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Dear Sirs

Bromsgrove District Local Plan
Consultation on Proposed Submission — November 2013

Carter Jonas LLP acts on behalf of Bovis Homes who are promoting for development two parcels
of land located on the western and northern edge of Catshill. These sites will be referred to as:

s [and at Stourbridge Road; and
+ Land at Woodrow Lane.

Bovis Homes are one of the UK's leading house builders with company offices in Warwickshire.
They are committed to contributing towards sustainable communities - blending tradition with

innovation.

Accompanying this representation is a prometion document for the two sites, which outlines the
need for new housing in Bromsgrove District, and in particular at Catshiil, with specific reference
to the availability and dsliverability of land west of Stourbridge Road and east of Woodrow Lane.

Land at Stourbridge Road

The site is 8 hectares in size, located to the west of Catshill, bounded on its western elevation by
the M5. It is currently in agricultural use and comprises several fields. Existing residential
development (Westfields) adjoins the eastern boundary in addition to Christ Church Cemetery.
Access to the site can be provided off Stourbridge Road.

Land at Woodrow Lane

Located to the north of Catshill, the site extends to approximately 5 hectares in size, comprising
agricultural grazing and arable land. Woodrow Lane adjoins the western boundary with existing
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access points. The southem and eastern boundaries are backed on to by residential
development, with the Hilton Hotel to the south east.

Our representations to the Proposed Subrnission District Plan are set out below. To assist the
Council, we have transposed these representations onto the Council’s standard respense form.

Proposed Settlement Hierarchy

Draft Policy BDP2 sets out the proposed Settlement Hierarchy for the delivery of housing in
Bromsgrove District. This identifies three categories of settlement. The ‘Main Town’ which is
Bromsgrove; ‘Larger Settliements, which includes Catshill (one of six settlements); and ‘Small
Settlements’, a total of fifteen.

BDP2.3 confirms that the Council will partly meet their housing requirement by identifying sites in
or adjacent to the large settlements, including Catshill. We are in general support of this
approach as it correctly recognises the strengths of Catshill as a sustainable location for
accommodating future development needs.

The Settlement Hierarchy Topic Paper identifies that Catshill has one of the largest populations
cf the ‘Larger Settlements’. It also recognises that the physical proximity of Catshill to
Bromsgrove is a significant benefit, with regular transport links providing excellent access to the
higher order services and employment opportunities available in Bromsgrove.

Within the Larger Settlements tier of the Settlement Hierarchy, Catshill should be a main focus
for accommodating future development needs.

Housing Need

Draft Policy BDP3 sets out the level of housing provision to be delivered in Bromsgrove District
Council in the period 2011 - 2030. The supporting text explains that the requiremnent has been
based on the findings of the Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2012
(SHMA). The Proposed Submission District Plan reports that the SHMA identifies a net dwelling
requirement of between 6,780 and 6,980, based on employment constrained and migration-led
scenarios respectively.

As is always the case with SHMA documents, there will be significant debate at the District Plan
Examination over the assumptions used in the SHMA, and whether the cutputs are robust.

The Council states that it is committed to significantly increasing the supply of housing to meet
need and demand. On this basis a housing target of 7,000 (368 dwellings per annumj is
proposed. This is only 20 dwellings higher than the top end of the ‘requirement’ reported in the
District Plan (migration led-scenario). We would query whether this represents a ‘commitment to
significantly increase the supply of housing. A higher target would demonstrate a greater
commitment.
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The current position is considered o be too cautious and contrary to the requirements of the
NPPF (paragraph 27), which states that:

“Policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan and to
allow a rapid responss 1o changes in economic circumstances”.

Housing Supply

Since the start of the Plan pericd (2011-2013) the Council's Housing Land Availability
Assessment (April 2013) has so far delivered an annual housing rate of 183 dwellings per
annum. This leaves a residual housing requirement over the remaining Plan period (2014-2030)
of 6,614 dwellings. With the inclusion of a 5% buffer, this equates to a 5-year requirement of
2,043 dwellings or 409 dwellings per annum. This is more than double the current rate of
delivery.

Using this rate, the Council has identified a 5.83 years supply of deliverable housing from 2013-
2018. Thisis a total of 2,394 dwellings based on several sources of supply, including
commitments, identified SHLAA capacity and a windfall allowance.

o  Commitments

These total 1,052 dwellings, 29 of which are under construction. The most recent SHLAA
(July 2013) assumes that every site with planning permission will be delivered within the
next 5 years, with no discounts applied. The SHLAA includes 5 sites with a capacity of in
excess of 80 dwellings (this includes sites of 80, 88, 175, 178 and 181 dwellings).

We have significant concerns whether this high delivery rate will be achieved.

We also note that the 178 dwelling site (Council ref: 12/0912) at Bleak House Farm,
Wythall has not actually been granted planning permission according to the Gouncil's
website. Therefore this should not be included as a commitmert.

s SHLAA Capacily

The Council has identified a supply of 1,212 dwellings from SHLAA sites. This includes a
large proportion of sites where planning permission has yet to be granted. italse
anticipates a high delivery rate, with several sites expected to deliver 200+ dwellings over
the next § year period.

This figure is overly optimistic and relies on a delivery rate significantly greater than that
evidenced in recent years. Indeed, it is noted that the Council does not expect any
delivery from these sites in the next two years — requiring all 1,212 dwellings to be
delivered over a 3-year period.
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s  Windfall Allowance

An allowance of 30 dwellings per annum has been used in calculating the windfall supply.
This figures has been justified on past windfall rates as set out in the Council’s ‘5-year
housing land supply’ (April 2013). These sites have come forward during a period of time
when land available for housing (e.g. greenfield allocations) has been restricted.
Considering that the Coungcil has identified a much increased supply of available sites
{SHLAA, commitments, etc) there can be no certainty that the contribution from windfail
sites will remain as high. The allowance for windfalls should therefore be reduced.

In combination with the concerns over whether the housing requirement for Bromsgrove District
should bz increased, we are concerned that there will be a disparity between housing need and
housing delivery.

Review of Green Belt Boundary

Adding further weight to the above concerns is the approach of draft Policy BDP4 in dealing with
the essential need to undertake a Green Belt boundary review. Draft Policy BDP3.1 states that
this review will take place prior to 2023, which is well aver halfway through the Plan period. As
sites in the Green Belt will play a fundamental role in achieving the District's housing
requirement, it is essential to positively plan for this. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local
planning authorities to:

“use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, cbjecfively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with
the policies set out in this (NPPF) framework, including identifying key site which are critical to
the delivery of the housing strategy over the Plan period”.

The failure to assess and identify sites in the Green Belt is in clear conflict with this fundamental
requirement. As a minimum, the Green Belt review should be brought forward to the early stages
of the Plan period, with work commencing immediately after adoption of the District Plan.

BDP4.2 b) refers to the requirement to safeguard land to meet the development needs of
‘Bromsgrove and adjacent authorities™. It is niot clear whether this should actually refer to
Bromsgrove District (and not just Bromsgrove itself).

Existing Allocation to the North of Catshill

Development is currently underway on land north of Church Road, Catshill, This follows the
granting of detailed planning permission for residential development of up to 80 dwellings in
2012. The site is identified in the current Local Plan as an ‘Area of Development Restraint’.
These are sites located in the Green Belt that were identified to provide the necessary flexibility
and certainty required to meet the longer-term development needs in the District.
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In recommending that the site should be included in the Local Plan, the Inspector recognised that
the M& motorway was a ‘defensible boundary’ and ‘effectively severed the objection site from the
wider Green Belt beyond, causing it to form nothing more than a wedge of open space
dominated by urban influences on all side and suffering from urban fringe problems such as
trespass and fly tipping’.

There are clear similarities between the Inspector's comments and the land west of Stourbridge
Road.

Affordable Housing

Draft policy BDP8 sets an affordable housing threshold of 10 or more dwellings or sites equal or
greater than 0.4 hectares. Where this threshold is exceeded there is a requirement for 40%
affordable housing on greenfield sites. This is a blanket requirement throughout the District.

The concern is that the combination of a high affordable housing requirement and lack of
allocated housing sites will significantly impact on the delivery of affordable housing in the Larger
Settlements such as Catshill. This issue is further exacerbated by draft Policy BDBS, which does
not allow rural exception sites on the edge of Larger Settlements. The reason given for this
approach is that sufficient affordable housing will be delivered through the proposed site
allocations. For Catshill, planning permission has already been granted on the allocated site at
Church Road, which will deliver 32 affordable dwellings.

Having reviewed the most recent SHLAA (July 2013) there are no other sites that would accord
with planning policy (both existing and as proposed in the draft Plan) that have the capacity to
deliver 10+ dwellings. This could potentially result in no further affordable housing being
delivered until the Green Belt boundary review, which may not take place until as late as 2023.
This is an additional reascn to undertake the Green Belt review now.

We trust the above comments on the Proposed Submission District Plan are clear. Please do let
us know if you have any queriss.

Kind regards

Yours faithfully

Encs.
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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)

| Bovis Homes

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

Page: Paragraph: | Policy: BDP2
Policies Map: Other documesnt:

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

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

[Yes:iz” [ No:O

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

4, Please set out what change{s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue(s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the

BDP legaliy compliant. It will be helpiul 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 saparate shest /expand hox if necessary)

{see Note 8 para 4.3)

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

| Yes:O | v




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

(1) Justified (see Note 4) v
(2} Effective (see Note 5) |
{(3) Consistent with national policy {see Note 6} | [
{4) Positively prepared {see Note 7) O

6. 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.
{Continue on a separate sheet /fexpand box if necessary)

Proposed Settlement Hierarchy

Draft Policy BDP2 sets out the proposed Settlement Hierarchy for the delivery of housing in
Bromsgrove District. This identifies three categories of settlement. The ‘Main Town’ which is
Bromsgrove; ‘Larger Settlements’, which includes Catshill {one of six seftlements); and ‘Small
Settlements’, a total of fifteen.

BDP2.3 confirms that the Council will partly meet their housing requirement by identifying sites in or
adjacent to the large settlements, including Catshill. We generally support this approach as it
recognises the strengths of Catshill as a sustainable location for accommodating future development
needs.

The Settlement Hierarchy Topic Paper identifies that Catshill has one of the largest populations of
the 'Larger Settlements’. It also recognises that the physical proximity of Catshill to Bromsgrove Is a
significant benefit, with regular transport links providing excellent access to the higher order services
and employment opportunities available in Bromsgrove.

7. Piease 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 change will make the BDP
sound. It will be helpfu! if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any paiicy or
text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box it necessary) {see Note 8
para 4.3)

Within the Larger Setilements tiar of the Settlement Hierarchy, Catshill should be a main focus for
accommodating future development needs.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporfing
information necessary to support/ustify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there will
not normally be a subsequent opporiunity to make further represemtations 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 participats at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedurs to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
exarmination.



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

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, piease outline why you consider this to
be necessary. {Continue on a separate shest /expand box if nacessary)

Carter Jonas would like to participate in the Examination Hearing sessions relating to the
Development Strategy / Settlement Hierarchy for Bromsgrove District (draft Policy BDP2) and the
proposed housing land requiremant for the area and the related approach to delivery (draft Policies
BDP3 and BOP4). Our involvement will hopefully assist in ensuring the Bromsgrove District Plan is

sound.

| Date:11/11/2013




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)

| Bovis Homes

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

Page: Paragraph: | Policy: BDP3
Policies Map: Other document:

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

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

| Yes:@’l | No:O

3. Please give detalls of why you consider the BDP is not legally compiiant. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish o support the legal compliance of the BDP, pleasa also use this box to set out
your comments. {Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

4. Please set cut what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue(s} you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
BDF legaliy comptliant. 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 /expand box i necessary)
{see Note 8 para 4.3}

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

| Yes:O No-&”




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

{1) Justified (see Note 4) vy
{2) Effective (see Note 5) =
(3) Consistent with national policy (see Note 6) | &~
{4) Positively prepared (see Note 7) =

6. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible. i1
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
{Continue on a separate sheset /expand box if necessary)

Housing Supply

Draft Policy BDP3 sets out the level of housing provision to be deliverad in Bromsgrove District in the
period 2011 - 2030. The supporting text explains that the requirement has been based on the
findings of the Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2012 (SHMA). The Propcsed
Submission District Plan reports that the SHMA identifies a net dwelling requirement of between
8,780 and 6,980, based on employment constrained and migration-led scenarios respectively.

As is always the case with SHMA documents, there will be significant debate at the District Plan
Examination over the assumptions used in the SHMA, and whether the outputs are robust.

The Council states that it is committed to significantly increasing the supply of housing to meet need
and demand. On this basis a housing target of 7,000 (368 dweliings per annum) is proposed. This is
only 20 dwellings higher than the top end of the ‘requirement’ reported in the District Pian (migration
led-scenario). We would query whether this represents a ‘commitment to significantly increase the
supply of housing’. A higher target would demonstrate a greater commitment.

The current position is considered to be too cautious and contrary to the requirements of the NPPF
{paragraph 27), which states that:

“Policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan and to aliow a
rapid response to changes in economic circumstances”.

Housing Need

Since the start of the Plan petiod (2011-2013) the Council’s Housing Land Availabiiity Assessment
{April 2013) has so far delivered an annual housing rate of 193 dwellings per annum. This leaves a
residual housing requirement over the remaining Plan period (2014-2030) of 6,614 dwellings. With
the inclusion of a 5% buffer, this equates to a 5-year requirement of 2,043 dwellings or 409 dwellings
per annum. This is more than double the current rate of delivery.

Using this rate, the Council has identified a 5.83 years supply of deliverable housing from 2013-
2018. This is a iotal of 2,394 dwellings based on several sources of supply, including commitrments,
identified SHLAA capacity and a windfall allowance.

e Commitmenis

These total 1,052 dwellings, 99 of which are under construction. The most recent SHLAA
{July 2013) assumes that every site with planning permission will be delivered within the next
5 years, with no discount apptied. The SHLAA includes 5 sites with a capacity of in excess of
80 dwellings (this includes sites of 80, 88, 175, 178 and 181 dwellings).

We have significant concerns whether this high delivery rate will be achieved.

We also note that the 178 dwelling site (Council ref: 12/0912) at Bleak House Farm, Wythall
has not actually been granted planning permission according to the Council's website.
Therefore this should not be included as a commitment,

s SHLAA Capacily

The Council has identified a supply of 1,212 dwellings from SHLAA sites. This includes a
large proportion of sites where planning permission has yet to be granted. If also anticipates




a high delivery rate, with several sites expected to deliver 200+ dwellings over the next 5
year period.

This figure is overly optimistic and relies on a delivery rate significantly greater than that
gvidenced in recent years. Indeed, it is noted that the Council does not expect any delivery
from these sites in the next two years - requiring all 1,212 dwellings to be deliveraed over a 3-
year period.

- Windfalf Allowance

An allowance of 30 dwellings per annum has been used in calculating the windfall supply.
This figures has been justified on past windfall rates as sat out in the Council's ‘5-year
housing land supply’ (April 2013). These sites have come forward during a period of time
when land available for housing {e.g. greenfield allocations) has been restrictad.
Considering that the Council has identified a mueh increased supply of available sites
(SHLAA, commitmenis, etc) there can be no certainty that the contribution from windfall sites
will remain as high. The allowance for windfalls should therefore be reduced.

In combination with the concerns over whether the housing requirement for Bromsgrove District
should be increased, we are concerned that there will be a disparity between housing need and

housing delivery.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary o make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at 6 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 or
iext. Please be as precise as possible. (Centinue on 2 separate shest /expand box if necessary) (see Note 8

para 4.3}

See above.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly afl the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the represenfation and the suggested change(s), as there wili
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to 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 paricipate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure o
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

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




9. If you wish to participate ai the oral part of the examination, please outling why you consider this to
be necessary. {Continue on a separale sheet /expand box if necessary)

Carter Jonas would like to participate in the Examination Hearing sessions relating to the
Development Strategy / Settlement Hierarchy for Bromsgrove District (draft Policy BDP2) and the
proposed housing land reguirement for the area and the related approach to delivery (draft Policies
BDP3 and BDP4). Our involvement will hopefully assist in ensuring the Bromsgrove District Plan is
sound.

| Date: 11/11/2013




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}

[ Bovis Homes

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

Page: Paragraph: | Policy: BDP4
Policies Map: Other document:

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

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

| Yes: 3~ [ No:O

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

4. Please set out what change(s} you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue(s) you havs 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 on a separate sheet fexpand bex if necessary)

(see Note 8 para 4.3)

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

| Yes:O | No:i”




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

(1) Justified {see Note 4) =g
{2} Effective (see Note 5) L
{3) Consistent with national policy (see Note 6) | L&
(4) Positively prepared (see Note 7) o

6. Please give details of why you consider the BDF 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.
{Continue on a separate shest /expand box if necessary}

Review of Green Belt Boundary

We have concerns with the approach of draft Policy BDP4 in dealing with the essential need to
undertake a Green Belt boundary review. Draft Policy BDP3.1 states that this review will take place
prior to 2023, which is wel over halfway through the Plan period. As sites in the Green Belt will play
a fundamental role in achieving the District’s housing requirement, it is essential to positively plan for
this. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to:

»use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs
for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as Is consistent with the policies
set out in this (NPPF) framewark, including identifying key site which are critical to the delivery of the
housing sirategy over the Plan period".

The failure to assess and identify sites in the Green Belt is in clear conflict with this fundamental
requirement. As a minimum, the Green Belt review should be brought forward to the early stages of
the Plan period, with work commencing immediately after adoption of the District Plan.

BDP4.2 b) refers to the requirement to safeguard land to meet the development needs of
‘Bromsgrove and adjacent authorities’. It is not clear whether this should actually refer to
Bromsgrove District {and not just Bromsgrove itself).

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 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
taxt. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate shest /expand box if necessary} (588 Note 8
para 4.3}

See above

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunily to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication slage.

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? Please note the Inspector will defermine the most appropriate procedure to



adopt to hear those whe have indicated that they wish to pariicipate at the oral part of the
examination.

No, | do not wish to participate at the aral exanination | O
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination vz

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continue on a separate shest /expand box if necsssary)

Carter Jonas would like to participate in the Examination Hearing sessions relating to the
Development Strategy / Settlement Hierarchy for Bromsgrove District (draft Policy BDP2) and the
proposed housing land requirement for the area and the related approach to delivery {draft Policies
BDP3 and BDP4). Qur invalvement will hopefully assist in ensuring the Bromsgrove District Plan is
sound.

| Date:11/11/2013




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)

| Bovis Homes

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

Page: Paragraph: ! Policy: BDP8

Policies Map: Other document:

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

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

| Yes:” | No:O

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 set out
your commenis. (Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary)

4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP 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 cornpliant. 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 separaie sheet /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

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

| Yes:O ==




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

(1} Justified (see Note 4) =4
(2) Effective (ses Note 5) =
{3) Consistent with national policy (see Note 6) | O
(4) Posttively prepared {see Note 7) e

6. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Piease be as precise as possible. lf
you wish to support the soundness of the BOP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
{Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

Affordable Housing

Draft policy BDP8 sets an affordable hausing threshold of 10 or more dwellings or sites equal or
greater than 0.4 hectares. Where this threshold is exceeded there is a requirement for 40%
affordable housing on greenfield sites. This is a blanket requirement throughout the District.

The concern is that the combination of a high affordable housing requirement and lack of allocated
hausing sites will significantly impact on the delivery of affordable housing in the Larger Settlements
such as Catshill. This issue is further exacerbated by draft Policy BDBS, which does not allow rural
exception sites on the edge of Larger Settlements. The reason given for this approach is that
sufficient affordable housing will be delivered through the proposed site allocations. For Catshill,
planning permission has already been granted on the allocated site at Church Road, which will
deliver 32 affordable dwellings.

Having reviewed the most recent SHLAA (July 2013) there are no other sites that would accord with
planning policy (both existing and as propesed in the draft Plan) that have the capacity to deliver 10+
dwellings. This could potentially result in no further affordable housing being delivered until the
Green Belt boundary review, which may not take place until as late as 2023. This is an additional
reason to undertake the Green Belt revisw now.

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 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 possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3)

See above.

Please note your representation should cover succinetly all the information, evidence and supperting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change(s}, as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representalion at publication stage.

After this siage, 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? Please note the Inspector will determine the mosf appropriate procedure fo



adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to pariicipate at the oral part of the
examination.

No, | do not wish fo participaie at the oral examination | &
Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination 1

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necassary)

Carter Jonas would like to participate in the Examination Hearing sessions relating to the
Development Strategy / Settlement Hierarchy for Bromsgrove District (draft Policy BDP2} and the
proposed hausing land requirement for the area and the related approach to delivery (draft Policies
BDP3 and BDP4). Our involvement will hopefully assist in ensuring the Bromsgrove District Pian is
sound.

| Date: 11/11/2013






