts.

Please note your rapresentation should cover succinclly all the information, evidence and supperting
information necessary o support/justify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there will
not normially be a subsequent opportunily to meke further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral
part of the exarrination? Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure fo
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to pariicipate af the oral part of the
examination.

No, | do not wish io participate at the oral examination
Yes, | wish to paricipate at the oral examination %

g. If you wish to parficipate at the oral pari of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
bhe necessary, (Confinue on 8 separate sheet fexpand box If necassary)

Our attendance Is necessary as our varicus Clients have landholdings in Bromsgrove's
administrative area which should be refeased for development, mostly identified through the
SHLAA process, These landholdings will be of vital importance In bringing forward sufficient
land in the Plan period to 2030 to enable Bromsgrove to deliver its housing nurmbers and
housing for the Elderly as well as related Affordable housing.

[ Daie: 11" November 2013




Part B {(see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2)
Please use a separate Pait B form for eéach representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation {gee Note 8 para 4.1}

[ cPBigwood Lid

1. To which part of the BDP does this represeniation reiate?

Page: 60 to 62 Paragraph: 28140 toc 8,153 | Policy: | BDP13: New
; Empilgyment
: _ Development
- Policles Map: | Other dogument;

1f your representation does not relate to a specific part of the document, or it relates to a different
dotument, for axample the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your response.

2, Do you consider the BOP is legally compliant? {see Note 2]

| Yes:ld f Noix

3. Please give delaifs of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be 23 precise as
possible. i you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box io sef out
your coments. {Continue ot a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary}

Our Background Statement on Employment and Employment Land should be read in
conjunction with our representations on this Policy, BDF 13,

As referred to, Draft Core Strategy 2 containad a much more positive Policy for the
encouragement of new employment and we do not know why BDC did not continue this
positive approach.

With the proposals for GBSLEP ~ the Spatial Plan for Recovery and Growth being promoted
through the Region - this Local Plan is fundamentally out of step both with the LEP and the
government’s acknowledged stance on economic recovery refated to appropriate
Development Plan proposals and Policies aimed at stimulating economic recovery. This Plan
is fundamentally out of step with these acknowledged documents and advice and does not
rafiect properly and positively the known national ecenomic recovery trends now seen.

In fact, the Plan as a whole does not acknowledge any economic upturn or any reasonable
 approach to mesting the needs of this recovery over the whole length of the Plan period. The
| BD# does not meet the approach of the South Worsestershire Development Plan where that
Plan focuses its approach on economic recovery and these are adjoining authorities. Clearly
the Duty To Co-Operate has not meant any joint working and any cross bouncdary
consultations on a creditable sub-Regional strategy.

For all of these reasons the current BDP cannol be said to have heen robustly and creditably
prepared against an appropriate strategy where proper altarnatives have not been
considered. [tis not consistent with its surrounding neighbeuring local planning authorities.
Any objective assessment or development and Infrastructure requirements would point
towards a very substantial increase in employment land provision, positive provision for
existing major employers and particularly those in Green Bsit locations that have baen the
subject of the stringent Green Belt constraints of that Policy. Fundamentally 8DC have not
reasonably and properly consulted with the businesses in Bromsgrove and sought to make
proper and appropriate provision for their future both within and beyond the Plan period.

Finally, without an appropriate growth stratedy new businesses which need to be atiracted

1 into the District will not be able to do so because of the lack of serviced land and
acconymodation and this cannot possibly mest the government’s current sirategy for proper
sustainable economic growth and recovery.




4. Plsase set out what change({s) vou consider necessary fo make the BDP legally compliant, havmg
regard to the issuels}) you have identified above. You wilt need to say why this change will make the
BOP legally compliant. It will be helpful if you are able ta put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
tsee Note 8 para 4.3}

Policy BOP 13: New Employment Development needs substantial amendmant based upon a
new credible and robust assessment of proper needs over the Plan period based upon
alternative scenarios and the adoption of a proper and réasonabie strategy for growth and
fecovery. Without this fundamantai revision to the Plan it cannot possibly be said to be
-sound at the present time and in our opinion does not meet dny of the 3 tests of soundness,
ia positively prepared, justified or effective at this time.

5, Do you consider the BDP is sound? {see Note 3}

[Yas:3 | Notx

Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified {(see Note 4)

{2y Effeclive [see Note 5)

(3) Consistent with national policy ($ee Note 6)
{4} Positively prepared {see Note 7}

B M

8. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please ba as precise as possible, I
you wish to support the soundness of the BOP, please also use this box to sat oul your comments,
{Cafitinve on 8 separate shest fexpand box if necessary)

We have set out our submissions in 3 and 4 above which cover the request under this
paragraph 6.

7. Please saf out what changels) vou consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at 6 above. You will nesd to say why this change wilt make the 3DP
sound. It will ba helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on 2 separate sheet /expand box f necessary) (See Note B
para 4.3)

We hiave set-out i 4 above the necessary changes required to this Policy and the employ-
ment section of this Pian in order for the Plan to he deemed sound.

Please note your repressniation should cover succincty slf the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary fo supportiustify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there will
nol normially be a subssquent opportunily io make further representafions based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions wiif be only at the reqguest of the
inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.



8. if your representation is sesking a changa, do you consider it necessary 1o participate at the oral
part of the examination? Please itote the Inspector will determine the most approprisle procedure o
adopt fo hear those who have indicated that they wish lo participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No, | do not wish o participate at the oral examination | O
Yaes, | wish to participate &t the oral examination A

8, If you wish to parficipate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you eonsider this o
be necessary, [Continve of 3 separate shaet fexpand box if necessary)

1t ts most important for our Clients that they bo represented at the oral examination to explain
or add to their submissions contained in the Background Employment Statement aeed in
these representations because the employment section of the BOP is not sound at this time
and needs very substantial amendment.

IDate: 11° November 2013

|-




Part B (see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2}

Please use a separate Part B form for each representatiaﬁ you wish to make

Mame or Organisation {(see Note 8 para 4.1)

| CPBigwood Lid
4. To which part of the BDP doss this representation ralale?
Page: Gitosd Paragraph: 8.153 t0 8.159 | Folicy: | BDP 14: Designated
__ . , Employmient
Policies Map; ' QOther document:

If your representation doss not relate fo a specific part of the document, or it relates {o a different
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your respenge.

-2. Do you consider the BOP is legally compliant? {see Note 2}

| Yo ' ! Noit

3. Please give detalls of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. f you wish to suppart the tegal complianca of the BDP, pfeasa also use this box to set out

your somments. (Continue on = separate shaet fexpand box if necassary

Gur representations on this Polley shoutd be read in conjunctior with our Background
Statement on Employmant and also cur submissions under BDP 13 herewith.

As such, this Policy should be amended to take proper and reasonable acgount of those
substantial businesses in the District and particularly those large employers where the
premises lie in the Green Belt and where they all need praoper Palicy support under this
District Plan to allow for consolidation, extension and expansian to properly facilitate their
future in compliance with the government’s advice on provision for economic recovery in line
with the LEP and the GBSLEP apart from the NPPF where there needs fo be compliance.

tn addition there should be a link hetween BDP 14 and BDP 13 to allow for large employment
allocations to be provided next to existing major employers, particularly where the existing
business lies in the Green Belt and that expansion land will need to be taken out of the Green

Selt,

Eurther proper and reascnable provision needs te be made in conjuniction with the City of
Birmingham to accommodate new employment development adjoining the City boundary,
supporting the City’s demographic need / expansion and the very considerable need for
supporting employment to fulfil provision for South Birmingham.

4. Pleage get out what change(s} you consider necassary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the Issus(s) you have identified above. You will need fo say why this change will make the

BOP legally compliant. It will be helpfui if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary)

(see Note 8 para 4.3)

: in conjunction with cur representation on BOP 13, substantial amendments need to he made
| to the employment section of the BDP based upon all of our submissions and
| representations on the Local Plan at this time. Therefore, we do not betievs that the BDP is

legally compliant.




5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3)

| Yas:[ | ' Nox

Do you consider the BOP is unsound because itis niot:

| {1} Justifiad (see Note 4)
{2) Effective (see Note 5)
{3) Consistent with natiortal policy (see Note §)
{4) Postlively prepared (see Note 7)

o {2 Ine {3

8. Pleasa give details of why you consider the BDP is unsotind. Please be as precise as possible, i
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to sel out your comments.
{Continus o a separate sheet fexpand bux if necessary) ’

Based upon our representations above, our representations on BOP 13 as well, the BOP

cannot be seen to have been objectively assessed in development and infrastructure terms, it

has not been based upon a rebust and credible evidence hase, which at this fite is out of

i date, and has not been based upon alternative scenarios and a credible strategy which
themselves should hava been hased on the NPPF, present governmant policies on economic

recovery and approptiate growth and in fine with the LEP and the GBSLEP as well as being

consistent with the neighbouring local planning authorities strategies.

7. Plaase se! out what changa({s} you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at & above. You will need fo say why this change will make the BD#P
sound. It will be helphs if you are abls to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as presise as possible. (Continue on a separste shest /éxpand box if pecessary) (Se€ Note 8
para 4.3)

A fundamental change to the Plan should take place based upon all of our submissions on
the employment policies conseguent upon our replies in paragraphs 3, 4 and § above.

Plaase nofe your representation should cover succinctly afl the information, evidence and supporing
information nstessary to support/ustify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunily o make further representations based on the original
represgniation af publication stage. '

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and Issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, da you consider it necessary io patticipate st the oral
part of the examination? Please note the inspecior will determine the most approptiate procedure o
adopt fo hear those who have Indicated that they wish to participale at the oral part of the
examination.

Neo, 1 do not wish to participate af the oral examination | L]
Yas, | wish lo parficipate at the oral examination X

9. if you wish fo participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
- be necessary. (Continue on a saparate sheat fexpand box it nesassary}

1t is vitally important that our various Clients take part in the oral examination for the employ-
ment and employment land provision policies of the District Plan to expldin and add to thelr
submissions to benefit consideration of the details of this Plan and its soundness.

Signature [Date: 11" November 2013




Part B {see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4.2)
Please use a separate Part B form for each representation you wish to make

Name or Organisation {see Note 8 para 4.1)

1. To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?

| Page: 408 to 111 Paragraph: 8.303 to B.321 | Policy: | BOP 23: Water
3 Management

Policles Map. Other docurmant

if your representation does not relate 1o a specific part of the documen, or #t relates to adifferent
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal, please make this clear in your response.

2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? {see Nota 2)

[(YesT _ [ Nox

3. Piease give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant. Please be as precise as
possible. if you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box fo set out
your comiments, (Continue on a separate shest fexpand box If necessary}

We would request a review of this Policy, particularly In terms of the effect of some of the
sub-Policies under BDC 23.1 and their effect upon small businesses and small development
schemes where the consequential, financial and sconomic impacts of those requirements
would be considerable and might in fact rendet the project unviable.

4. Please set oul what change{s) you consider necessary fo make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the issuafs) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BDF fegally compliant. It will be helpful if you zre able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible, (Continue an 2 separate sheat fexpand box if necassary}
see Note 3 para 4.3}

We would request reconsideration of this Policy In the light of our submissions in 3 above.
As the country has only recently started to grow economically imposition of some of these
requirements will be unacceptable.

5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? {see Note 3}

[YesO | | Nox

Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it Is not:

{1} Justified {see Note 4)

{2} Efiective (sea Note 5}

{3} Consistent with national poiicy (see Note 6}
{4} Positively prepared {(ee Note 7)

MOEM I I




6. Please giva detalls of why you consider the BOP is unscund. Please be as precise as possible, ¥
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box o set oui your commants.
{Continue o 8. separate sheet Jexpand bax # necassary)

Eor the reasons set out in 3 and 4 above we would request reconsideration and revision
whare necessary to provide assurancé to the business community and our Clients.

7. Please set out what change{s) you tonsider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard io
the test you have identified at & above. You will need fo say why this change will make the 808
sound. It will be helpful i you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy of
text. Please be &s previse as possible. (Continue on s separate shest fexpand box if necessary) (S8€ Note 8
para 4.3

Ploase see § above and our submissions In 3 and 4 above,

Plaase note your tapresentation should cover suceinctly all the information, evidence and supporfing
information necessary fo support/justify the reprosentation and the suggested change(sj, as there will
not normally be a subseguent cpportunily to make furthier representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

Aftor this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider if necessary to participale at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most approprigha procedure 1o
adopt to hear those who bave indicated that they wish to participate at the oraf part of the
axamination.

Ng, | do not wish Lo participate at the oraf examination | [
Yes, 1 wish to participate at the oral examination X

8. if you wish fo parlicipate at the oral part of the examination, please outling why you consider this io
be necessary. {Continue on a separate sheeat fexpand bax if necessary}

Based upon our submissions above it may not be necessary 1o orally examine Policy SDP 23
depending upon the conisequential revisions after review.

, [ Daic: 11" November 2013
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1 PSL Research Ltd was commissioned in November 2013 by CPBigwood Chartered
Surveyors Ltd to review the evidence base supporting Policy BDP5 relating to future housing
provision in the Bromsgrove District Plan. According to the Plan, this policy was based

largely on the findings of the 2012 Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Review .
(WSHMA). WSHMA was recently heavily criticised by the Inspector in the Stage 1 EIP for the
South Worcestershire Development Plan and we were tasked with assessing the

irmplications' of these criticisms for Bromsgrove.

Background

2 “The area administered by Bromsgrove Council includes the major settlement of
Bromsgrove and other smaller settlements such as Wythall, Hagley, Rubery, Alvechurch,
Barnt Green and Catshill. Importantly however, the district is located adjacent to the major
urban centres of Birmingham, Solihull and Dudley and is strongly influenced by their
economies and by housing demand arising from this source. in 2011 over 15,000 people
commuted daily from Bromsgrove into Birmingham, Sandwell, Dudley and Solihuil. The
district also receives a substantial level of in migration from adjacent areas of the
‘conurbation. Accordingly the process of planning for housing must take this into account.

Bromsgrove District Plan

3 ‘The Bromsgrove District Plan policy BDP5 proposes a housing target of 7,000 new
homes over the period 2011-2030 to meet the needs of the district. Sites for approximately
4,600 homes are set out in the Plan {para 8.22). The remaining 2,400 homes will be
accommodated on sites to be identified as part of a future review of Green Belt Land inthe |
district which will be completed ‘in advance of 2023’ (para 8.28). An additional 3,400 homes
will be provided on land within the district but adjoining Redditch to contribute to meeting
the needs of that district. The Plan acknowledges that it may also be necessary in the future
for Bromsgrove to assist the City of Birmingham in meeting its housing requirements
through the release of land for housing, but as the scale of assistance needed is not yet
apparent, the Plan suggests that this issue will be dealt with at a later stage through a Green
Belt Review {para 8.25).

The evidence base for housing: WSHMA

4 The target of 7,000 homes to meet the needs of Bromsgrove over the period 2011-
2030is derived from the 2012 Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(WSHMA)™. This study was commissioned by the six Worcestershire district local authorities .
to provide up to date evidence on the housing stock in their areas, the housing market, and
the future requirements for market housing, affordable housing and the needs of specific
groups of people.

1 GVA Grimley and Edge Analytics (2012} Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2012, available
at htip:f/www.swdevelopmentplan.org/?page_id=3602.
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5 The future requirement for housing was examined through five Core and two
Sensitivity Scenarios of housing requirements each based on different approaches and
assumptions. Core Scenarios 1-3 were based on assumptions relating to demographic
factors — future population growth, migration to and from other areas, and rates of
household formation. The Scenarios were derived from ONS 2008-based Sub-National
Population Projections and Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)
household projections. Core Scenario 3 suggested a requirement for 6,980 additional
dwellings (370 per annum)} in Bromsgrove over the 2011-2030 period® after taking account
of completions from 2006-2011. Policy BDP5 rounds these estimates to 7,000,

6 Core Scenario 4 and Sensitivity Scenario 2 were derived differently. Core Scenaric 4
was based on forecast employment growth in Worcestershire. By applying assumptions
about the proportion of the population who will be of working age in the future and who
will be economically active (working or available for work), the scenaric derived the
population and number of households required to supply the necessary labour force in
Worcestershire, and from this obtained the number of additional dwellings required to
accommodate the resulting in-migrants. Sensitivity Scenarioc 2 was a variant which assumed
that in the future; more people aged 60 and over would participate in the labour force. This
reduced the new dwelling requirement by some 20% over that suggested by Core Scenario
4, After taking account of completions, Sensitivity Scenario 2 suggested a requirement for
6,780 additional dwellings {360 per annum) in Bromsgrove over the 2011-2030 period.

7 On the basis of the estimates from Core Scenario 3 and Sensitivity Scenario 2, policy
BDPS5 proposes a requirement for 7,000 additional dwellings to meet the housing
requirements of Bromsgrove over the 2011-2030 period.

Flaws in the WSHMA

3 The problem with this approach is that there are 2 number of serious weaknesses in
the WSHMA which undermine its usefulness as the basis for estimates of future dwelling
requirements in Bromsgrove. Hence the housing evidence base for the plan is not robust.

9 - these problems were identified by objectors, théy have been highlighted and
officially confirmed in the recent inspector’s report on the South Worcester Development
Plan EIP Stage 1°. On the basis of these flaws, the Inspector has required the three Councils _
who prepared the South Worcestershire Plan to completely rework the WSHMA findings.
The lnspectbr makes it clear that a much higher level of housing is likely to be required —in:
other words the WSHMA underestimates future housing requirements. The most important
criticisms made by the SWDP Inspector apply equally to the estimates prepared for

2 sen Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment Appendix 2 — Bromsgrove SHMA Dverview Report,

Figure 3.13 p 37.
3 Stage 1 of the Examination of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, Inspector’s interim Conclusions on

the Stage 1 Matters, avaitable at http:/fwww.swdevelopmentplan.org.
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Bromsgrove, and suggest the need for a similar increase in future housing provision. The
main flaws in the WSHMA and policy BDPS are as follows.

10 Firstly, in Core Scenario 3 the WSHMA authors adjusted DCLG’s official household
projections downwards by assuming a lower rate of househoid formation. This was based

“on evidence from Council Tax records. The Inspector concluded that this approach was
flawed because it introduced errors into the household projections, since Council Tax
records are based on dwellings rather than households (paras 10-11 of his report). The

' adjustment made also assumed that reduced rates of household formation during the 2007-
11 economic and financial crises in the UK would persist through to 2030, resulting in a
likely under-estimate of dwelling requirements.

11" . Secondly, the WSHMA assumed lower rates of migration than ONS projected
forward to 2039. This assumption was derived from a single year of migration data relating
to 2008-09 when circumstances in the housing market and labour markets were highly '
unusual as a result of the mortgage famine, falling house prices and economic uncertainty. it
is most unlikely that these circumstances will persist until 2030. The processes which have
driven migration into the area over several decades are likely to resume as soon as the
market recovers. This compounds the extent to which Core Scenaric 3 under-estimates
future housing requirements.

12 Thirdly, the inspector strongly criticised the employment projection used as the -
basis for both Core Scenario 4 and Sensitivity Scenario 2, which were produced in 2009 for
Advantage West Midlands. These now outdated projections suggested a reduction in
employment over the 2010-2020 period, whereas all other more recent projections
presented to the EIP suggested increases. There was also an unexplained anomaly in the
projection relating to agricultural employment. The inspector has required the Councils to
produce updated forecasts based on more up-to-date assumptions about economic
recovery and employment growth. This will lead to a significant increase in the demand for
labour and hence in the requirement for new dwellings. This criticism applies equally to
Core Scenario 4 as applied in Bromsgrove as the same outdated forecast was used. Given
the importance attached by government to the encouragement of economic growth and the
prominence of economic growth objectives in the BDP, this is a very serious weakness.
Effectively, by failing to provide housing on the scale required, the BDP will-create labour

_ shortages in Bromsgrdve {thus potentially deterring employers from expanding or locating
there), or will create higher and more unsustainable levels of commuting from adjacent
areas. Both of these are undesirable outcomes.

13 Fourthly, the South Worcestershire Inspector found ‘a lack of convincing evidence to
support the assumed increases in older people’s economic participation rates’ which
provide the basis for Sensitivity Scenario 2 and lead to a large reduction in future housing
requirements (see para 11 of his report). By assuming that many more old people would
remain in employment beyond retirement age, Sensitivity Scenario 2 reduces the need for
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inward migration into Bromsgrove 1o take up employment, and hence the need for new
housing. At the Inspector’s request, the WSHMA authors have recently produced further
scenarios based on alternative assumptions about future participation by older people in
the labour force®, All of these produced much lower estimates of labour force participation
by older people, and hence increased the requirement for future housing. Aga‘in this applies
equally to Sensitivity Scenario 2 as applied in Bromsgrove.

14 The South Worcestershire Inspector did not specify a figure for future housing
requirements after these flaws in the SWHMA had been taken into account, other than that
‘the objectively-assessed housing need figure for the Plan period is likely to be substantially
higher’ (para 49). Some alternative estimates referred to in the Inspector’s report suggested
an increase of 25% or more over the Plan proposal. In Bromsgrove, this would suggest an
increase in the housing requirement to approximately 9,000 additional dwellings. Deriving
a more exact figure would need further work, as specified by the SWDP Inspector. it
would be sensible for Bromsgrove to commission this work as part of the revisions to
WSHMA to meet the Inspector’s requirements. This is a matter for the planning authority
to address.

15 As the three local authorities in South Worcestershire have been required to
produce alternative estimates of housing requirements taking account of the flaws
identified by the Inspector, it is essential that these adjustments are applied across the
remainder of the county including Bromsgrove, since the same weaknesses apply there. The
weaknesses identified by the South Worcestershire inspector show beyond doubt that the
WSHMA does not provide a sound evidence base for the level of housi'ng, provision set out in
BDP5.,

16 Rather they show clearly that BDP5 will significantly fail to provide sufficient
housing to meet future requirements. it is of particular concern that this level of under-

' provisioh is likely to impact adversely on the economic growth of the district. If economic
growth is achieved on the scale envisaged, the shortage of housing will place further
pressure on house prices and private rents, squeezing out lower income households and
leading to labour shortages and increased commuting. This might in turn discourage
employers and undermine the economic growth objectives of the plan. There seems little
point in proceeding further with policy BDP5 until the findings of WSHMA are reviewed and

revised.
Land supply

17 BDP5 makes it clear that insufficient iand has been identified in the district to meet
the assumed requirement for 7,000 additional dwellings, to say nothing of the further
increase in requirements which a review of WSHMA will inevitably identify. The Plan
proposes a review of the Green Belt as the only way to .ident'ify additional supply but

4 These can be found in the online Documents Library of the SWDP EIP website.
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indicates that this will be completed ‘prior to 2023’ {BDP3.1). At the very latest, the Council
would need to have completed this study, identified sites, and brought the Plan through the
Review process by 2018 in order to maintain a five year supply of land after that date
{together with a buffer). As changes to Green Belt status are likely to be controversial and to
require careful conside_rétion and wide consultation, a long timescale is likely to be required
for the Review Process. This suggests that the Green Belt Review process should commence
at the earliest possible date. There seems no reason to delay this review. Rather, the review
would give an early indication of the extent to which it will be feasible to make amendments
to Green Belt to meet Bromsgrove’s requirements and the potential future requirements
arising from the inability of the City of Birmingham to provide for its future needs within its
boundaries, as well as a range of needs beyond 2030.

The duty to cooperate with Birmingham

138 As the Green Belt review proceeds, it is likely that the requirements arising from the
duty to cooperate with Birmingham will emerge and these can then inform the review. The
extent to which housing requirements in Birmingham will need to be met in Bromsgrove is
not yet clear. In evidence to the South Worcestershire enquiry, Birmingham City Council
indicated that they anticipated that assistance from authorities in Worcestershire would be
required, but that the majority of demand would fall on areas adjacent to the conurbation.
This suggests that a significant level of demand will fall to be met in areas in Bromsgrove.

Housing for older people

19 Policy BDP10 refers to the impact of the ageing process on the requirement for

housing for older people in the district over the 2011-2030 period. ONS 2010-based sub-

national population projections show an increase of 78% (from 9,100 to 16,200} in the

number of people aged 75 or.over in Bromsgrove between 2011 and 2030, and of 129%

{from 2,700 to 6,200) in the number of people aged 85 and over. The increase in those aged

75 or more amounts to at least 4,700 households, or two thirds of all new housing proposed
"“under BDP5.

20 The Plan’s response to thisis a ‘dramatic change in house building in the District
towards providing many more two bed homes’ {para 8.123}, although it is not clear what

" the evidence is to support the assertion that this is the type of housing demanded by older
peopie. But at the same time the Plan proposes ‘the provision of housing for the elderly and
for people with special needs, where appropriate whilst avoiding an undue concentration in
any location’ {policy BDP10.1, our emphasis). Given that older peoples’ requirements
represent such a high proportion of overall needs, and that 45% of proposed new sites for
housing fall within the town of Bromsgrove itself, it will not be practical to avoid
concentrations of housing for older people without the identification of a much wider range
of sites across the plan area. In addition to Bromsgrove, sites for both'ge_neral housing and
specialised forms of provision for older people are needed in all of the significant



settlements across the district. Rather than relying on the market to bring forward sites, the
Council should be actively looking for appropriate sites and for providers. If these are not
identified, it will become increasingly difficult for cider people seeking specialised housing,
or those looking to downsize to more manageable accommodation, to find housing in the
community in which they live. Many, probably most, older people seeking to move toc more
~ appropriate housing look to move locally so as to maintain their links to friends, relatives
and support networks. This again supports the case for an early review of Green Belt.

21 This is not only an issue for older people, but also one which impacts on
Bromsgrove’s economic future. Providing adequate housing for older people and supporting
moves to more appropriate housing will release dwellings for younger people seeking to
move into the area to take up employment. ‘

Conclusions

22 A number of serious weaknesses in the methodology of the Worcestershire SHMA
have been officially recognised in the Inspector’s report on the Stage 1 EIP for the South
Worcestershire Development Plan. The Worcestershire SHMA was used as the chief
evidence base for the housing provision target in Policy BDP5 in the Bromsgrove District
Plan Proposed Submission Version and several significant components of the SHMA -
criticised by the inspector apply equally to Bromsgrove, It is thus essential for Policy BDPS to
be revised to take account of these points before Public Enquiry. The changes required to
WSMHA will result in an increase in the level of fiture housing requirements across the
whole county, including in Bromsgrove. The precise level of increase cannot be determined
without significant further work, but are likely to be substantial, increasing the reguired
provision in BDP5 from 7,000 to 9,000.

23 Other features of BDP5 raise concerns. In particular, there is a need to inétitute a
review of Green Belt immediately in order to identify sites required for housing
development in the second haif o the plan period and to avoid a shortfall.

24 The shortfall of provision in BDP5 also has implications for BDP10 relating to housing
for oider people. ONS population projections and assumptions relating to household size
suggest an increase of 4,700 in the number of households living in the district over the
2011-30 period representing about two thirds of all new housing proposed under BDP5. The
concentration of new housing In sites in Bromsgrove proposed under BDP5 will limit the
Council’s ability to support the provision of specialised accommodation for older people
across the district in the diversity of locations where it is required. A revision to this policy is
therefore required permitting the use of additional sites for older peopie’s housing in a
much larger number of settlements in the area in order to meet local need. '








