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Part B (see Note 1and Note 8 para 4.2) * *x^Please use a separate PartB form for each representation you wish to make
:
!

Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)
;

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

1.To which part of the BDP does this representation reiate? I
l Policy:OBJECTIVE SQ4Page: 14 Paragraph:5.1

Policies Map: Other document: i

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:D I No:D

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP isnot 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 comments. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

A. 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 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 /expand box If necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3}

5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3) Z iI No:5K| Yes:D !

|
(

I
(

i
i



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

(1) Justified (see Note 4) W
(2) Effective (see Note 5) fflf
(3)Consistent with national policy (see Note6)
(4) Positively prepared {see Note 7) W '

6. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as possible, ff
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use thisbox to set out your comments.
(Continue on a separate sheet /expand boot if necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED’BROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALFOFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at6 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 Pleasebe as precise as possible. {Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3)

SEEREPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED*8ROMSGROVE DISTRICT WAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 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 participate at the oral
part of toe examination? Please note the Inspector win determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No, I do not wish to participate at toe oral examination
Yes, i wish to participate at toe oral examination

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

THEREPRESENTATIONSHIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICH NEED TOBE EXPLORED THROUGH THEORAL PART OF THE EXAMINATION.

' i
| Signature: ( Date: 11/11/2013



Part B (see Note 1and 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)

i PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES |

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

I Policy:BPP1/PART BDP1.3~
Page: 17 Paragraph:
PoBciesMap: 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 dear In your response.

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

lYes:D I No:D

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 comments.(Continue ona separate sheet /expand box i?necessary)

:

4. Please set out what changes) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant having
regard to the issuefs) you have identified above. You will need to say why tills change wili make the
BDP legally compliant It will behelpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on s separate sheet (expand box B necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3}

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

I Yes:D ( No:Si

t



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

(1) Justified {see Note 4)
(2) Effective (see Note S) *(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. If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
(Continue ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

i

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED"BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION 2011-203<r ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 ary policy or
text Please be as precise as possible. {Continue on a separate sheet /expand box ffnecessary) {see Note 8
para 4.3)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEO WITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED "BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030" ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

i
Please note your representation should cover succinctiy all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there will
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 die matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at theoral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

I

No,1 do not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination D*-"'

j

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 necessary)

THEREPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEED TOBE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PART OF THE EXAMINATION.

| Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013

!
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Part B (see Note 1and 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

Paragraph: I Policy:BDP2Page: 19
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 dear in your response.

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

lYes.-n I No:D

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant Please be aspredse 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 sheet /expandbox ifnecessary}

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 w3l make the
BDP legally compliant It will behelpful 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)

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

Yes: | No:D

i



i

Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it is not

(1) Justified (see Note 4)
(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. If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to setout your comments.
(Continueon a separate steel /expand box K necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED “BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030'ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
tie test you have identified at 6 above. You will need to say why this change will make the BDP
sound, tt wiB be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text Please be asprecise aspossible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box If necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3)

SEEREPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED'BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030” ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

:

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to sapportfustify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there will
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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? P/ease note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the ora! part of the
examination.

I

I

:
,

i

f

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PART OF THEEXAMINATION.

j Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013



I
IPart 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

I Policy:BDP3Pape: 21/22 Paragraph: 8.18 TO 8.27
OtherdocumentPolicies Map:

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

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

| Yes:a I No:D

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 comments. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

4. Please set out whet change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue(s) you have identified above. You willneed to say why this change will make the
BDP legally compliant It will be helpful if you ere 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)

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

l YesD | No:l



Do youconsider the BDP is unsound because it is not

ef(1) Justified (see Note 4)
(2) Effective (see Note 5) g
(3) Consistent with national policy (see Note6) ~W,

w(4) Positively prepared {see Note 7)

6. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound. Please be as precise as posable. 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 /expand box if necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED “BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 wBl need to say why tills 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)

SEEREPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED *BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

P/ease note your representation should cover succinctly all the Information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there witi
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based an 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
partof the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No. I do not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

i9. If you wish to participate at the oralpart of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continue ona separate sheet /expand box Ifnecessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONSHIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OFTHEPLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEED TO BE EXPLORED THROUGH THEORAL PART OF THE EXAMINATION.

| Signature: Date: 11/11/2013



i
Part B (see Note1and 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)

•i
I

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

Page: 23 TO 25 I Policy:BDP4Paragraph: 8.28 TO 8.39
PoKctes Map: Other document

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

2.Do you consider the BDP Is legaily compliant? {see Note 2)

ll Yes.-D iNo-D

3. Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legaily compliant Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support fie legal complianceof the BDP, please also use this box to set out
your comments.{Continue ona separate sheet /expandbox ifnecessary)

j

4, Please set out what changes) 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 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 /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8para 4.3)

;

I

!

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

I Yes:D [ No:I

;

!



Do you consider fiie BDP is unsound because ft is not

(1) Justified (see Note 4) V
W,(2) Effective (see NoteS)

(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. 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 /expand box if necessary)

i

l

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THEATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED'BROMSGROVEDISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION2011-2030* ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 rf necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3)

;

SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED'BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly ail the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there wHI
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on die 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 examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the ora! part of the
examination.
No, 1do not wish to participate at the oral examination [
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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 necessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEED TOBE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PART OF THEEXAMINATION.

j Signature: [ Date: 11/11/2013



Part A (sec Note 6}

How we will use your details:
The personal information youprovide on this form will be processed in accordance with the
requirements of the Data Protection Act 1998.it will be used only for the preparation of local
development documents or any subsequent statutory replacement However,your name and
representation wifi be made pubfidy available when displaying andreporting the outcome of the
consultation stage,and cannot be treated as confidential. Other details including your address and
signature wifi be treated as confidential.

Agent’s Details (if applicable)Personal Details
Tide: MRTitle:
First Name:CHRISFirst Name;
Last Name: MAYLast Name:
Job Title:
(if applicable) N/A

Job Title:
(if applicable)
Organisation: GALLAGHER ESTATES
(if applicable) C/O AGENT

Organisation:
(if applicable) PEGASUS GROUP

Address 1: Address1: 5 THE PRIORY
Address 2: OLDLONDONROADAddress2.
Address 3: CANWELLAddress 3:
Address 4: SUTTON COLDFIELDAddress 4:

iPostcode: B75 5SHPostcode.
Telephone No:012130809570Telephone No:
Email address:diris.may@pegasiispg.co.uKEmail address:

SNotification Request:
Please tick the boxes below if you wish to be notified at any of the following Plan stages;
0/ that the BDP has been submitted for independent examination
M the publication of the recommendations of the person appointed to carry out an independent

examination of the BDP
the adoption of the BDP

If the notification address is different to that stated above,please specify here:

AS ABOVE

Your details will remain on our database and will be used to inform youof future Strategic Planning
matters and procedures following the adoption of BDP.Ifat any point in time you wish to be removed
from the database, please contact usandwe will remove your information.

I



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

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

Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES J
1.To which part of the BDP does this representation relate?

i Policy: BD5APage: Paragraph:
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 dear in your response.

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

j Yesta I No:C3

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 comments. (Continue on a 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 toe tssue(s) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make toe
BDP legally compliant ft 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 trnecessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

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

[Yesil j No:D

I

:



Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it isnot:

(1) Justified (see Note 4)
(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. 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 /expandbox if necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED'BROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

7. Please set out what change(s)you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at6 above. You willneed 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 ifnecessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3}

!

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED"BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030'ONBEHALF OFGALLAGHERESTATES.

!Please note your representation should cover succinctly ail the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs). as there will
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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No.I do not wish to participate at the oral examination /
Yes, i wish to participate at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continueon 3separate sheet /expand box ffnecessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATINGTO THE SOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN AS A
WHOLEWHICH NEEDTO BE EXPLOREDTHROUGH THE ORALPARTOFTHE EXAMINATION.

[ Signature? | Date: 11/11/2013
!
i

:



PartB {seeNote1and Note 8para 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)

i

5
I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

i Policy:BDP5BPage: 34 Paragraph:
Policies Map: Other document

If your representation does not relate to a specific part of the documeni, or ft 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)

I Yes:D ]l No:D

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 comments. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box it 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 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 sfteel /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3) l

i

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

]| Yes:D No:



Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it is not

E2f(1) Justified (see Note 4)
i!(2) Effective (see Note 5)

(3) Consistent with national poticy
(4) Positively prepared (see Note

(see Note 6) aw
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 /expand box if necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTHIEO *BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSIONVERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 wQf 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 REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHINTHEATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED *BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 mil
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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.
[ No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination
| Yes, 1 wish to participate at the oral examination B**"*

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 necessary)

THEREPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEEDTOBE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORALPART OFTHE EXAMINATION.

| Signature: { Pate: 11/11/2013



Part A (see Note 8)

How we will use your details:
The personal information you provide on this form will be processed in accordance with the
requirements of the Data Protection Act 1998. It will be used only for the preparation of local
development documents or any subsequent statutory replacement However, your name and
representation will be made pubKcly available when displaying and reporting the outcome of the
consultation stage, and cannotbe treated as confidential. Other details including your address and
signature will be treated as confidential.

Agent’s Details (if applicable)Personal Detafls
Title: Title: MR
First Name: First Name: CHRIS

Last Name: MAYLast Name:
Job Title:
(if applicable)

Job Title:
(if applicable) N/A

Organisation: GALLAGHER ESTATES
(if applicable) C/O AGENT

Organisation:
(if applicable) PEGASUS GROUP
Address 1: 5 THE PRIORYAddress 1:

Address 2: Address Z OLDLONDON ROAD

Address 3: CANWELLAddress 3:
Address 4: Address 4: SUTTON COLDFIELD
Postcode: Postcode: 876 5SH

Telephone No: 0121 30809570Telephone No:
Email address:chiis.may@pegasuspg.co.ukEmail address:

Notification Request:
tick the boxes below if you wish to be notified at any of the following Plan stages:
that the BDP hasbeen submitted for independent examination
the publication of the recommendations of the person appointed to cany out an independent
examination of the BDP
the adoption of the BDP

If the notification address is different to that stated above, please specify here:

Sr

AS ABOVE

Your details will remain on our database and will be used to inform you of future Strategic Planning
matters and procedures following the adoption of BDP. If at any point in time you wish to be removed
from thedatabase, please contact us and we will remove your information.

I

t
\
.
:



i

Part B (see Note1and Note 6 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)

;

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES j

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

!l Policy. RCBOTTParagraph:Page:
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)
l

I No:DI Yes:U

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 comments. (Continue on a 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) youhave identified above. You willneed 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 /expandbox if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

5.Do you consider the BDPis sound? (see Note 3)
/

j Yes:D I No:¥

\

l

i



Do you consider the SDP is unsound because it is not
/

(1) Justified (see Note 4) W7
(2) Effective (see Note 5) M7
(3) Consistent with nationai policy (seeNote 6) W
(4) Positively prepared (see Note 7) G* 1

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 SDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
(Conflnue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) !

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHEO DOCUMENT ENTITLED “BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 win 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 REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED “BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? P/ease note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No, l do not wish to participate at the oral examination /
Yes, l wish to participateat the oral examination B

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 necessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OFTHE PLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PART OF THEEXAMINATION.

j Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013

:



Part B (see Note1awlNote 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

I Policy: BDP6Page: 47 Paragraph:
Otherdocument:Policies Map:

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)

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

| No:D

4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant having
regard to toe issue(s) you have identified above.You will need to say why this change will make toe
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 /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

I
5

5

5.Do you consider toe BDP issound?(see Note 3)

s' 1j Yes:D No:

|



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

(1) Justified (see Note 4)
(2) Effective (seaNote S)
(3) Consistent with national policy (see Note 6) 0/
(4) Positively prepared (see Note7) W

6. PJease 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 setout your comments.
(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box If necessary!

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHINTHE ATTACHEO DOCUMENTENTITLED“BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ ONBEHALFOF GALLAGHER ESTATES,

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 « separate sheet /expand box if necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED "BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly alt the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there w3l
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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

:

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination [
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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

l

THEREPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TOTHE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEED TOBEEXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PARTOF THE EXAMINATION.

j Signature: [ Date: 11/11/2013

i



Part B (see Note 1and 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

I Policy. BDP7/PART BDP7.1I Paragraph:
I other document

Page: 49
Policies Map:

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

2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2) i;
il Yes:D I No:D

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 comments. (Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box If necessary)

i

I

4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant having
regard to the issue(s) youhave identified above. You will need to say why this change wfH 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 Piease be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

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

s' ]No:| Yes:D

?



Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it is not

(1) Justified (see Note 4)

¥(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. If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP. please also use this box to set out your comments.
(Continue cm a separate sheet /expand box If necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED'BROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make toe BDP sound, having regard to
toe 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 ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary)(See Note 8
para 4.3)

i

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENTENTITLED'BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changes), as there will
not normaHy be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions wilt 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 most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No, i do not wish to participate at toe oral examination
Yes. I wish to participate at toe oral examination

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

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEEDTOBEEXPLORED THROUGHTHE ORAL PARTOF THE EXAMINATION.

| Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013



Part B {seeNote 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

Page: 52 Paragraph: Policy:BDP3/PARTS BDP 8.1
AND BDP8.5

Poiicies 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)

l Yes:D | No;G

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 comments. (Continue on $ separate sheet /expand boxifnecessary)

|

;
i

4. Piease 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 compliant It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
Of any policy or text Piease be as precise as possible. (Continue ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3) j

<

f

5. Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3) /
| Yes:n l No:Ef ]



Do you consider the BDP is unsound because H is not

(1) Justified (see Note 4) B
D!(2) Effective (see Note 5) g.

(3} Consistent with national policy (see Note 6) ¥(4) Positively prepared (see Note7)

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 /expand box Ifnecessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWTIHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED “BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

1

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessaiy to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at6 above. You willneed to say why this change will make the BDP
sound. It will be helpful if you areable 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)

j

SEEREPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED'BRCMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ ONBEHALFOF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

'
:

Please note your representation should cover succinctly ell 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 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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

No. I do not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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 boxif necessary) ::

.
THE REPRESENTATIONSHIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THESOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BEEXPLORED THROUGHTHE ORALPART OF THEEXAMINATION.

j Signature:- | Date: 11/1l/20i3
~

i

i



Part B (see Note 1 and Note 8 para 4-2)

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

Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

Page: 94 TO 95 Paragraph: I Poficy. BPP19
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 dear in your response.
2, Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2)

f Yes:D I No:Q ]
3. Please give details of why you consider hie 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 comments. {Continue on a separate sheet /expandbox K 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 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 ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3}

5.Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3) 4I Yes:D No: !
!
:

i

i



Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it isnot

(1) Justified (see Note 4) M7
(2)Effective (see Note S)
(3) Consistent with national policy (see Note 6) M7

W(4) Positively prepared (see Note 7)

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 /expand box itnecessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED’BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 willbe 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 REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED'BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there win
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 participate at the oral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination. t
No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the orai examination

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 IT necessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANTCONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORALPARTOF THEEXAMINATION.

[ Signature: j Date: 11/11/2013



Part B (see Note 1and 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

I Paragraph: | Policy:BDP20Page: 98 T0100
| Other document:Policies Map:

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)

l No:0| Yes:D

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 compTianoe of the BDP, please also use this box to set out
your comments, (Continue on3 separate sheet /expandbox if necessary)

4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to the issue($) you have identified above. You will need to say why this change will make the
8DP legally compliant. Itwill 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)

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

j Yes:D No:

I



Do you consider die 8DP is unsound because it is not: f

M(1) Justified (see Note 4) I
(2) Effective (see Note 5)
(3) Consistent with national policy (see Note6)

~g7
(4) Positively prepared (see Note 7) ;

6. Please give details of why you consider the 8DP 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 /expend box if necessary)

i

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED‘BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PtAN
PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ONBEHALFOF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

i
i

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make tire 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 it necessary) (see Note 8
para 4.3)

SEEREPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED “BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030- ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 wHi
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 hie
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 most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.
No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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

THEREPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN ASA
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO8E EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PART OF THE EXAMINATION.

I Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013
i
i

i



j

}
Part B (see Note1and 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)

i
{
i

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES

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

i Policy:BDP21Page: 103 Paragraph:
Other documentPolicies Map:

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 dear in your response.

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

l Yes:Q | No:D

3. Please give defoils 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 comments. (Continue on a 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 have Identified above. You wilt 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 ftwpand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

I

*

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

I Yes:D No:



!

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

/
(1) Justified (see Note 4) K :
(2) Effective (see NoteS) w
(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. 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 /expandbox if necessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEDWITHINTHE ATTACHEDDOCUMENTENTITLED“BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030’ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 willbe helpful if you areable 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 REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEDWITHINTHEATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED'BROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030'ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

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 opportunity to make further representations based on die original
representation at publication stage.
After Ms 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 determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.
No,Ido not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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 necessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNSRELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLAN ASA
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORAL PART OF THE EXAMINATION.

j Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013



Part B (see Note 1and 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)

I PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES ]

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

Paragraph: I Policy:BPP22Page: 107
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 thisdear in your response.

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

I Yes:D

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 comments. (Continue ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

| No:D

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 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 /expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

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

| Yes:D No: ]

:

i



Do you consider the BDP Is unsound because it isnot

(1) Justified (see Note 4) /
(2) Effective (see Note S) 0
(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. If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
(Continue on a separatesheet /expand box Ifnecessary)

SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED "BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ONBEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to
the test you have identified at6 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) i

SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED “BROMSGR0VE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030'ON BEHALFOF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

I

P/ease note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/iustify the representation and the suggested change(s), as there will
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 participate at the oral
part of flie examination? Please note the Inspector wtii determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate ax the oral part of the
examination.

INo, 1 do not wish to participate athie oral examination
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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 necessary)

THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THE PLAN AS A
WHOLE WHICHNEEDTOBE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORALPARTOF THE EXAMINATION.

!

) Signature: | Date: 11/11/2013



£ o <? 3

Pegasus
GroupNOVEMBER 2013 | BIR.4226 bd

BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN

PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION
2011-2030
REPRESENTATIONS BY PEGASUS PLANNING GROUP

ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES

(BORDESLEY)

Pegasus Group
5 The Priory I Old London Road | Canwell | Sutton Coldfield | 675 5SH
T 0121 308 9570 | F 0121 323 2215 | W www.pegasuspg.co.uk

Birmingham 1 Bracknell | Bristol | Cambridge | Cirencester | East Midlands 1 Leeds j Manchester

Planning | Environmental | Retail | Urban Design J Renewables 1 Landscape Design 1 Graphic Design | Consultation |
Sustainability

©Copyright Pegasus Planning Group Limited 2011. The contents of this document must not be copied or reproduced in whole or in
part without the written consent of Pegasus Planning Group Limited



Pegasus
Bromsgrove District Plan - Proposed Submission
Representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates

Group

INTRODUCTION1.
We are instructed to submit representations to the proposed submission version

of the Bromsgrove District Plan (BDP) 2011-2030 on behalf of Gallagher Estates

who have interests in the District.
1.1

Our representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates are framed in the context of

the requirements for the BDP to be legally compliant and sound. The tests of

soundness are set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (the

Framework), Paragraph 182 and for a plan to be sound it must be:

1.2

• Positively Prepared - the plan should be prepared and based on a

strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed development and

infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from

neighbouring Authorities where it Is reasonable to do so and consistent

with achieving sustainable development;

• Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when

considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on a proportionate,
robust and credible evidence base;

• Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its identified time period

and based on effective joint working with partners on cross-boundary

strategic priorities; and

• Consistent with National Policy - the plan should enable the delivery of

sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the National

Planning Policy Framework.

Forming part of these formal representations, and accompanying this document

as Appendix 1, is an Opinion from Mr Satnam Choongh, Counsel from No 5

Chambers, concerning the failure of the Council to comply with the legal

requirements with regard to the Duty to Co-operate as set out in Section 33A of

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

1.3

The Opinion from Mr Choongh sets out clearly the position that Bromsgrove

District Council has failed to comply with the statutory Duty to Co-operate in the

preparation of the BDP, and in particular with regard to meeting the unmet

housing needs of Birmingham. Whilst we recognise that the Council has engaged

with the Duty to Co-operate in the wording of text and policy contained in the

1.4
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BDP, it has not discharged its statutory duty in this regard by seeking to rely on
an undertaking to carry out a review of the BDP, to include a Green Belt Review,
sometime before 2023. It is our clear contention that postponing compliance
with the Duty to Co-operate in dealing with the strategic matter of unmet housing

need arising in Birmingham to an indeterminate point up to 2023 does not

maximise the effectiveness of the preparation of the BDP and cannot therefore
have discharged the Duty prior to its submission for examination. We recognise

the work that both Bromsgrove and Birmingham are participating on through the
Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP should prove valuable in tackling the key
strategic planning matters that have arisen in the area, but contend that this
should result in outcomes now and not decisions to proceed with development
plans on the basis of future cooperation.

Purely in planning terms, dealing with the issue of the objectively assessed
housing needs of Birmingham which cannot be met within its administrative
boundaries, currently estimated at in excess of 30,000 dwellings up to 2031 (the
plan period for the emerging Birmingham Development Plan) is the single most

important strategic matter affecting the wider Birmingham city region. The
profound effects of dealing with this unmet housing need In the wider
Birmingham city region should be the focus for strategic planning efforts amongst

those authorities affected and in the preparation of their development plans, as
required by the statutory Duty to Co-operate. Successfully dealing with this
matter through the preparation and adoption of sound development plans both in
Birmingham itself and across the city region is essential for the growth prospects

of the wider area, the strength and sustainability of economic recovery and the
success of the city region as a driver of economic growth.

1.5

As we understand matters at the time of writing, it is highly likely that the

submission for examination of the Bromsgrove District Plan will follow the
publication in its final form of the National Planning Practice Guidance, initially
circulated in draft in August 2013. Accordingly, we believe it would be both
prudent and essential for the Council to take heed of the draft Guidance,
especially in relation to the Duty to Co-operate.

1.6

1.7 Although this Guidance may be subject to change before finally being published,
and we believe might subsequently be updated on a more regular basis than we
have previously been used to with regard to Government Guidance, nevertheless
the draft Guidance available now should be taken into account.
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The draft Guidance makes clear that the legal duty placed on local planning

authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in the

preparation of local plans is for the purpose of maximising the effectiveness of

those plans in relation to strategic cross boundary matters. The Guidance goes

on to say that Local Planning Authorities will need to bear in mind that the co-

operation legally required of them should produce effective and deliverable

policies on strategic cross boundary matters. In our view, this clearly lays to rest

the mistaken interpretation of the legal Duty to Co-operate as being one related

to process, with outcomes considered as being subject only to the soundness

requirements of the Framework. It is clear that a proper Interpretation of the

legal duty contained in Section 33A means that the need to demonstrate outputs

from the process which produce effective and deliverable policies on strategic

matters forms part of the legal test.

1.8

The importance of outcomes from the Duty to Co-operate is reinforced in the

Guidance, where it is stated
1.9

"Co-operation between Local Planning Authorities, County Councils and

other public bodies should produce effective policies on strategic cross

Inspectors testing compliance with the duty at

examination will assess the outcomes of co-operation and not just

whether Local Planning Authorities have approached others.”

boundary matters.

1.10 The Guidance goes on to say:

"Co-operation should produce effective policies on cross boundary

strategic matters. This is what Local Planning Authorities and other

public bodies should focus on when they are considering out to meet the

duty."

1.11 The Guidance further reminds Councils that

"Section 33A(6) of the 2004 Act requires Local Planning Authorities and

other public bodies to consider entering into agreements on joint

approaches. Local Planning Authorities are also required to consider

whether to prepare local planning policies jointly under powers provided

by Section 28 of the 2004 Act.”

It is clear that there is some contact between Bromsgrove and Birmingham

Councils, and indeed both as members of the LEP are participating In the wider
1.12
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housing needs study. However, we could see no evidence to demonstrate that
Birmingham or Bromsgrove have given any consideration, as required by Section
33A, to entering into agreements on joint approaches or preparing planning
policies jointly.

1.13 The Guidance states:

"At the examination the Inspector will consider whether the Local
Planning Authority has fulfilled its duty under Section 33A so as to

maximise the effectiveness of the plan making process when planning
for strategic cross boundary matters."

1.14 In our view, Bromsgrove Council would seem to be suggesting that BDP4 Policy -
Green Belt sets out an approach which can in effect discharge the statutory Duty
to Co-operate. If this is so, we believe it is an erroneous assumption and a fatal ( J
flaw in the BDP in relation to the statutory Duty to Co-operate. In the face of
evidence which first emerged in 2012 that the scale of housing need arising in
Birmingham which the City could not accommodate within its boundaries was at
least 30,000 dwellings over the period to 2031, the response from Bromsgrove
District Council that it will undertake a local plan review including a full review of
the Green Belt 'in advance of 2023' cannot, In our view, constitute evidence that
the preparation of the BDP has compiled with statutory Duty to Co-operate.

1.15 We do not believe that agreement between respective local planning authorities
as to the approach they will adopt in relation to the Duty to Co-operate can of
itself provide evidence that the Duty has been discharged. It is not in the gift of
local planning authorities to agree between themselves not to engage
constructively in order to maximise the effectiveness of their plan preparation

with regard to strategic matters, but defer such consideration to a point in the
future and therefore conclude that they have discharged the Duty to Co-operate.
The position with regard to the relationship between Bromsgrove and Birmingham

stands in sharp contrast to the approach undertaken between Bromsgrove and
Redditch. Bromsgrove and Reddltch have cooperated on the strategic matter of
housing needs arising in Redditch which cannot be met within its boundaries and
require allocations in the Green Belt in Bromsgrove. This is exactly the approach

which should be progressed through this plan process with regard to the strategic
matter of Birmingham's unmet housing needs.
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1.16 At examination of local plans, evidence must be produced such that the Inspector

can conclude that the Duty has been met. In our view, the tactic of agreeing to

defer consideration of a strategic matter which, in the case of the unmet housing

need arising in Birmingham is so significant, cannot be evidence that the Duty to

Co-operate has been discharged. Agreeing to a review at some unspecified point

through some unknown mechanisms is not a reasonable interpretation of

maximising the effectiveness of the preparation of local plans.

1.17 If the test of whether or not the Duty to Co-operate has been complied with is

simply evidence that local planning authorities have agreed amongst themselves

to defer consideration of the strategic matter of unmet housing needs to some

unspecified point in the future, this has the effect of removing from Section 33A

its meaning and purpose in relation to the future of strategic planning in a

landscape without Regional Strategies or Structure Plans. Whilst It is recognised

that the Framework clearly Indicates that local planning authorities should move

to adopt up to date development plans, this cannot absolve Councils of their

statutory responsibilities with regard to the Duty to Co-operate. With the

revocation of Regional Strategies, responsibility for strategic planning now rests

with local planning authorities and the statutory Duty to Co-operate is in place to

ensure they meet this responsibility In the preparation of their development

plans.

1.18 Once adopted, there is no credible mechanism for compelling local planning

authorities to undertake a review of a development plan at any given time, or to

address strategic matters which may be more clearly defined after adoption. The

only sanction available to ensure that the statutory Duty to Co-operate is met is

in the hands of Inspectors through the examination of development plans. Given

the poor performance of local planning authorities historically in bringing forward

local plans for adoption, allied to resource constraints which will inevitably affect

their ability to undertake significant work in the future, it is entirely reasonable to

consider that Councils may not move as swiftly as they suggest at present to

review their adopted local plans in the near future. This is especially the case

where Authorities may be facing politically sensitive and difficult decisions with

regard to the allocation of greenfield and Green Belt land to meet housing needs

arising in a neighbouring local planning authority.
1.19 It is our genuine concern that unless the nettle is grasped now and the strategic

matter of the unmet housing needs arising in Birmingham is dealt with in the
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current round of development plan making, there is a very real risk that without
any effective sanction and no clear processes which in any way bind the relevant
authorities, the development plan making process will fail to deliver strategic

planning in relation to the wider Birmingham city region.
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2. Key Challenges

Kev Challenge 3

The BDP has helpfully identified the key challenges that the District faces, but has

omitted to refer to the clearly understood challenge of meeting the unmet

housing needs of Birmingham. Key challenge 3 is of particular note. This

references meeting the growth needs of the District up to 2030 and beyond by

ensuring that there is an adequate supply of appropriate housing and

employment land thus providing certainty for the development industry. The fact

that the Plan seems reluctant to do anything more than deliver an "adequate"

supply of housing and employment land singularly fails to reflect Government

policy, particular paragraph 47, NPPF and the requirement to boost significantly

the supply of housing. .

2.1

The greater concern however is that the reality of the BDP is that it singularly

falls to meet key challenge 3. It does not propose to meet the growth needs of

the District to 2030 and beyond, it does not ensure that there Is the requisite

supply of appropriate housing and employment land and, In turn, it does not

provide certainty for the development industry. It is our contention, evidenced

throughout these representations, that the reality of this Plan is that it seeks to

address growth needs of the District to 2023 only. Assuming adoption in 2014

this is therefore a period of only 9 years post adoption. This, in our view, is

contrary to paragraph 157, NPPF which refers to a 15 year timescale as

preferable when preparing Local Plans. It also conflicts, fundamentally with the

central approach of the NPPF to use the planning system to promote sustainable

economic growth, deliver a significant increase in the supply of housing and to

plan positively for new development. Unfortunately the Plan fails to meet key

challenge 3 which the District Council itself has identified. The failure to meet this

challenge is so significant that it renders the plan as a whole fundamentally

unsound unless it is substantially modified.

2.2
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The Vision3.
Paragraph 4.2

Section 4 sets out the vision for the District at 2030. Paragraph 4.2 of the Vision
is that: "people from all sections of society will have been provided with access to

homes, jobs and services". The BDP is not capable of delivering this vision to

2030. In terms of housing the policy approach of the Plan is to 'deliver' on
housing need to 2023 only. It is proposed that an ill defined review process (see
response to Policy BDP3 and BDP4) will address the delivery of housing post 2023
in the period to 2030. As such the BDP, as prepared, cannot deliver on a vision
which states that all sections of society will have been provided with access to a
home. At present the evidence base does not exist to demonstrate how or
whether this will occur. It is therefore from the outset of the Plan that this

fundamental difficulty occurs, namely the inability of the core policies contained
within the Plan to cover the lifetime of it. This is in clear contradiction of the NPPF

and is unsound. The Draft National Planning Practice Guidance (October, 2013)
relating to Local Plans is of note in this regard in clearly stating that: "The Local

Plan should make clear what is intended to happen in the area over the life of

the plan (my emphasis supplied), where and when this will occur and how it will

be delivered".

3.1

'>

Paragraph 4.12

Paragraph 4.12 of the Vision as drafted Is misleading and unsound. This states

that the: "Green Belt boundary will remain unchanged..". The reality is that this is

not what is proposed over the lifetime of the Plan. A key part of the strategy of

the Plan is that the Green Belt will need to be reviewed and rolled back in

appropriate locations in order to accommodate the development requirements of

the District in the period to 2030. Irrespective of our firm view (set out in our
response to Policy BDP4), that this Green Belt review needs to take place now as

part of the evidence of this Local Plan, the Vision should acknowledge that by

2030 the Green Belt boundary will have been drawn back in certain locations. It is

not responsible to give the impression to the reader that the Green Belt will not

be altered given the clear commitment in the Plan that Green Belt review is

necessary. Although the cross reference to footnote 8 is noted this, in our view, is

confusing and adds nothing in terms of a Vision. Paragraph 154, NPPF is clear

3.2

;

L
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that Local Plans should be realistic. The Vision needs to properly reflect the

realistic fact that the Green Belt boundary w!ichange.

Strategic Objectives4.

Objective SQ4

In general terms the majority of the objectives are satisfactory. Objection is

raised, however, to Objective S04. This is, at best, implicit about the need for the

District to meet their full requirements for market and affordable housing over

the plan period. This does need to be made much more explicit as it is a critical

issue facing the District that must be addressed within the Plan if it is to be

sound. As evidenced in our response to Policy BDP3 and BDP4, the Plan has not

made the delivery of housing to meet objectively assessed requirements over the

lifetime of the BDP an intrinsic part of its preparation. This is, in turn, contrary to

the provisions of paragraph 47 of the NPPF to boost housing supply and

paragraph 156, NPPF which is clear that Local Planning Authorities should set out

the strategic priorities for the area in the Local Plan including the delivery of the

homes needed In the area. Given this inherent failure the plan as a whole is

unsound.

4.1

BDP1 Policy Sustainable Development Principles5.

We welcome the inclusion of a policy in accordance with the presumption in

favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. No objection is therefore

raised to Part BDP1.1 or BDP1.2 of the Policy. We have also noted BDP1.4,
criteria A to J and have no significant concerns.

5.1

5.2 However, with regard to BDP1.3 of the Policy when referencing footnote 9 of the

NPPF the policy uses the phrase "remaining land designated as Green Belt". This

phrase does not feature in footnote 9 of the NPPF and it is unclear what is meant

by this. Land is either within the Green Belt or it is not at the point when

applications are made and determined taking into account paragraph 14, NPPF.
The reference here is unclear to the reader and ineffective. It does nothing to
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assist the decision maker in terms of how they should react to a development
proposal. As such Section BDP1.3 of Policy BDP1 should be re-worded to

correctly reflect the Framework.

BDP2 Policy Settlement Hierarchy Policy6.

The settlement hierarchy is largely supported as sound. The policy at parts

BDP2.1, BDP.2.2, BDP2.3 and BDP2.4 list four facets of the hierarchy and
importantly it does not say that sites within the four facets will come forward in

the priority order that they are listed. Therefore all must be treated as having the
same priority and this is an approach which we support as commensurate with
the NPPF objective to boost supply. It avoids the potential for sites to be held
back unnecessarily. This is particularly important in Bromsgrove District which
has experienced difficulties in maintaining a 5 year supply of deliverable housing
sites as required by the NPPF. As such the approach of the hierarchy is supported

as sound. If anything further clarification in the supporting text that the hierarchy
is nfi£ to be applied in priority order would be of benefit. The reference to

development sites in or adjacent to large settlements is supported as sound in

the context of the NPPF Imperative to deliver development that is sustainable.

, n

Future Housing and Employment Growth7.

Policy BDP3 and its attendant paragraphs contain a strategy for the delivery of

housing that is not in accordance with the NPPF. It is not positively prepared,
justified or effective. It is unsound. The reasons for this are explored below.

7.1

The NPPF at paragraph 17 sets out a set of core land use planning principles that

should underpin plan making, as well as decision taking. One of these core
principles is that planning should "proactively drive and support" the delivery of

development including the homes that the country needs. This core principle of

the NPPF requires "every effort" to be made within an area to objectively identify
and then to meet housing needs. Authorities are charged with delivering a:

"clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in

their area".

7.2

NOVEMBER 2013 | CM i BIR.4226 bd



Pegasus
Bromsgrove District Plan - Proposed Submission
Representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates

Group

7.3 Paragraph 47 of the NPPF goes on to reflect this principle in terms of delivering

housing. Paragraph 47 clearly sets out the importance which the Government

attaches to the delivery of housing. Authorities are required to "boost significantly

the supply of housing" and: "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....including identifying key sites which are

critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period". There are

further Indicators of the importance which the Government attaches to meeting

housing requirements. The Housing and Growth Ministerial Statement (6th

September, 2012) explains that the number one priority is to get the economy

growing. It acknowledges that the need for new homes is acute and supply

remains constrained. The statement stresses the need to get more homes built

and to have a planning system that works proactively to support the growth the

country needs.

Given the provisions of the NPPF there can be no doubt that a key function of the

Local Plan making process Is to plan to meet, in full the need for housing over the

plan period. Policy BDP3 does not, in our view, achieve this. The strategy

advocated in Policy BDP3 Is as follows. An overall housing land provision target of

7,000 net additional dwellings is identified for the period 2011 to 2030. Within

that overall target It is proposed that 4,600 dwellings are delivered by 2023 on

land that Is not currently located in the Green Belt. To this extent the Plan

proposes a strategy for the delivery of housing to this point only - a period of only

9 years post adoption (assuming adoption in 2014). Between 2023 and 2030 the

Council purport that there will be a requirement for a further 2,400 new dwellings

to deliver the overall Plan target of 7,000 new dwellings. The Plan, as drafted,
does not provide a strategy for the delivery of these houses on the basis that land

will need to be released from the Green Belt to accommodate the housing and

that a review of the Green Belt has not been undertaken at this stage. In short

the delivery of housing in the period between 2023 and 2030 is being "put off" by

the Authority. Our detailed views of this approach to Green Belt are dealt with in

response to Policy BDP4.

7.4
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7.5 It is clear from the above that Policy BDP3 advocates an approach to the delivery
of housing that is the polar opposite to the requirements of the NPPF. It is not an
approach which "proactively drives" the delivery of housing over the lifetime of
the Plan. It is short term and seeks to avoid making decisions about delivery. It
does not make "every effort" to meet the need for housing. In contrast it looks to
delay the effort of undertaking the Green Belt Review now. In so doing the Plan
does not provide a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for
development in their area. As a strategy and approach to plan making it Is
unsound.

Moving away from the macro strategy issue it is also necessary to consider the
evidence base upon which the 7,000 dwelling requirement figure 2011 to 2030 is
proposed. Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that authorities should have a clear
understanding of housing needs in their area and should prepare a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) to assess their full housing needs, working

with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative
boundaries. Notwithstanding the Birmingham factor discussed in other
representations to this Plan, Paragraph 8.19 of the BDP informs us that the
Authority has sought to prepare a joint SHMA with its neighbours in the County
through the preparation of the Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market
Assessment of February 2012. We are informed that the 7,000 requirement figure
is derived from the outputs of this SHMA assessment. This is the key evidence
base document underpinning the housing requirement.

7.6

V
/

O’

The robustness of the SHMA has been subject to a degree of testing by the
Inspector considering the South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP). The

Interim Conclusions of the Inspector were published on the 28th October 2013. It
must now be of concern to the District that the Inspector is critical of the SHMA.
Indeed he states, in his covering letter that: "My most important finding is that
the modelling and analysis in the February 2012 SHMA do not provide a reliable

basis for identifying the level of housing need in South Worcestershire over the

plan period". The Councils of South Worcestershire are, in turn, being asked by
the Inspector to undertake some further modelling and analysis in order to derive

an objective assessment of housing need over the plan period. Given that this is

the same SHMA with the same methodologies that is relied upon by Bromsgrove

District it is imperative, before proceeding further, that the District assure

7.7
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themselves that the evidence base is robust and credible. If it is unsound to rely

on it in South Worcestershire then the implication could well be that it is unsound

to rely on it at Bromsgrove.

The District Council include, at paragraph 8.22, a table which seeks to

demonstrate how the components of the proposed delivery to 2023 are made up.
A number of sources of supply are identified including: completions 2011 to 2013,
commitments, Bromsgrove Expansion Sites, Remaining Development Sites,Other

SHLAA sites and windfall allowance. There is a concern about some of these

sources of supply as evidenced below.

7.8

\ C

The plan identifies commitments at 1052 dwellings. This is made up of 99

dwellings under construction from across a total of 18 sites and 953 dwellings

with planning permission from a total of 89 sites. The Council has applied no

discounting to this commitment figure. This is said to be on the basis that the

Authority has no evidence to suggest that the sites will not come forward within

five years. This, in our view, is not a realistic assumption and, in reality it is likely

that a proportion of the dwellings from sites with permission will not be delivered.

7.9

7.10 When calculating housing land supply in the current housing market, which is in a

process of recovery, an appropriate level of discounting should be included in

order to allow for: sites where permissions expire, circumstances where schemes

are redesigned to lower densities to improve viability; sites which have planning

permission for valuation purposes with no intention of being built, particularly

small sites and circumstances where sites are uneconomic to develop and will not

come forward until the housing market has fully recovered. It is therefore

reasonable to allow for a 10% non implementation discount on sites with planning

permission. This approach is supported by "Housing Land Availability", DOE

Planning and Research Paper and has been supported by Inspectors In a number

of recent appeal decisions.

7.11 To conclude it is important for the Authority to be robust in its delivery

assumptions in order to be confident that there is sufficient supply to cover not

only the five year but longer term period. Indeed this is particularly pressing with
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the strategy proposed by Bromsgrove District as they are only really seeking to
deliver housing to a period of 9 years post adoption. If Bromsgrove are over
optimistic in terms of their delivery assumptions then they may not have a supply

to 2023 and they will not, given that Borough is 90% Green Belt, have a resource
of identified land or sites (given the failure to undertake the Green Belt Review
now) to draw on to make good the break in delivery. Indeed other authorities
have fallen foul by including unrealistic delivery assumptions within the
Development Plan. In Newcastle under Lyme, the Borough are considering
whether to prepare a new Local Plan (after only recently adopting a Joint Core
Strategy) on the basis that insufficient sites are available to actually deliver the
strategy. Further information is provided in response to Policy BDP4 on this point.

7.12 The Council approach to windfall sites is also confusing and would appear, at
present, to be unsound. The plan suggests that windfalls are included on the
basis of delivering 30 dwellings per annum over the period 2014 to 2030 totalling
480 dwellings. The impression given in the source of supply table at paragraph
8.22 Is, however, that all of these windfalls will be delivered by 2023 in order to

support the 4,600 dwelling target to be achieved without recourse to the Green
Belt. It is unclear why this windfall figure would not be 270 dwellings ie 2014 to

2023. Clarification on this issue is therefore required. Notwithstanding this issue,
however, the NPPF is clear in paragraph 48 that the use of windfalls should only
be in the first five years and then only if there is compelling evidence to support

this. Clearly the Plan, in including a windfall allowance over the liftetime of it, is
contrary to the NPPF. A windfall allowance over a five year period 2014 to 2019
would only give 150 windfalls and even these should only be included if
compelling evidence can be demonstrated. We would suggest that no such

evidence has been produced. To conclude we are in no way convinced that the
evidence supports the approach to windfalls. At present this approach must be
regarded as not justified and unsound.

;

7.13 In light of the above we consider Policy BDP3 and its attendant paragraphs to be
fundamentally unsound. It is not positively prepared, will fail to meet objectively
assessed housing requirements and is not effective. In addition the Plan is

inconsistent with the NPPF. This is such a critical aspect of the Plan that the Plan

needs to be substantially modified. As explored further in our response to Policy
BDP4 in our view, there is a need to review the Green Belt now and identify a
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strategy which is capable, as far as possible, of identifying how development

requirements to 2030 and beyond will be met.

8. BDP4 Green Belt

The strategy of the Plan relating to Green Belt covers paragraph 8.23 to 8.39

Inclusive and BDP4 Policy Green Belt. We consider the Policy and its attendant

explanation to be unsound. As the Council's approach to the Green Belt

represents so fundamental a part of the strategy of the Plan, we consider it

renders the whole plan as unsound unless it is substantially modified.

8.1

8.2 The NPPF, Paragraph 83 is clear that it is the role of a review of the Local Plan to

alter Green Belt boundaries in exceptional circumstances. As established in our

response to Policy BDP3 in order to meet housing requirements over the lifetime

of the Plan, there is a clear and unquestionable imperative to utilise land currently

located in the Green Belt. In short, within Bromsgrove District the requirement to

deliver the objectively assessed need for housing as required by the NPPF is an
exceptional circumstance that requires appropriate alterations to the Green Belt

boundary. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF goes on to state that it is at the time of the

Local Plan review that: "authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries

having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should

be capable of enduring beyond the plan periodParagraph 85 of the NPPF is also

of note stating that when defining boundaries, local authorities should: "satisfy

themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period".

8.3 The strategy of the Plan is in clear contradiction to the provisions of the NPPF.
The Council are now at a stage where they are undertaking a review of the Plan

to 2030 and at a time when they are in no doubt that the Green Belt boundary

needs to be altered not at the end of the plan period but significantly in advance

of the end of the development plan period to meet their development

requirements. As such the NPPF is clear that It is now, through this Local Plan
Review, that the issue of rolling back the Green Belt to meet development

requirements over the plan period should be dealt with. The Council has simply

chosen not to grapple with the difficult issue of Green Belt release at this time.
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8.4 The suggestion proffered in paragraph 8.28 of the Plan is that the strategy of the

Council to delay the Green Beit review is due to the "urgency to have an adopted

up to date District Plan". This is not a credible or robust justification for the
Council's approach. The Council has not demonstrated, to date, urgency In this

Local Plan Review process. Paragraph 1.11 of the Plan demonstrates that the

review process has been ongoing since 2005. The Council were certainly

cognisant of the need to review the Green Belt to meet development

requirements prior to and following the publication of the last consultation stage

of the Local Plan. The Draft Core Strategy 2 consultation was published in January

2011, approaching two years ago and acknowledged the need to review the
Green Belt. Certainly Pegasus Group at that time objected to the approach of
putting off the Green Belt review and urged the District to undertake the process
immediately in order that development requirements over the whole plan period
could be met and that the risk of the Plan being found unsound could be avoided.
Paragraph 8.37 of the BDP notes that through consultation feedback: "a
considerable amount of comments considered that the Council should do the

Green Belt review now to ensure sufficient land is available for development". The

Council has simply made a decision to seek to avoid making the difficult, and
often controversial decisions about releasing Green Belt land.

8.5 In our view this approach of the Council is inherently contrary to the spirit of the
NPPF and is not consistent with it. It is a strategy which cannot be said to seek to

meet the objectively assessed development requirements over the plan period as
evidenced in our response both to this Policy (BDP4) and Policy BDP3 above. As

such it is not positively prepared. For reasons explored below, we also consider

that It is not an effective approach to plan making.

The mechanism for the plan to be delivered over the period to 2030 is not

addressed within the Policy or its accompanying text. Paragraph 8.28 states that

in advance of 2023 a Green Belt Review will be undertaken which will remove

(emphasis supplied) sufficient land from the Green Belt to address the unmet

housing needs over the plan period, address needs beyond 2030 and deal with

cross boundary development needs of the conurbation in the plan period. Three

crucial elements of the Local Plan Review. There is however a clear difficulty with

this approach. A Green Belt Review is not able to remove land from the Green

Belt.

8.6
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A Green Belt Review is certainly an important evidence based document that can

consider and make recommendations as to where the Green Belt could and

should be rolled back. It is not, however, a Local Plan document and it is quite

clear from the NPPF that it is the Local Plan which is the means by which Green

Belt boundaries are amended. As a strategy therefore a commitment within this

Plan to undertake a review of the Green Belt in order to meet needs over the plan

period to 2030 is not a strategy which is capable of delivering on the objectively

assessed development requirements. Accordingly it is not effective and is

unsound.

8.7

Part BDP4.2 of the Plan, in contradiction of paragraph 8.28, is perhaps more

accurate regarding what is intended by the Authority. Reference is made to a

"Local Plan Review" being undertaken which will include the full review of the

Green Belt and that this will occur in advance of 2023. At no place in the

supporting text is reference made to a Local Plan Review. All other references

imply that it is the Green Belt Review that will address the issue. We would agree

with the Authority's reference at part BDP4.2 of the Policy that a Local Plan

Review is the appropriate mechanism by which land can be released from the

Green Belt. It is, indeed, for this reason that we are firm in our view that this

should be undertaken now. This Plan is, after all, a review of a Local Plan and one

that purports to cover a period 2011 to 2030.

8.8

The reality is that the Council have not put forward a Plan which is deliverable

over a period 2011 to 2030. It is a Plan which they consider is deliverable to 2023

only and one which would need to be immediately reviewed as, allowing for

adoption in 2014, it would cover a period of no more than 9 years. Given that this

Local Plan Review has been ongoing since 2005 it is improbable that we can

expect a further Review to take place at speed. This places at considerable risk

the ability of the District Council to have a Plan in place which looks to proactively

address meeting development requirements. This provides no certainty for the

development industry, is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective. It

is a plan which will have a Green Belt which is: "only maintained in the short to

medium term" (paragraph 8.28, Submission Local Plan). It is unsound. It is

essential, in our view, to deal with the Green Belt review now and get a long term

Plan In place which is robust and credible. It might mean delay now but it would

avoid the inevitable further delay and uncertainty which would immediately follow

as a further Review process is embarked upon.

8.9
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It is a requirement of paragraph 14, NPPF that "Local Plans should meet

objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change". It
is our contention that the strategy proposed by the Authority does not allow for
sufficient flexibility to adapt to change. It is therefore unsound. A key role of the
Local Plan is to ensure that sufficient land of suitable quality is allocated and
deliverable over the plan period (paragraph 47, NPPF). There is, in our view, a
risk that a Plan which offers a delivery strategy to 2023 only, a period of 9 years
post adoption, Is not sufficiently flexible. In a scenario whereby there is an
unforeseen delay In the sites allocated within the Plan coming forward then the
Council could be In a position whereby there are insufficient allocated sites
consistent with the strategy of the Plan which are capable of making good any
shortfall or break in the supply. This could potentially leave the Authority exposed
to rogue planning applications made on the basis of a lack of a 5 year housing
land supply which are not consistent with the hierarchical approach envisaged in
the Local Plan.

8.10

8.11 In light of the above Policy BDP4 and its attendant text are unsound on the basis
that it Is not positively prepared, will fail to meet objectively assessed housing

requirements and is not effective. In addition the plan is unsound as it is
singularly inconsistent with the NPPF. To repeat this is such a critical aspect of the
Plan that it renders the plan as a whole fundamentally unsound unless it is

substantially modified. In our view there is a need to review the Green Belt now
and identify a strategy which is capable, as far as possible, of identifying how
development requirements to 2030 and beyond will be met. In addition, as
expressed elsewhere in these representations, the development requirements

that should be met Include those arising in Birmingham that it would be
appropriate to meet.

BDP5A Policy Bromsgrove Town Expansion Sites Policy9.

We are in support of the hierarchy of development identified in Policy BDP2.
Likewise we support the three urban extension sites at Bromsgrove Town (BROM

1,BROM 2 and BROM 3).

9.1
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In other representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates reference is

made to the potential for additional land at Norton Farm to meet housing needs in

the district.

9.2

10. BDP5B Policy Other Development Sites Policy

10.1 In other representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates, the potential

for additional land to be identified at Bleak House Farm, Wythall is referred to.

11. RCBD 1.1 Policy - Redditch Cross Boundary Development

11.1 We support the need to identify urban extensions to Redditch, located within

Bromsgrove District, and concur that the exceptional circumstances to justify

Green Belt release on the edge of the town have been met.

\

11.2 We support the identification of RCBD 1.8 Site to Brockhill, as a sustainable urban

extension to provide for a minimum of 600 dwellings. The Brockhill Urban

Extension is in a sustainable location, and relates well to the proposed allocation

across the border in Redditch, building upon successful growth in the residential

population in this area in the past. There is significant and credible evidence to

support the proposed urban extension, particularly with regard to deliverability.
11.3 We object, however, to the scale of the urban extension proposed at Foxlydiate.

We are firmly of the view that RCBD 1.1 Policy is unsound as presently drafted, in

relation to the identification of an urban extension of the scale proposed as this is

not justified when other sustainable and deliverable alternatives are considered,
is not based on robust or credible evidence, especially in relation to deliverability,
and therefore is not effective.

11.4 We are particularly concerned that the Foxlydiate proposals are not deliverable at

the scale envisaged within the Plan Period. We have seen no evidence to support

the deliverability of the site, in particular the significant private sector investment

which will be required in order to bring forward the land for development by

house builders. The scale of development envisaged over the Plan Period is very

ambitious in a single location, and we are unsure as to the credibility of proposals

which concentrate so much development in this location on the edge of Redditch.
This is especially the case when considering the additional 600 dwellings
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proposed on an allocation within Redditch itself, bringing the total to 3,400
dwellings over the plan period.

11.5 Of crucial importance to determining whether or not the plan is sound Is the
viability of the proposals contained in it. Of particular importance therefore is the
question of the viability and deliverability of 2,800 dwellings on the edge of
Redditch, especially when considered alongside proposals for an additional 600
dwellings within Redditch but In this location, over the plan period. In order to
establish whether or not such an ambitious proposal is viable and deliverable, we
would expect to see evidence in particular with regard to any necessary
infrastructure funding which is a pre-requisite to development, the likely phasing
and therefore the ability of development to proceed from more than one location
and a realistic and achievable trajectory for the delivery of such a large number
of dwellings over the Plan Period.

11.6 We do not believe any substantive or meaningful evidence has been submitted in
support of the Foxlydiate proposal, and this raises concerns as to the involvement
of experienced and credible developers who have a track record of delivery in
such circumstances, and the commitment of the respective landowners to the
proposals. It will, in our view, be essential that these matters are fully addressed
and that the viability of the proposals, using proportionate evidence, is clearly
demonstrated in order for the plan as currently proposed to be considered sound.
In our view it is not sound as no evidence is submitted to demonstrate the
proposal is deliverable and too much reliance is placed on too large a number of
dwellings in a single location over the plan period.

11.7 The Framework is dear at Paragraph 173 that plans should be deliverable and in
our view we do not believe that the plan can be found to be "effective" In
circumstances where no evidence has been produced as to the deliverability of
such a key development proposal. It is a serious flaw to have proposed an urban
extension of 2,800 dwellings over the plan period without any credible evidence
as to the deliverability or viability of the proposals and this serious omission
renders RCBD 1.1Policy unsound.

11.8 In addition, we also consider that the spatial distribution of development
proposed under the Foxlydiate urban extension is inappropriate in relation to the
proper and sustainable development over the longer term of Redditch. The
proposal to extend development so far alongside the A448 and at such distance
from the existing edge of Redditch and in particular from the town centre does
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not we believe represent a sound way of planning for the sustainable

development of the town.

11.9 With regard to other deficiencies in the evidence which the Council relies upon to

support the choice of Foxlydiate as an urban extension, we believe it is a serious

omission that in terms of landscape and visual matters the Council's Housing

Growth Development Study (TTie Study) is not supported by a formal landscape

and visual appraisal, in accordance with the appropriate professional standards,
when considering the key issue of the setting in the landscape of significant urban

extensions. In the context of a review of the Green Belt and the potential it has

to accommodate significant new development we consider that the lack of a

professionally based landscape and visual appraisal, to recognised industry

standards, is so serious a deficiency in terms of the comparison of the relative

merits of the areas studied around the edge of Redditch as to undermine the

credibility of the choice and in particular the scale of the Foxlydiate proposal.

11.10 In coming to a conclusion that the Foxlydiate proposal, of the scale envisaged, is

the most appropriate and therefore a sound choice, we note that the Study does

not properly describe the conclusions drawn by the Council's own Bromsgrove

Green Infrastructure Baseline Report. In particular, most of the Foxlydiate site is

classed as high landscape sensitivity, in contrast to other areas around the edge

of Redditch, in particular lands under the control of our client, Gallagher Estates.

11.11 The conclusions of the Baseline Report in addition refer to Landscape and Green

Infrastructure quality, describing the Foxlydiate site as mostly categorised as

"good", and further identifies development opportunities in relation to landscape

type, describing the area of the Foxlydiate proposal as having limited opportunity.
It is also worthy of note that the Foxlydiate proposal has a much higher

probability of involving the use of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land.

11.12 Overall therefore, our conclusion in relation to RCBD 1.7 Site 1Foxlydiate, is that

the proposal as currently drafted in the Policy is unsound on the basis of an

absence of evidence to justify the proposal and a lack of evidence as to its

deliverability and viability. As previously noted,we support the proposal at RCBD

1.8 Site 2 Brockhill, and our suggested remedy in order to render RCBD 1.1 Policy

sound is to reduce significantly the risks in terms of delivery at Foxlydiate by

reducing the scale of the proposal to 1,800 dwellings plus associated

infrastructure.
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11.13 The balance of 1,000 dwellings should, we contend, be delivered through a new
allocation at Bordesley, contained In a Main Modification if the plan is deemed
sound and legally compliant in other regards.
Bordeslev

11.14 Our client, Gallagher Estates, has been progressing proposals for a sustainable
urban extension in the Bordesley area for a number of years now, and has kept
Officers at both Reddltch and Bromsgrove Councils closely informed of the
emerging proposals. More recently these proposals have been refined, based on
a landscape and visual appraisal-led approach, leading to a revised allocation
boundary and a resulting capacity of a minimum of 1,000 dwellings with an
element of employment generating uses on part of the site. Accordingly attached
at Appendix 2 are a plan showing the proposed allocation boundary, particularly
in relation to the Brockhill proposed urban extension to the west, and a plan
showing a Composite Development Strategy which identifies the areas for built
development In a landscape and green infrastructure context.

11.15 Our client has been assembling evidence to support the sustainability of an urban
extension in this area, and attached at Appendix 3 is a Cultural Heritage Desk-
based Assessment, produced by Halcrow, at Appendix 4 an Ecological Appraisal
produced by CH2MHNI and a Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy, also
by CH2MHHI, attached at Appendix 5. The conclusion of all of these reports is

that development of the scale envisaged can be accommodated in the areas
identified subject to the necessary further detailed work appropriate at a planning
application stage and at which point appropriate mitigation measures would be
identified.

11.16 In addition, on behalf of my client Saveli Bird and Axon (SBA) has prepared two

Technical Notes in relation to the Bordesley proposals and the Councils' emerging
Infrastructure Delivery Plans. These Technical Notes are attached at Appendix
6. Both these notes point to significant failings in the site assessment process
that has been undertaken on behalf of Worcestershire County Council by Halcrow.

11.17 Technical Note 1 provides a summary of the transport impact assessment work
undertaken by Halcrow on behalf of the County Council to determine the
preferred urban extension proposals. The Note finds the transport and
accessibility analysis flawed, being inaccurate and crude and producing
misleading results which have fed into the process of site selection for the urban
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extension proposals to Redditch. Note 2 provides a more detailed assessment of

the relative accessibility of the two urban extension proposals contained in the

draft Plan, at Brockhill East and Foxlydiate, and the proposals my client is

suggesting at Bordesley.
accessibility of the sites it seems clear that the Foxlydiate proposal performs the

worst, with very significant implications for reliance on use of the private car

when compared to the options for walking and cycling.

Based upon this more accurate analysis of the

11.18 In public transport accessibility terms, in relation to the Bordesley proposals

attached at Appendix 7 is a letter from Diamond Bus one of the biggest

operators in Redditch indicating that they could serve the Bordesley proposals on

a 15 minute frequency for the sums set out in the letter. It is also the case that

any service proposed to serve the developments at Bordesley could also link to

Brockhill proposals to the west. Whilst it is likely that with this level of subsidy

operators such as Diamond Bus could provide public transport links to other

urban extension proposals around Redditch, we are not aware that any evidence

has been produced to support the public transport accessibility of the Foxlydiate

scheme.

11.19 In terms of highway infrastructure works to support the development of a

sustainable urban extension in the Bordesley area for a minimum of 1,000

dwellings and associated employment areas, my client Gallagher Estates can

deliver important junction improvement works at the Dagnell End

Road/Birmingham Road junction. In addition, my client can deliver the Bordesley

Bypass scheme, again a significant improvement in the strategic highway

network, and both of these highway infrastructure schemes will also be of benefit

to the Brockhill development proposals to the west. The ability to integrate the

delivery of strategic highway improvements,public transport facilities and walking

and cycling routes with the adjoining Brockhill urban extension proposals is a very

significant benefit of identifying an urban extension proposal in the Bordesley

area.

11.20 In summary, the Bordesley proposals being developed by our client represent a

sustainable urban extension to the north of Redditch, well related to the

proposals for growth to the north-west. The scheme is being progressed by a

reputable developer with a recognised track record In the delivery of schemes of

this scale. Detailed work has been undertaken and will be progressed which will

demonstrate the deliverability of the proposals in order to facilitate growth over
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the plan period. The scheme will deliver significant strategic highway benefits and
there are no constraints in relation to the proposals as indicated in the supporting
evidence provided. The proposals for a sustainable urban extension at Bordesley
will provide an attractive and popular location for housing growth which will relate
well to Redditch and complement growth elsewhere on the edge of the
settlement.

12. BDP6 Policy Infrastructure Contributions

Policy BDP6 is targeted at delivering necessary infrastructure in association with
development. No objection is raised to this approach in principle. Paragraph 157,
NPPF is clear that a strategic priority of plan making should be to: "plan positively
for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the
objectives, principles and policies of this Framework". The deliverabllity of
infrastructure does need, however, to be cognisant of viability. As recognised by
the Harman Report (Viability Testing Local Plans Advice for Housing Delivery
Practitioners - Sir John Harman, June 2012), at the Local Plan level viability is
very closely linked to the concept of deliverability. The link between viability and
deliverability is expressly recognised in the NPPF, particularly at paragraphs 173
and 174. The former states that: "sites and the scale of development identified in
the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens
that their ability to be developed viably is threatened". In turn paragraph 174
goes on to say that Local planning authorities should be able to demonstrate that
the cumulative impact of aJi of their policy requirements does not put the
implementation of the plan at serious risk.

12.1

i

12.2 At present the evidence base does not demonstrate that the Implications of the
cumulative viability of policy costs that are set out in the Local Plan (Policy BDP8
Affordable Housing, Policy BDP6, Policy BDP12 Sustainable Communities, Policy
BDP16 Sustainable Transport, Policy BDP19 High Quality Design, Policy BDP21
Natural Environment, Policy BDP23 Water Management, Policy BDP24 Green
Infrastructure) have been assessed. In turn no conclusion can be drawn as to the
viability and, in turn, delivery of the Plan as a whole. This is an omission from the
evidence base which is contrary to the express requirement of paragraph 174 of
the NPPF which states that Local Authorities should "assess the likely cumulative
impacts on development in their area.." and that, as set out above: "the
cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put implementation
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of the plan at serious risk". It is also in contradiction of Paragraph 177 which is

clear that: "it is important that local planning authorities understand district wide

development costs at the time Local Plans are drawn up".

12.3 In light of the above although we have no objection to the policy wording of

Policy BDP6 per se we have an overall serious concern that, at present, the plan

is unsound.It does not demonstrate that it is deliverable over the plan period and

is therefore ineffective. It is also expressly inconsistent with the NPPF which

requires an assessment of the cumulative Impact of all policy costs.

13. BDP7 Policy Housing Mix and Density

13.1 Part BDP7.1 of this Policy is concerned with housing mix. It is considered that this

policy provision, as drafted is not justified and is unsound.

13.2 The suggestion is that all development proposals need to focus on delivering 2

and 3 bedroom properties. Although the term "focus on" is not defined and is

therefore ambiguous in practice the implication is that on all sites the mix sought

will be predominantly 2 and 3 bedroom properties. Whilst we do not dispute that
it is appropriate for new housing to take into account identified housing need, by

focusing generally on delivering 2 and 3 bed dwellings on all development

proposals there could be a tendency to overlook the existing housing mix at the

micro level. As such rather than expanding the housing mix in a particular

location, new 2 and 3 bed dwellings could actually be adding to an existing supply

of similar dwellings. Paragraphs 8.88 and 8.92 of the BDP reinforce the difficulty

of having a policy which suggests a specific mix. The former acknowledges that

the household needs within the District are varied with the latter acknowledging

that there is likely to be a: "sustained demand for family housing recognising that

moderate and larger properties represent the aspiration for many households of
\

different age groups". Given this acknowledgement, a policy which skews

provision to predominantly 2 and 3 bedroom properties is not justified.

13.3 There appears to be an acceptance in the Policy that on larger schemes a wider

dwelling mix will be appropriate. No definition is provided as to when a scheme is

considered to be large which is ambiguous. The reality, however, is that it is a
geographical or locational requirement at a micro level as to appropriate mix as
opposed to relating solely to the size of a scheme. In reality a policy on mix
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needs to be less definitive. It has to be sufficiently flexible to adapt to changing
circumstances. Somewhat inevitably the information which has informed the mix
at this point in time may quickly become out of date. What may be correct today
may not be in 10 years time. We believe that the housing developers have a good
understanding of the markets within which they operate, as ultimately they will
only build what there is demand for within a given location. In light of these
concerns the policy is too definitive, is not justified, Is ineffective and unsound.
Accordingly this policy should be redrafted to refer to any proposed housing mix
on a new site taking into account existing housing types in the area and what the
housing market is seeking at the time.

14. BDP8 Policy Affordable Housing

14.1 We broadly support Policy BDP8. It is acknowledged that the delivery of
affordable housing is a key objective for the District Council. The use of the term
"up to" at BDP8.1 of the Policy in respect of the percentage targets is important.
Flexibility In this policy is necessary due to the boom and bust nature of the
housing market and given that circumstances will change continually over the
plan period. There should be flexibility on a scheme by scheme basis to ensure
scheme viability. It is, in light of this, not appropriate to use the term "in
exceptional circumstances" at BDP8.2. It is sufficient for the policy to
acknowledge that where the applicant can demonstrate that the required target
cannot be achieved then a lower level of provision will need to be negotiated. At
present the wording goes beyond what is justified and is unsound.

14.2 The reference to Lifetime Home Standards at part BDP8.5 is noted. Given that
this Is a policy dealing with affordable housing only then it is assumed that the
requirement for all homes to be Lifetime Home Standards is intended to relate to
affordable housing only and not market housing. This should be made clear within
the Policy. This is on the basis that, in respect of market housing, this is to be
encouraged rather than insisted upon. Indeed it is noted that in the policy
relating to the elderly (Policy BDP10) which is cross referenced the phrase used in

relation to the delivery of Lifetime Home Standards is that it will be "actively
encouraged". In short it does not appear to be a requirement in terms of Policy
BDP10. There is an inconsistency here that the BDP needs to address. We support
the term actively encouraged used in Policy BDP10 in respect of market housing
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on the basis that the standards are discretionary and whilst a number of house

builders do meet them voluntarily they should not be compulsory through

planning policy.

15. BDP19 Policy High Quality Design

15.1 It is acknowledged that the Government attaches great importance to the design

of the built environment and identifies that "good design" is a key aspect of

sustainable development (Paragraph 56, NPPF). As such we support the inclusion

of a policy encouraging good design in a manner consistent with the NPPF,
paragraph 59. In short design policies should: "avoid unnecessary prescription or

detail and should concentrate on guiding the overall scale, density, massing,
height, landscape, layout, materials and access of new development in relation to

neighbouring buildings and the local area more generally".. There are elements of

the proposed policy that go beyond this requirement and are subject to objection.

15.2 Part (a) of the policy places a requirement on developers to follow relevant

guidance and procedure to achieve good design. Although we do not object to

this as unsound we consider it does little to assist the decision maker in terms of

how they react to a development proposal in practice. Objection Is however

raised to part (c) of the Policy which seeks to "ensure" that residential
development achieves the highest standard of Building for Life. This Is far too

prescriptive and goes beyond what is justified. Building for Life is not a

mandatory requirement that is placed on developers. It is voluntary only. There is

no justification for Bromsgrove to apply it as mandatory. Criterion (c) is therefore

unsound and should be deleted.

15.3 Objection is also raised to criterion (d) which again uses the term 'ensure' in

relation to the Code for Sustainable Homes. The Government has not made

achieving a particular level against the Code for Sustainable Homes mandatory.
There is no legal requirement to meet C02 emission requirement of either Code 5

(100% improvement) or Code 6 (zero net). Certainly the latest Government

thinking, as evidenced In the DCLG Housing Standards Review Consultation
August 2013, is to phase out the Code for Sustainable Homes. In any event ail

development will need to meet various regulatory requirements at the time of

construction, including Building Regulations. There is, therefore, no requirement
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to make specific reference to these in policies. As such the inclusion of criterion
(d) as a requirement is not justified and should be deleted.

15.4 Objection is raised to the requirement for compliance with internal environmental
standards from a good practice guide as referred to In criterion (m). Again, this
goes too far in looking to make something that is to be taken into account a
mandatory process. This is not justified and reference to the Guide should be
deleted. Turning to criterion (o), this Is a further example of the Policy seeking to
impose something that is not mandatory, in this case 'Secure by Design', onto
development. This goes too far, is not justified in the local context and should be
deleted.

15.5 In summary criteria (c), (d), (m) and (o) in seeking to 'ensure' development
complies with non mandatory provisions goes beyond what is reasonable to
include in a policy which is aimed at encouraging good design. These criteria are
too prescriptive, are unjustified, not consistent with the NPPF and are unsound.
They should, therefore, be deleted.

16. BDP20 Policy Managing the Historic Environment

It is undoubtedly the case that the NPPF, as set out in its provisions at
paragraphs 126 to 141, seeks to conserve and enhance the historic environment.
We therefore support the inclusion of a policy which seeks to conserve and
enhance the historic environment of the District in principle. In practice, however,
we can find little or no support in the NPPF to justify the way in which Policy
BDP20 has been drafted. The Policy is very prescriptive and implies a level of

protection that offers no clear distinction between heritage assets which are

'designated' and those which are not. The NPPF is very clear, in paragraph 1.26

that heritage assets should be conserved "in a manner appropriate to their

significance". Paragraph 132 tells us that the more important the heritage asset

then the greater the weight of conserving that asset should be. This distinction is,
at best blurred and at worst not included at ail within Policy BDP20. No real
distinction appears to be made between heritage assets that are designated, non
designated heritage assets, the historic landscape, designated landscapes and

historic transport networks. This approach is not justified and is unsound.

16.1
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16.2 There are other aspects of the Policy that are of concern. The NPPF is clear that
there the purpose of the Local Plan policies are to assist the decision maker in

terms of how they should react to a development proposal. As such the reference
to potentially designating new conservation areas is completely superfluous and
unnecessary. Part BDP20.7 should therefore be deleted. In turn, there is also no

need to include Part BDP20.8 which seeks to identify a "material consideration".
This is not a matter for inclusion within a policy and should be deleted. Objection

is also raised to Part BDP20.10. This seeks to resist demolition of buildings, trees
or landscape features which are said to make a positive contribution to an area's
character. This is for too restrictive and is not a matter appropriate to managing

the historic environment. Again, there is no need to include Part BDP20.12 of the
Policy which simply suggests that the Council will update its local list of assets.
This also applies to Part 20.19 which simply sets out an intention of the Council to

undertake studies. These policy elements are not effective in terms of delivery

and should be deleted.

16.3 We object to Policy BDP 20 as drafted as being unsound. This Policy needs to be

substantially modified in order to be sound. It should be clear and concise and

reflect clearly the distinction between designated and non designated heritage

assets. The unnecessarily detail which does not assist the decision maker should

be deleted from the Plan.

17. BDP21 Policy Natural Environment

17.1 As with Policy BDP20 relating to the Historic Environment, Policy BDP21 goes

beyond what should be expected from development having regard to the NPPF. It
cannot be an 'expectation' that all developments will, as suggested at part (a),
create core areas of high conservation value. We can find no justification for this

as an expectation in the NPPF. The same concern goes to the expectation of

development to design in wildlife. A further concern is that the implications that
the provisions may have for the viability of developments. This concern is linked
to the points made in respect of Policy BDP6. The cost implications of all of these

'expectations' on development are simply not quantified. As such large parts of
this policy appear to be unjustified, go beyond the requirements of the NPPF and
are unsound. This policy needs, therefore to be substantially modified.
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18. BDP22 Policy Climate Change

18.1 We are broadly supportive of Policy BDP22. The Policy would benefit from
amendment to make it clear however that it is for developers to determine the
mitigation for carbon emissions (allowable solutions).
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IN THE MATTER OF:

THE BROMSGROVE LOCAL PLAN
AND THE STATUTORY DUTY TO CO-OPERATE

OPINION

INTRODUCTION

1. I am instructed by Pegasus Planning Group on behalf of Gallagher Estates.

The latter have landholding interests within the Bromsgrove District Council

administrative area.

2. Bromsgrove District Council ("the council") has published the submission

version of the Bromsgrove District Plan 2011-2013 ("the BDP"). Pegasus has

prepared submissions on the BDP on behalf of Gallagher Estates, and I have

been provided with a copy of those submissions. The submissions focus on

the tests of soundness, and set out what is in my opinion a compelling case

as to why the plan as proposed to be submitted is unsound.

3. I am asked to advice on the specific issue of whether the council has

discharged its statutory duty to co-operate in the preparation of the plan. In

my opinion this legal duty has not be discharged, for the simple reason that

the council has failed to co-operate with Birmingham City Council ("BCC") to

devise any meaningful or effective policy to address the strategic cross

boundary issue of how the council will contribute to helping BCC to meet its

future housing needs. BCC has recently endorsed for consultation the pre-

submission version of its development plan, and as widely anticipated the



plan confirms that it will fail to meet the objectively assessed housing needs
of the City. The shortfall will be in excess of 30,000 dwellings, and it is

inevitable that the shortfall will have to be met within the administrative

boundaries of adjoining authorities, including Bromsgrove.

4. For the reasons Pegasus explain more fully in their submissions on the BDP, it

is not overly dramatic to state that the inability of BCC to meet its objectively

assessed housing needs is the most important planning issue facing the sub-

region. Birmingham is the economic driver of the region, and if the region

cannot deliver sufficient homes to meet the housing needs of its population

there are bound to be severe adverse socio-economic impacts, and these
impacts will threaten economic recovery in the short-term, economic growth

in the medium term, and undermine social cohesion in the long-term. With
the demise of the regional planning bodies and the regional strategies

through which these bodies sought to address cross-boundary issues, the

statutory duty to co-operate represents the only method through which
strategic issues can be addressed and regional needs met.

THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE:STATUTORY PROVISIONS

5. The legal requirements in relation to the duty to cooperate are as follows.
The Inspector must determine whether the council has complied with the

duty to co-operate set out in section 33A of the 2004 Act (section 20(5)(a)). If

he is not satisfied that the duty has been complied with, he must recommend

non-adoption of the document (section 20 (7A). In the event of a failure to

comply with duty to co-operate, the inspector has no power to make

recommendations that would make the plan sound (section 20(7)(B) and (C)).

6. The Council has a duty to cooperate with other local planning authorities "in

maximising the effectiveness with which activities within subsection (3) are

undertaken" (s.33A(l)). One of the activities included within subsection (3) is

"the preparation of development plan documents... so far as relating to a



strategic matter." What constitutes a "strategic matter" is set out in

subsection (4), and includes (s.33A(4)(a)) "sustainable development or use of

land that has or would have a significant impact on at least two planning

areas...".

7. Section 33A(2) makes clear that the duty to co-operate requires "in

particular" (i.e. is not limited to) an LPA to "engage constructively, actively

and on an ongoing basis" with other local planning authorities in the

preparation of its development plan. Section 33A(6) further clarifies that

"engagement" includes, "in particular", "considering whether to consult on

and prepare, and enter into and publish, agreements on joint approaches to

the undertaking of activities within subsection(3)."

THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE: NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

8. The NPPF contains a number of references to the duty to act co-operatively

and explains what the duty requires. Paragraph 157 provides "Crucially, Local

Plans should be: based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities, ...".

Paragraph 159 states: "Local planning authorities should have a clear

understanding of housing needs in their area. They should: prepare a

Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs,

working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross

administrative boundaries.

9. The main substance of the policy guidance is set out in paragraphs 178 to

181:

178. Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross

administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic

priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government expects joint working on

areas of common interest to be diligently undertakenfor the mutual benefit
of neighbouring authorities.



179. Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies

to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly

coordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans. Joint working

should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet

development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own

areas -for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so

would cause significant harm to the principles and policies of this Framework.
As part of this process, they should consider producing joint planning policies

on strategic matters and informal strategies such as joint infrastructure and

investment plans.

180. Local planning authorities should take account of different geographic

areas, including travel-to-work areas. In two tier areas, county and district

authorities should cooperate with each other on relevant issues. Local

planning authorities should work collaboratively on strategic planning

priorities to enable delivery of sustainable development in consultation with

Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships. Local planning

authorities should also work collaboratively with private sector bodies, utility

and infrastructure providers.

181. Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of
having effectively cooperated to planfor issues with cross-boundary impacts

when their Local Plans are submittedfor examination. This could be by way of
plans or policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of
understanding or a jointly prepared strategy which is presented as evidence

of an agreed position. Cooperation should be a continuous process of
engagementfrom initial thinking through to implementation, resulting in a

final position where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure
necessary to support current and projectedfuture levels of development.



10. Finally, paragraph 182 provides that an Inspector should assess whether a

Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Co-Operate, but

further merges the requirement with that of soundness, to the extent that

two are intertwined. So, "positively prepared" means "prepared based on a

strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and

infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from

neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with

achieving sustainable development". Effective means, in part, a plan "based

on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities".

11. National policy can therefore be distilled into the following principles:

(a) Full weight has to be accorded to the terms "engage" and "engagement"

[22];

(b) Engagement requires more than "consultation" [23];

(c) The NPPF, read as a whole, emphasises that engagement should be

collaborative "work" [22]-[23];

(d) An Inspector, and in turn a court on a legal challenge, should scrutinise

the level of communication between local authorities [28]-[29];

(e) Government guidance as to best practice, in addition to the NPPF, e.g.

from Planning Advisory Service may be a relevant consideration [30];

(f) Occasional or nominal collaboration is wholly insufficient [29], [30]-[32];

(g) All affected or neighbouring authorities should be contacted, it is not

sufficient to focus on a limited few [31];

(h) There must in all the circumstances, be evidence of "dialogue" between



authorities [33].

THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE: NATIONAL PLANNING GUIDANCE

12. The government has been consulting on a web-based national planning

guidance document, and this has been available in Beta version. The
consultation period has now ended, and it is not known what changes will be
made to the guidance, if any. The guidance contains a fairly lengthy section

on the duty to cooperate. If the guidance as currently set out changes, I will
revisit this advice. However, as matters stand the guidance is a material
consideration, albeit one that probably merits limited weight because it may

change. Nonetheless, I believe it is valuable to consider its contents, because
it shows the "direction of travel." Moreover, changes to it are likely to be

limited, because the guidance cannot change what appears either in the
statutory provisions or in the NPPF, and in my opinion the guidance as
currently set out is broadly in conformity with both the source of the duty to

co-operate and its interpretation in national planning policy.

13. The following sections of the NPG are particular assistance (emphasis has
been added):

The duty to cooperate seeks to ensure that local planning authorities lead

strategic planning effectively through their local plans, addressing social,

environmental and economic issues...

... the duty to consult ... goes beyond a requirement to simply consult. The

duty means that local planning authorities and other public bodies must work

together constructively from the outset of plan preparation to maximise the

effectiveness of strategic planning policies. It is unlikely that this could be

satisfied by consultation alone.

Cooperation between local planning authorities... should produce effective



policies on strategic cross boundary matters. Inspectors testing compliance

with the duty at examination will assess the outcomes of co-operation and

not just whether local planning authorities have approached others.

To ensure that local plans are robust and effective, local planning ... need to

work together from the outset at the plan scoping and evidence gathering

stages... After that they will need to continue working together to develop

effective planning policies and delivery strategies. Cooperation should

continue until plans are submittedfor examination and beyond into delivery

and review.

[Local planning authorities must plan and gather evidencefor the most

appropriatefunctional geography]. For example housing market and travel to

work areas... may be a more appropriate basis on which to plan...

Where local plans are not being takenforward in the same broad timeframe
it will be important for the respective local planning authorities to enter into

formal agreement, signed by their elected members, demonstrating their

long-term commitment to jointly agreed strategy on cross boundary

matters... A key element of the examination will be to ensure that there is a

sufficient certainty through the agreement to ensure that an effective
strategy will be in place for strategic matters when the relevant plans are

adopted.

Local planning authorities that are unwilling to cooperate with others will

eventually have to bringforward their own local planfor examination. If they

are unable to provide robust evidence to support a strategy that does not

plan for the unmet requirements of another local planning authority then
they may fail the test of compliance with the duty to cooperate and the plan

may befound unsound.

Local plans should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively



assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring local planning authorities where it is

reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Therefore if a local planning authority preparing local plan provides robust
evidence of an unmet requirement, such as unmet housing need, other local
planning authorities in the housing market area will be required to consider
the implications, including the need to review their housing policies.

BROMSGROVE'S RESPONSE TO THE BIRMINGHAM QUESTION

14. Apart from a recognition that BCC is likely to have an unmet housing need

and that some of this need may need to be met in Bromsgrove's
administrative area, the BDP does nothing to grapple with the issue of how it

should plan for the future so as to meet that need. It purports to cover the

period up to 2030, but quite candidly accepts that sufficient land has not

been identified to meet even Bromsgrove own needs up to that date, let

alone making provision to meet any of Birmingham's needs. The BDP plans to

meet Bromsgrove's own housing needs up to 2023 only. The question of how
the full housing needs of the area (both those of Bromsgrove and

Birmingham) will be met is deferred to a local plan review, which will include

a green belt review, at some indeterminate point prior to 2023.

15. The plan addresses the Birmingham question and the duty to cooperate in

the following way:

"1.13 The BDP takes into account the implications of planning policies of
neighbouring authorities as spatial planning should not be constrained by

local authority boundaries. The district council has consulted neighbouring

authorities at all stages in the preparation of the plan and will continue to do

so as necessary and in particular on strategic cross boundary issues."



"1.14 Both councils [Bromsgrove and Birmingham] also continue to engage

on Birmingham's unmet housing need which may require the identification of
potential sites in Bromsgrove in the later stages of the plan period. A housing

study is currently being carried out across the whole of the greater

Birmingham and Solihull local enterprise partnership area which will provide

some of the evidence requiredfor this issue."

"8.25 As mentioned above the council has a duty to cooperate on planning

issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to

strategic priorities ... Bromsgrove Council is also aware that Birmingham City

Council may require assistance in achieving its housing target. The amount of
development required is not yet known but the needfor this housing is not

immediate. Bromsgrove is already helping to meet the growth needs of
Birmingham with 700 houses currently being developed on theformer MG

Rover plant at Longbridge. It is therefore considered that cross boundary

growth in relation to Birmingham is already being partly addressed and can

befurther addressed through thefull Green Belt review."

"8.28 ... In advance of 2023, a Green Belt review will be undertaken which will

remove sufficient landfrom the Green Belt to deliver the remaining 2400

houses in the period 2023- 2030 and address the longer term development

needs of Bromsgrove district Council and adjacent authorities based on the

latest evidence the time."

16. This reasoning is then given effect in policy BDP4-Green Belt, which

provides that "A local plan review including a full review of the Green Belt

will be undertaken in advance of 2023 to identify: ... (c) Land to help deliver

the objectively assessed housing requirement of the West Midlands

conurbation within the current plan period i.e. up to 2030."



ANALYSIS

17. The starting point for the duty to cooperate is paragraph 159 of the

Framework. This states that local planning authorities should prepare a

strategic housing market assessment "to assess their full housing needs,
working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross

administrative boundaries." The clue is in the title: it is not a "strategic"
housing market assessment unless it looks at the matter strategically, and it

cannot do that if it ignores the fact that housing needs and provision must be

addressed having regard to the way in which the relevant housing market
area operates.

18. In this case, the duty to cooperate required Bromsgrove to work with

Birmingham City Council (and others) to identify the house needs of the
housing market area. As set out above, the NPG makes clear in several places

that duty to cooperate must start at the initial stages of plan scoping and

evidence gathering. This has simply not been done, and no robust

explanation has been provided as to why it has not been done. As the BDP

records, it is only now that a housing study is being carried out across the

whole of the affected sub-region in order to gather the evidence required to

address the issue. Identifying the objectively assessed housing needs of the

strategic housing market area is a pre-requisite to meeting those needs, and

meeting those needs lies at the heart of all national planning policy and

guidance. Failing to commission the necessary study to inform the plan is

evidence in itself that there has been a failure to discharge the duty to co-

operate. Without undertaking this first, basic evidence gathering exercise, it

is not possible to move to the second stage of the analysis, namely deciding

how that need should be met across the sub region.

19. To use the words of paragraph 179 of the NPPF, there has been no

collaborative work to ensure that the strategic priority of meeting in full
objectively assess needs has been fully coordinated and dearly reflected in



individual plans (paragraph 179). Bromsgrove has provided no evidence that

it gave consideration to producing joint planning policies or informal

strategies to address housing needs. Paragraph 181 of the Framework states

that local planning authorities will be expected to "demonstrate evidence of

having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross boundary impacts

when their local plans are submitted for examination." No such evidence has

been submitted- the Council cannot point to any evidence of effective

cooperation to meet the housing needs of the strategic housing market area

as a whole. At best, it has consulted with BCC, and the two authorities have

decided to defer consideration of this key issue. That cannot be described as

co-operating to meet the need.

20. It is clear that the council is seeking to avoid making any provision to meet

Birmingham's needs at this point in time by relying on the lack of evidence as

to what that need is or how much of it BDP will be required to meet. That

however cannot be allowed to pass as an excuse for failing to address the

issue, not least of all because it would allow the duty to be bypassed through

the simple expedient of not undertaking the necessary evidence gathering

exercise. In any event, it is now a confirmed fact that Birmingham will have a

shortfall in excess of 30,000 dwellings. Therefore it is not right for the BDP to

state that the amount of development required is not known, or that the

need for this housing is not immediate. The housing must be provided in the

upcoming plan period;now is the time that the plan is being prepared, and

therefore now must be the time to co-operate and determine what

proportion of that need should be met within the Bromsgrove area.

21. Further, putting off this task to some indeterminate date in the future is

inexplicable given that the NPG states that where a local planning authority

provides robust evidence of an unmet requirement (and in this case no one

appears to be doubting that BCC has done so), neighbouring authorities must

as part of the duty to co-operate consider the implications, including the

need to review their housing policies. In other words, this is the time for



Bromsgrove to react-making provision to react later could only be justified
if it could be said that there was no robust evidence at present to indicate
that it will be required to meet some of Birmingham's needs. In other words,
a future review is what must be promised by an authority which has adopted
a plan but later learns that a neighbouring authority has unmet needs. It is

not acceptable for an authority which is preparing its plan now, and knows
that a neighbouring authority has an unmet need, to say that it will address
the issue in a future review.

22. As the policies and guidance set out above demonstrate, the duty to co-

operate requires more than mere consultation. It is focused on outcomes,

and the outcomes must be reflected in an effective and deliverable policy,
incorporated into the plan. The BDP policy of stating that the matter will be
addressed later cannot be described as an effective strategy for delivering
the objectively identified needs of the region. There is no firm commitment

given as to how much of Birmingham's needs Bromsgrove will meet, or

indeed how such a decision will be taken. Also, there is no explanation as to

why the issue of meeting those needs is to be deferred for up to potentially

nine years, given that the BDP states that a housing study is currently

underway that covers the sub-region and will (presumably) provide the
necessary evidence base.

23. There can be no reasonable doubt that if the objectively assessed housing

needs of the sub-region are to be met (and the NPPF states that they must be
met), Bromsgrove will need to accommodate some of Birmingham's housing

need. As a bare minimum, therefore, the BDP must contain a firm
commitment that it will meet that need. I am not sure that the plan as

currently worded goes this far. However, such a commitment would in any

event fall far short of what the duty to co-operate requires. What it requires

is for the two authorities (together with others who are effected) to take a

decision now as to how the 30,000+ shortfall will be distributed across the
sub-region, and for plans to make provision now to accommodate that



shortfall.

24. As matters stand, there is not even an agreement to agree later. The NPG

states that there must be formal agreements in place demonstrating a

commitment to work together on cross boundary matters, but that "a key

element of the examination will be to ensure that there is sufficient certainty

through the agreements to ensure that an effective strategy will be in place

for strategic matters when the relevant plans are adopted." The BDP is

sought to be adopted now, and it contains no strategy for meeting the

housing needs of Birmingham. A commitment to consider the matter later {at

a date yet to be specified) cannot be described as an "effective strategy".

This is especially so when one factors in two key points. Firstly, there is no

mechanism by which anyone can force the council to undertake a timely or

indeed any review of its plan. Secondly, if and when a review takes place

there may be a failure to agree what proportion of the unmet need

Bromsgrove should meet, and that is bound to lead to significant delay in

ensuring that the need is met when it arises. The duty to co-operate is there

to ensure that these difficult issues are addressed at the earliest stage.

Deferring these decisions will not make them easier, but it will ensure that

the task of meeting housing needs is delayed, thereby adding further to the

backlog of unmet need.

CONCLUSION

25.1 have addressed all of the matters raised for my consideration. If further

assistance or advice is required, 1 am available to advise further and can be

contacted via my clerk.
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Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park, IDP

Bromsgrove District Council & Redditch Borough CouncilTo:
From:
Date:
Subject:

18tn September 2013
Review of accessibility -Site 4 Foxlydiate,Site 8 Bordesley and Site 6 Brockhill.

This note follows on from Technical Note 1dated 15th July 2013 which provided comments on the
methodology that was used within the Bromsgrove and Redditch Cross-Boundary Sites Assessment.
Technical Note 1identified the crude nature of the accessibility assessment work that had been undertaken
and which was summarised in Table 2.1 of that document.

Our concerns were that the relative accessibility of sites 4,6 and 8 to Redditch town centre were inaccurate
and that a decision to run with sites 4 and 6 was taken based upon this inaccurate assessment.

In order to provide a more detailed of the relative accessibility of each of the three sites a more accurate
assessment has been undertaken which is set out within this Technical Note.

This revised assessment does not include an assessment of public transport accessibility as clearly this
would be improved for all sites should they come forwards and hence to compare them on existing
proximity of bus service is pointless. All sites could provide improved bus services that would mean that
they are all with 30 minutes travel time of Redditch Town centre by bus.

Bordesley Park Accessibility

The Worcestershire Accession model was used to test the accessibility of the sites to Bromsgrove and
Redditch town centres within 30 minutes journey time by foot,cycle and bus. However the analysis
undertaken was far too crude as the area of development being promoted by Gallagher Estates is much
smaller than the area shown in table 3.4 of Appendix A of the Worcestershire County Council Redditch Local
Plan- Transport Network Analysis and Mitigation Report. Site 8 as shown in that document extends as far
north as Storrage Lane, the site area required to deliver the required housing numbers would not extend as
far north, Appendix A shows a plan prepared by Pegasus Landscape Design showing the approximate are
of the potential development area.
Cyding

This reduction in development area would have very significant implications in terms of the percentage of
the site within 30 minutes cycling distance of the town centre as indicated within Table 2.1of the Cross
Boundary Sites Assessment document. Rather than Site 8 under Scenario eight having only 61% of the site
within 30 minutes cycle of the town centre this figure should be 100%.The whole of the site would be
within 3800m of the town centre which at 4.2 m/sec (15km/h as set out within London Cyding Design

SBA Part of the WYG Group
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Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park, IDP

Standards) average cycling speed would equate to approximately 15 minutes cyding time.Iattach a plan
at Appendix B showing the cycling isochrones for the town centre that shows that the whole of the site is
within 30 minutes cycle time of the Redditch Town Centre.

Walking

A significant proportion of the site,approximately 75%, is within 30 minutes walk of the town centre,at an
average walk speed of 1.4 m/sec (IHT Guidance for journeys on foot) a resident could walk 2500m in 30
minutes. A plan at Appendix C shows the walking routes to Bordesley Park and the Isochrones indicating
the extent of the site that can be reached within 30 minutes walk of the town centre.
Foxlydiate Accessibility

Cycling

Accessibility has been measured in detail between the site and Redditch Town Centre using the same
methodology as for Bordesley Park. The plan at Appendix D shows the proportion of the Foxlydiate site
that would fall within 30 minutes cycle time of the town centre. Approximately 50% of the site would be
within 30 minutes cyde of the town centre.

Walking

The proportion of the site that is within 30 minutes walk of the town centre is show at Appendix E, this
shows that none of the site meets this criteria.
Brockhill East Accessibility

Cycling

Accessibility has been measured in detail between the site and Redditch Town Centre using the same
methodology as for sites 4 and 8. The plan at Appendix F shows that the whole of the site would fall
within 30 minutes cycle time of the town centre.

Walking

The proportion of the ate that is within 30 minutes walk of the town centre is show at Appendix G, this
shows that 95% of the site meets this criteria.

Following on from this more detail assessment a revised version of table 2.1of the Cross Boundary Sites
Accessibility Assessment is set out below.

SBA Part of the WYG Group
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Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park, IDP

Percentage of sites within 30 minutes of destination by modeRevised Table 2.1

Scenario 8ModeDestination Scenario 7
Site 6Site 6 Site 8Site 4

N/A N/A N/A N/ABromsgrove
Town Centre

PT/Bus (AM Peak)
0%Walk 0% 0%0%

0% 0%Cycle 0% 0%
N/AN/ARedditch Town

Centre
PT/Bus (AM Peak) N/A N/A

75% 95%Walk 95%0%
100%Cycle 100% 100%50%
195%Total 195% 175%50%

Conclusion

Based upon this more accurate analysis of the accessibility of the sites it is clear that Foxlydiate (site 4)
performs the worst and that Scenario 8 (sites 6 and 8) performs much better that Scenario 7 (sites 4 and 6)
in terms of accessibility.

It is dear that the decision to run with site 4 is flawed on an accessibility basis, the choice of such a poor
site in accessibility terms will result in an over reliance on the private car and the unnecessary generation of
additional private car trips. Sites 6 and 8 should be adopted as the preferred sites.

SBA Part of the WYG Group
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from the database, please contact usandwe willremove your information
	.

	i 
	|

	Part B(see Note1and Note 8 para 4.2)

	Part B(see Note1and Note 8 para 4.2)

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

	Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)
I PEGASUSGROUPFORGALLAGHER ESTATES 
	1.To whichpartof theBDP does tillsrepresentationrelate?

	]

	Page: 
	Policies Map: 
	Paragraph: Other document:

	Policy:BD5A

	i 
	If your representation does notrelate to a specificpart of the document, or itrelates to adifferent
document,for example the Sustainability Appraisal,please make this dear in your response,

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

	1 
	YestO 
	j No:D 
	]

	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 thelegal compliance of the BDP,
	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 thelegal compliance of the BDP,

	please also use this box to set out

	your comments. (Continue on 2 separate sheet /expand box if necessssy)

	4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make 
	4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make 

	toe 
	BDP legally compliant,having

	regard to toe 
	issue
	(s) you have identified above. You willneedto say why this change willmake toe
BDPlegally compliant It will be helpfulif you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording

	of any policy 
	or 
	text Please be as preciseas possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box ffnecessary)

	(seeNote8 para 4.3)

	5. Do yauponslder the BDP issound? (see Note3)

	Yes: 
	i No:D

	i 
	1

	Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it isnot

	Do you consider the BDP is unsound because it isnot

	{1} Justified {seeNote 4}
(2) Effective(see Note 5) 
	{1} Justified {seeNote 4}
(2) Effective(see Note 5) 
	(3) Consistent with national policy {seeNote6)
(4) Positively prepared{seeNote7) 

	O

	P

	6.Please give details of why you consider the BDPis unsound. Please be as preciseas possible.If

	you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please alsouse thisbox to set out yourcomments
	.

	(Continue on a separate sheet'‘expandbox if necessary)

	SHE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THEATTACHEDDOCUMENTENTITLED "BROMSGRQVEDISTRICTPLAN

	PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

	7.Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound,having regard to

	the test youhave identified at6 above. You willneed to say why this change will make the BDP

	sound.It will be helpfulif youare able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as precise as possible.(Coniinoe on a separate sheet /expand box Ifnecessary)(see Note 8

	sound.It will be helpfulif youare able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text. Please be as precise as possible.(Coniinoe on a separate sheet /expand box Ifnecessary)(see Note 8


	para 4.3}

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED "BRQMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN

	PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION2011-5030“ ONBEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES,

	please noteyour representation should coversuccinctly all the information,evidenceand supporting
information necessaryto support/justify the representation and the suggestedchangefs), as there will
not normally be a subsequentopportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation st publication stage
	.

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

	6.If your representation is seeking a change,do you consider it necessary to participateat the oral
part of file examination?P/ease note the Inspectorwilt determine die most appropriate procedureto
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

	examination.

	!

	Yes,iwish to participate at the oral examination 
	No.Ido not wish to participate at the oral examination Q/

	W

	9
	.
	If you wishtoparticipate at the oral partof the examination,piease outline why you consider this to
be necessary
	. 
	(Continue an a separate sheet/expand boxIfnecessary)

	THEREPRESENTATIONSHIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATINGTOTHE SOUNDNESS OFTHE FLAN AS A

	WHOLE WHICHNEEDTO BEEXPLOREDTHROUGH THE ORALPART OFTHE EXAMINATION.

	I Signature: 
	[ Date: 11/11/2013

	i

	PartB{see Note1and Note 8 para 4.2)

	PartB{see Note1and Note 8 para 4.2)

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

	Name or Organisation {see Note 3 para 4.1}
I PEGASUSGROUPFOR GALLAGHER ESTATES 
	1,Towhichpartof the BDP does this representation refete?

	]

	I

	Page: 34 
	Policies Map: 
	Paragraph: Other document

	! 
	Policy: BDP5¥

	If your representation does not relate to a specific part of toe document,or it relates to a different
document, forexample the Sustainability Appraisal, pleasemake this clear in your response.
2, Do youconsider toeBDP is JegaJiy compliant?{see Note 2)

	l Yes:D 
	i No:D 
	j

	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 toe legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box to set out
your comments.(Continue ona separate sines!/expand boxiinecessary)

	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 
	willmake 
	the

	BDP legally compliant It willbehelpfulif youareable to putforward your suggestedrevised wording
Of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue ona separate sheet /expand boxifnecessary)
(seeNote8para 4.3}

	I

	5.Do you consider the BDP is sound? (see Note 3)
lYes-D 
	*
	No: 
	]

	Doyou consider the BDP is unsound because ftis not

	Doyou consider the BDP is unsound because ftis not

	(1) Justified(seeMote 4) 
	(2) Effective (seeNote 5)

	(2) Effective (seeNote 5)


	E

	m.

	(3) Consistentwithnationalpolicy(seeNote 6) m
(4) Positivelyprepared(see Note 7)

	6
	.
	Please give details of why you consider the BDP is unsound Please be asprecise as possible,if

	you wish to support the soundness of the BDP,please also use this box to setout yourcomments,
(Continueona separate sheet/expawlboxifnecessary)

	SEEREPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHINTHEATTACHED DOCUMENT ENUTLEO"BROWSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSIONVERSION 2011-2030" ONBEHALFOF GALLAGHERESTATES,

	7,Please set outwhat change 
	^
	) youconsider necessary tomake theBDP 
	sound 
	,having regard to

	the test you have identified at 6
	above 
	.
	You willneed to say why this change 
	will 
	sound, ft wilf be helpfulif 
	you are 
	able toput forward your suggested 
	revised 
	text Please be as precise as possible
	. 
	wording of any policy (Continue on aseparate sheet /expand box If necessary)(seeNote 8

	para 4.3)

	make 
	theBDP 
	or

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHINTHEATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED"BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

	Pleasenoteyour representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessaryto svpporVjtistify the representation and ihe suggested change(s),as therewill
not normally he a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

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

	8.If your representation is seeking achange, do you consider it necessary to participate at foe oral

	part of the examination? Please note ihe Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the ora! part of the

	examination.

	]

	No,I do not wish to participate at theoral examination
Yes,Iwish to participate at foe oral examination 
	w

	9.if you wish to participate atfoe oralpartof theexamination, please outline why youconsider this to
be necessary.(Continue on aseparatesheet /expand boxInecessary)

	l

	THEREPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANTCONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLANAS A

	WHOLE WHICHNEEDTOBE EXPLOREDTHROUGH THE ORALPART OFTHE EXAMINATION.

	j 
	Signature: 
	| Pate; 11/11/2013

	Part A (seeNote 8}

	Part A (seeNote 8}

	How wewill use your details:
The personal information you provide on this form will be processed in accordance with the
requirements of the Data Protection Act 1998.It will be used only for the preparation of local
development documents or any subsequent statutory replacement However,your nameand

	representation will be madepublicly available when displaying and reporting the outcome of the
consultation stage,and cannotbe treated as confidential. Other details including your address and
signature will be treated as confidential.

	PersonalDetails Title: 
	First Name: Last Name: Job Title:
(if applicable)

	Organisation: GALLAGHER ESTATES
(if applicable) C/O AGENT

	Address1: Address 2: Address 3: Address 4: Postcode: Telephone No: Email address: 
	Notification Request:

	Agent’s Details(if applicable)
Title: MR

	First Name:CHRIS
Last Name: MAY Job Title:
(if applicable) N/A
Organisation;

	(if applicable) PEGASUS GROUP

	Address 1: Address £ Address 3: Address 4: Postcode: 
	5 THE PRIORY
OLD LONDON ROAD CANWELL
SUTTON COLDFIELD

	5 THE PRIORY
OLD LONDON ROAD CANWELL
SUTTON COLDFIELD

	875 5SH


	Telephone No: 0121 30809570

	Email address:chris.may@pegasuspg.co.uk

	1

	:

	— - tick theboxes below if you wish to benotified atany of the following Plan stages:
thatthe BOP has been submitted forindependentexamination

	the publicationof die recommendations of the personappointed to carry out an independent
examination of the BDP

	theadoptionof theBDP
J

	If foenotification address is different to that stated above,please specify here:

	ASABOVE

	Your details will remain on our database and willbe used to inform you of future StrategicPlanning

	matters andprocedures following foe adoptionof BDP.If at anypointin timeyou wishto beremoved
from foe database,please contact us and we will remove your information. 
	!


	!

	!

	PartB{see Mote1and Mote 8 para 4.2}

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

	Name or Organisation(see Mote8 para 4.1}

	| PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES'

	1.To whichpart of the BDP does this representationrelate?

	Page: 
	Policies Map: 
	Paragraph : 
	Other document 
	i Pofic^RCIDTT

	if your representation does not relate toa specific part of the document,or itrelates toa different
document, forexample the Susiainabffity Appraisal,please make this clear in yourresponse.
2,Do youconsider the BDP is legally compliant?{seeNote 2}

	if your representation does not relate toa specific part of the document,or itrelates toa different
document, forexample the Susiainabffity Appraisal,please make this clear in yourresponse.
2,Do youconsider the BDP is legally compliant?{seeNote 2}


	I

	fYes-g 
	l No:D

	a Pleasegive detailsof why you consider the BPP is notlegally compliant Pleasebe asprecise as

	possible,tf youwish to support (he legal compliance of theBDP,please alsouse this box to set out
your comments. (Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

	4.Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to makethe 8DP legally compliant,having
regard to the issue($} youhave identified above.Youwillneedto say why this change will make the
BDP legally compliant it willbe helpfulif you are able toput forward yoursuggested revised wording

	of any policy or text.Please be as preciseas possible.(Continue on aseparatesheet/expandboxifnecessary)
(see Mote 8 para 4.3)

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

	j Yes:D 
	INorlp' 
	]

	? 5

	Do youconsider the BDPisunsound because it is not’
/

	Do youconsider the BDPisunsound because it is not’
/

	(1) Justified(see Mote 4) 
	(1) Justified(see Mote 4) 

	g
	/

	(2) Effective (see Note 5)

	(2) Effective (see Note 5)


	{3} Consistent with national policy(see Note 6) (ay
(4) Positivelyprepared{seeMote7)

	6,Please give details of why you consider the BDPisunsound.Please be as preciseas possible.If
you wish to support the soundness of the 8PP,please also use thisbox to set out your comments(Continueona separate sheet fexpsrtdboxif necessary)

	.

	-

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHINTHEATTACHED DOCUMENT BUTTLED "BROMS6ROVE DISTRICT PLAN

	PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030- ONBEHAtFOFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

	7
	.
	Please set out what change(s)youconsider 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 toeBDP
sound. It will behelpfulif you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or

	text Please be as precise as possible
	.
	{Continueon aseparate sheet/expandbox if necessary) ($06Note8

	para 4.3)

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THEATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED’BROMSGROVE DISTRICTPLAN

	PROPOSEDSUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030“ON BEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

	:

	Phase note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessaryto support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based On the original
representation at publication stage.

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

	-

	8.If your representation is seekinga change, do you considerit necessary to participate at the oral

	part of toe examination? Please note the inspector writ determine the most appropriate procedureto

	adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wfeft to participate atthe oral part of the
examination
	.

	No,ldonot wish to participate at toe oral examination j 0/
Yes,1 wish to participate at toe oral examination 
	w

	benecessary
	9.If you wish toparticipate atthe oralpartof the examination,piease outline why youconsider this to

	.(Continue onaseparate sheet /expand box if necessary)

	THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OFTHE PLAN AS A

	WHOLEWHICH NEED TO BE EXPLOREDTHROUGHTHEORALPARTOFTHEEXAMINATION.

	|Signature? 
	| 
	Date: 11/11/2013

	:

	Part B (see Mote1andMote§ para 4,2)

	Part B (see Mote1andMote§ 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)
IPEGASUSGROUPFORGALLAGHERESTATES

	1.To whichpart of the BDP does this representation relate?

	Page: 47 
	Policies Map: 
	Paragraph: Otherdocument

	I Policy:BOPS

	if your representation doesnotrelate toa specie partof the document,or ft relates toa different
document,for exampletieSustainability Appraisal, please make thisdearin your response,

	2Do youconsider theBDPis legally compliant? {see Mote 2)

	2Do youconsider theBDPis legally compliant? {see Mote 2)


	.
	j Yes:Q 
	i 
	No:D

	3,Please give details of why you consider the SDF is not legally compliant Please be aspreciseas
possible
	.
	If you wish to support thelegalcompliance of the BDP, please also use thisbox to set out
your comments
	. 
	(Continue on a separate sheet /expandPox It necessary)

	4, Please set out what changefs) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant
	,
	having

	regard to the tssue(s) you haveIdentified above.You willneed to say why this changewil make the
BDPlegally compliant ft will be helpfulif you are able to put forward your suggestedrevised wording
of any policy or text. Please beas precise as possible. (Continue ona separate sheet /expandboxif necessary)
(see Mote 8 para 4.3)

	:

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

	Yes:0 
	No: 
	]

	Doyouconsidertie BDP is unsoundbecause itis not

	Doyouconsidertie BDP is unsoundbecause itis not

	(1) Justified(seeNote4)
(2) Effective (seeNotes) 
	j gf

	(3) Consistent withnational policy(seeNote6) m /

	(3) Consistent withnational policy(seeNote6) m /


	(4)Positivelyprepared(seeNote7) 
	w

	,&
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 setout yourcomments
	.

	(Continueonaseparate sheet/expandboxif necessary-!

	sound
	7.Please set out what change 
	^the test you have identified at 6
	} youconsider necessary tomake theBDP sound ,having regard to
above .You willneed to say why this change willmake theBDP 
	.
	Itwillbe helpful rf you are able to put forwardyour suggested revised wording ofany policy 
	text Please be as precise as possible
	.
	(Continue ona separate sheet /expand box ifnecessary) (seeNote 8

	para 4.3)

	or

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED “SROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030'ONBEHALFOFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

	Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
representation and the suggestedchange{s), as there will

	information necessary to support/justify the not normally be a subsegt/enfopportunity 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 die 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 most appropriate procedure to

	adoptto hear thosewho have indicated that they wish to participate at the ora! part of the
eKamination
	.

	No,Ido not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes,Iwish to participate at the oral examination

	9.If you wish to participate at toe ora!part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to

	be necessary,(ConHnue on a separate sheet /expand box If necessary)

	THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANTCONCERNS RELATINGTOTHE SOUNDNESSOFTHEPLAN AS A
WHOLEWHICHNEED TOBEEXPLORED THROUGHTHE ORALPARTOFTHEEXAMINATION.

	j Signature: 
	[ Date: 11/11/2013


	PartB {see Note1andNote 8 para4,2)

	PartB {see Note1andNote 8 para4,2)

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

	Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1}
|PEGASUSGROUPFORGALLAGHERESTATES
1.Towhichpart of theBDP does this representationrelate?

	Page: 49

	Policies Map:

	Paragraph: Other document:

	i 
	Policy: BDP7/PARTBDP7.1

	If your representation doesnot relate toa specific partof the document,orit relates to adifferent
document, for example the Sustainability Appraisal,please make thisclearin your response.
2.Do youconsider the BDP Is legally compliant?(seeNote 2)

	l 
	Yes:D 
	j No:D 
	3
	.
	Please give details of why youconsider the BDP isnot legally compliant Pleasebe as precise as
possible.If you wishto support the legalcompliance of the BDP,please also use this box to set out
yourcomments
	.
	(Continue on3 separate sheet /expand boxIf rvecessary}

	]

	4
	.
	Please set out what change® youconsider necessary to make feeBDP legally compliant,having

	regard to the issue(s) youhave identifiedabove
	.
	Youwillneed to say why this change wifimake the
BDP legallycompliant It wilt behelpfulif youare able to put forward your suggested revised wording
Of any policy or text Piease be as precise as possible
	. 
	(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box Tf necessary)

	(see Note 8 para 4.3}

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

	f 
	Yes:D 
	I No:5/ 
	]

	Do youconsider the BDP is unsound because it is not

	Do youconsider the BDP is unsound because it is not

	(1) Justified(see Note4) (2)Effective(see Note 5} 
	(1) Justified(see Note4) (2)Effective(see Note 5} 

	M.

	w

	(3) Consistent with naBonai poiicy (see Note 6) j sf

	(3) Consistent with naBonai poiicy (see Note 6) j sf


	(4) Positively prepared (seeNote 7}

	(4) Positively prepared (seeNote 7}


	6.Please give details of why youconsider theBDPisunsound.Pleasebeasprecise as possible.If
you wish to support thesoundness of theBDP,please alsouse this box to set out your comments.

	(Continueon a separatesheet/expandbox Ifnecessary)

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS

	PROPOSED SUBMISSION

	7
	.
	Please set out what change(s) youconsider 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 willmake the 8DP

	sound.It will be helpfulif you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy 
	or

	text Please be as precise as possible. (Continue ona separate sheet /expand boxifnecessary)(see Note 8

	para 4.3)

	SEE REPRESENTATIONS PROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHEDDOCUMENTENTITLED"BROMSGROVE D1STRICTPLAN

	PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030’ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

	succinctly alt the information, evidence and supporting

	Please note your representation should cover information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change(s),as there wilt

	not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representationat 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? Pfeasenote the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to

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

	No,Ido not wish to participate at the oral examination
Yes,I wish to participateat the oral examination

	9
	.If you wish to participateat the oral part of the examination,pleas outline why you consider this to
be necessary.(Contiraie OP a separate sheet /expand box ifnecessary)

	THE REPRESENTATIONSHIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TO THE 
	WHOLE WHICHNEEDTOBEEXPLOREDTHROUGHTHE ORAL PART Or THEEXAM
	SOL
UNDNESS OF THE RAN AS A

	SNA'

	j Signature: 
	[ 
	Date: 11/11/2013' 
	]

	Part B (see Note1 and Note 8 para 44?)

	Part B (see Note1 and Note 8 para 44?)

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

	Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4.1)

	l PEGASUS GROUP FOR GALLAGHER ESTATES
1.Towhich partof theSDP does this representation relate?

	Page; 52 
	Policies Map: 
	Paragraph: Other document

	Policy; BDP3/PARTS BDP 8.1

	AMP BDP8.5

	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 dear in your response.
2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2)

	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 dear in your response.
2. Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2)


	I 
	Yes:D 
	M

	.3
Please give details of why you consider the BDP Is not legally compliant Please be as preciseas

	possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box toset out
your comments, (Continue on a separate sheetExpand box if necessary)

	4. Pleaseset 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 tosay why this change will make the
BDP iegaily compliant It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
Of any polity or text Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separateshse!/expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)

	4. Pleaseset 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 tosay why this change will make the
BDP iegaily compliant It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
Of any polity or text Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separateshse!/expand box if necessary)
(see Note 8 para 4.3)


	i 
	: 
	f

	|Yes:D 
	5. Do you consider the SDP Is sound? (see Note3}
/

	5. Do you consider the SDP Is sound? (see Note3}
/


	Til 
	]

	Do you consider the BDP is unsound because K is not

	Do you consider the BDP is unsound because K is not

	(1) Justified(seeNote4) 
	a

	W.

	(2) Effective (see Mote 5) 
	(2) Effective (see Mote 5) 

	St
	(3) Consistentwith nationai policy (see Note6) m 
	(3) Consistentwith nationai policy (see Note6) m 

	’

	¥
	(4)Positively prepared {seeNote7) 
	(4)Positively prepared {seeNote7) 

	6.Please give details of why you consider the BDP isunsound.Pleasebeaspreciseaspossible.If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.

	6.Please give details of why you consider the BDP isunsound.Pleasebeaspreciseaspossible.If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.


	(Continueon s separatesheet /expandbox ifnecessary)

	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 
	6 above. You 

	will
	need to say why this change will make the BDP

	sound.It willbe helpfulif you amable to putforward your suggested
	revised 
	wording of any policy or
text Please be 3S precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expandbox if necessary)(see Note 8
para 4.3}

	SEEREPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEDWITHIN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENTENTITLED'ERCMSGROVE DISTRICTPUN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION2011-2030“ ONBEHALFOFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

	P/ease note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,evidenceand supporting
information necessary to support/Justify the representation andthe suggested cfrangefs), as there will
not normally he a subsequent opportunity to mako further representations based on the origins!
representation at publication stage.

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

	8.if your representationhseekinga change,do you considerit necessary toparticipate at theoral
part of the examination? Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to

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

	!

	No,Ido not wish to participate at the oralexaroination~J'o'

	Yes,Iwish to participate at the ora!examination 
	£2^

	9
	.
	if youwish to participate at theoral partof the examination,please outline why youconsider thisto
be necessary, (Continue on aseparate sheet /expand boxif necessary)

	THEREPRESENTATIONSHIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS RELATING TOTHESOUNDNESS OF THEPUNAS A

	WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BE EXPLOREDTHROUGHTHE ORALPART OFTHE EXAMINATION
	.

	|Signature: 
	|Date: 11/11/2013


	Part B (see Note1 anti Note8 para 4.2)

	Part B (see Note1 anti Note8 para 4.2)

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

	Name or Organisation!(see Note8 para 4.1)

	l PEGASUSGROUPFORgAlI&GHER S
	^
	fES 1. To which part of the SDP does this representation relate?

	3

	Page: 94 TO 95 
	Policies Map: 
	Paragraph. 
	Other document

	I 
	FoBcy:BDP19

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

	2, Do you consider foe BDP is legally compliant? (see Note 2)

	Yes:D 
	I 
	t No:P

	3. Please give details of why you considerfoe BDP is not legally compliant Please beas preciseas
possible. If you wish tosupport the legal compliance of the BDP, please also use this box toset out
your comments. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box If necessary)

	4. Pleaseset out what c'nange(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having
regard to foe issue(s) you have identified above. You will need tosay why this change will make the
BDP legally compliant It will be helpful if you are able to put forward yoursuggested revised wording
of any policy or text Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
(see Note8 para 4.3)

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

	i Yes:P 
	j No:l


	Do you consider the BDF is unsound becauseit is not

	Do you consider the BDF is unsound becauseit is not

	(1) Justified (see Note 4) 
	(1) Justified (see Note 4) 

	MZ

	(2)Effective(seeNote S)

	(3) Consistent withnationalpolicy(seeMote6) (4)Positivelyprepared(seeMote7) 
	M7

	w

	6.Please give details of why you consider the BDPis unsound.Pleasebe aspreciseaspossible.If
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments,
{Continue ona separate sheet/e^nd boxifnecessary}

	7.Please set out what change{s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regard to

	the testyou have identified at 6 above.You willneed to say why this change will make tie BDP

	sound.It willbe helpfulifyou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
Please be as precise as possible(ConSnue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) {See Note8

	.
	text para 4.3)

	SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEDWITHIN THEATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED "BROMSGROVE DISTRICT PLAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSIONVERSION2011-2030" ONBEHALFOFGALLAGHER ESTATES,

	P/ease note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested changefs), as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

	the

	After this stage, further submissions wifi he only at the request of Inspector, based on die 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 ora!

	part of the examination? Phasenote the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to

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

	No, Ido not wish toparticipate at the oralexamination
Yes,Iwish to participate at the oral examination

	9.If you wish to participate at the oralpart of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary. (Continue ena separate sheet/expand box tf necessary)

	THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANTCONCERNS RELATING TO THE SOUNDNESS OFTHE PLAN ASA
WHOLE WHICHNEED TO BE EXPLORED THROUGH THE ORALPARTOF THEEXAMINATION,

	i

	[ Signature: 
	j Date: 11/11/2013


	Part B(see Note1and Note 8 para 4.2)

	Part B(see Note1and 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)

	I PEGASUSGROUP FORGALLAGHERESTATES 1.To whichpart of the BDP does this representation relate?

	]

	Page: 98 T0100 policies Map:

	Paragraph:
Other document

	j Policy:BPP2Q

	If your representation does not relate to a specific part of the document,or it relates to a different
document,for example toe Sustainability Appraisal,please make this clear m yourresponse,
2.Do youconsider toe BDPis legally compliant?(see Note 2)

	\ 
	Yes:a 
	No:Q 
	I 
	]

	3.Please give details of why you consider the BDP is not legally compliant Pleasebe asprecise as

	possible.If you wish to support thelegalcompliance of toe BOP,please also use this box to set out
your Comments,(Continue ona separate sheet /expandboxif necessary)

	4
	.
	Please set out what changefo) you consider necessary to make toe BDP legally compliant, having
regard to toeissuefs) you have identified above
	. 
	You will need to say why this change willmake the
BDP legally compliant Itwill be helpfulif you are able to put forward your suggestedrevised wording
Of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.(Continue ona separate sheet/expand boxif necessary)

	(see Note 8 para 4.3)

	5.Do you consider the BDPis sound? (seeNote3)

	j Yes:D 
	No:


	Do youconsider the8DPisunsoundbecause itis nob

	Do youconsider the8DPisunsoundbecause itis nob

	(1) Justified (see Note 4)
	I

	Sf 
	(2)Effective(seeNote5) (3) Consistent with national policy (see Note6) 
	(4)Positively prepared (seeNote?)
	(4)Positively prepared (seeNote?)

	$

	6.Please give details of why you consider theBOP isunsound,pleasebeasprecise as possible, tf
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.

	(Continueonaseparatestreet/expend!boxifnecessary)

	;

	I 
	'

	7.Please setout whatchange(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound,having regardto

	the test you have identified at 6 above.You will need to say why this change will make the BDP
revised wording of any policy or

	sound,it willbe helpful if you are able to put forward your suggestedtext. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet/expandboxif necessary) (see Note 3

	sound,it willbe helpful if you are able to put forward your suggestedtext. Please be as precise as possible. (Continue on a separate sheet/expandboxif necessary) (see Note 3


	para 4.3)

	SEEREPRESENTATIONS PROVIDED WITHINTHE ATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED“BRONISGROVE DISTRICTPUN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ON BEHALF OFGALLAGHER ESTATES.

	Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting

	support/justify the representation end the suggested ehange{s),as there will

	information necessary to not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original

	representation at publication stage.

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

	8.If your representationis seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at theoral
part of the examination? P/ease nofe foe Inspector mil determine the most appropriate procedure to

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

	No,I do not wish to participate at the oralexamination IT

	Yes,I wish to participateat foe oral examination 
	EK"

	9.If you wish toparticipate at theora!part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary, (Continue on a separate sheet /expandbox If necessary)

	I

	THEREPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNSRELATING TO THE SOUNDNESSOFTHE PLAN ASA

	WHOLE WHICHNEED TOBEEXPLORED THROUGH THE ORALPARTOFTHE EXAMINATION.

	Signature: 
	) 
	| Date: 11/11/2013 
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	Part B {see Mote1and Note 8 para4.2)

	Part B {see Mote1and Note 8 para4.2)

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

	i

	;

	Name or Organisation(see Note 8 para 4.1)
IPEGASUSGROUPFOR GALLAGHERESTATES 
	1.Towhich part of theBDP doesthisrepresentation relate?

	]

	Page: 103 
	PoiiciesMap: 
	Paragraph: Other document:

	jPoicv;BDP2t

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

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

	I Yes:D 
	|No:Q 
	]

	3
	.
	Please give details of why youconsider the BDP is not legally compliant Please be as preciseas
possible.If you wish to support the legal compliance of the BDP,please alsouse thisbox to set out
your comments
	.
	(Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box Xnecessary)

	4.
	Please 
	set out what chaoge(s) you consider neoessary to make the 8DP legally compliant having

	the
	issue(s) you have identified above. You willneed to say why tils change willmake tie

	regard to 
	BDP legally compliant’it willbehelpfulif youare abletoput forward yoursuggestedrevisedwording
of any policy or text Pleasebeas preciseas possible
	.
	(Confirm© onaseparate sheet/eoqjandboxifnecessary)

	(see Note8para 4.3) 
	:

	* 
	: 
	:

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

	Yes:Q 
	l 
	No: 
	]

	i
	!
	I 
	l

	Do you consider theBDP is unsound because itisnot

	Do you consider theBDP is unsound because itisnot

	5
	'

	t

	(1) Justified (seeNote 4) 
	w

	(2)Effective(see Note S) 
	(2)Effective(see Note S) 
	(3)Consistent wifenational policy (seeNote 6) 17


	(4) Positively prepared(seeNote7) 
	(4) Positively prepared(seeNote7) 

	Ef

	6.Piease give details of why youconsider the BDP is unsound.Please beasprecise as possible,if
you wish to support the soundness of the BDP, pleasealsouse this box to set out your comments.

	(Continueonaseparate sheet /expandboxif necessary)

	!

	SEEREPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEOWITHINTHEATTACHEDDOCUMENTENTITLED"BROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN

	PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION2011-2030*ONBEHALFOF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

	7
	.
	Please set out what change{s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound, having regardto
the test youhave Identified at6 above. You will need to say why this change wilt make the BDP

	sound.It willbe helpfulif youareable to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
texL PJease be as precise as possible.(Continue ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary) (see Note 8

	sound.It willbe helpfulif youareable to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
texL PJease be as precise as possible.(Continue ona separate sheet /expand box if necessary) (see Note 8


	para 4.3)

	SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDEDWITHINTHEATTACHEDDOCUMENT ENTITLED‘BROMSGROVEDISTRICTPLAN

	PROPOSE)SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030* ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

	PJease note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggestedchengefs),as therewill
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 tee 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 necessarytoparticipate at the oral
part of the examination? P/ease note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adppf to hear those who ham indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

	examination
	. 
	‘

	No,1do not wish to participateat the oral examination
Yes
,Iwish to participateat the oralexamination

	9.If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination,please outline why youconsider this to
be necessary.(Continue on 3 separate steel/expand boxif necessary)

	THE REPRESENTATIONS HIGHLIGHTSIGNIFICANT CONCERNSRELATINGTO THE SOUNDNESS OF THEPLANASA
WHOLE WHICH NEED TO BE EXPLOREDTHROUGH THEORAL PART OFTHE EXAMINATION.

	| Signature:' 
	[ 
	bate: 11/11/2013 
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	Part B (see Note1and Note 8 para 4,2}

	Part B (see Note1and Note 8 para 4,2}

	Please usea separate PartB form for each representation you wish to make
Name or Organisation (see Note 8 para 4,1}

	| PEGASUSGROUP FORGALLAGHERESfAH& 
	1. To whichpart of tie BDP does thisrepresentation relate?

	]

	;
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	Page: 10? 
	Policies Map; 
	Paragraph: 
	Other document

	I Policy: BDP22

	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 thisclear in yourresponse.
2, Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? {see Note 2}

	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 thisclear in yourresponse.
2, Do you consider the BDP is legally compliant? {see Note 2}


	I Yes:D 
	TNO
	:D

	]

	3. Please give details of why youconsider tee BDPisnotlegally compliant Please be asprecise as
possible. If you wish to support tee legal compliance of tee BDP, please also use this box to set out
your comments. (Continue on3 separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

	3. Please give details of why youconsider tee BDPisnotlegally compliant Please be asprecise as
possible. If you wish to support tee legal compliance of tee BDP, please also use this box to set out
your comments. (Continue on3 separate sheet/expand box if necessary)


	4. Please set out what diange(s) you consider necessary to make the BDP legally compliant, having

	regard to tee lssue(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 precase as possible. (Continue OR a separate sheet /expandboxIf necessary)
(seeNote8para44}

	of any policy or text Please be as precase as possible. (Continue OR a separate sheet /expandboxIf necessary)
(seeNote8para44}


	5.Doyou consider tee BOP is sound? (see Note 3} Yes :D
	5.Doyou consider tee BOP is sound? (see Note 3} Yes :D

	I
	/ iNo:
	]

	Do youconsider theBDPis unsound becauseItsnot

	Do youconsider theBDPis unsound becauseItsnot

	(1) Justified(seeNote 4) 
	(1) Justified(seeNote 4) 
	(2) Effective (seeNote 5) 

	(3} Consistent with national policy (see Note 6)

	(4) Positively prepared {seeNote1)

	(4) Positively prepared {seeNote1)


	/

	if

	6,Please give details of why youconsider Hie BDPis unsound.Please beas precise aspossible.If

	you Wish to support the soundness ofHie BDP, please also use this box to set out your comments.
(Continueon^separatesheet/expandboxifnecessary)

	7. Please set out what change{s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound,having regard to
the test youhave identifiedat6 above.You will need to say why this change willmake the BDP
sound.It will be helpfitl if youare able toput forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text Please be asprecise aspossible.(Continue <ma separate sheet/expandbox if necessary}(see Note 8
para 4.3)

	7. Please set out what change{s) you consider necessary to make the BDP sound,having regard to
the test youhave identifiedat6 above.You will need to say why this change willmake the BDP
sound.It will be helpfitl if youare able toput forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or
text Please be asprecise aspossible.(Continue <ma separate sheet/expandbox if necessary}(see Note 8
para 4.3)


	SEE REPRESENTATIONSPROVIDESWITHINTHEATTACHED DOCUMENT ENTITLED"BFtOMSGROVE DISTRICT WAN
PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 2011-2030*ONBEHALF OF GALLAGHER ESTATES.

	Please noteyour representation should cover sucdnctiy all the information,evidence andsupporting

	information necessary to support/p,istify the representation and the suggested changefs). as there will

	not normally be 3 subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation st publication stage.

	After this stage, further submissions will he only at the request of the

	Inspector
	, 
	based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination
	.

	8.If your representation is seekinga change, do you considerit necessary to participate at theora!
part of Hie examination?P/ease notethe inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to
adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

	examinatton.

	No,Ido not wish to participate at the orallamination

	Yes,iwish to participate at toe oral examination 
	HEfl

	9.
If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary.(Continueon a separate sheet /expandboxIf necessary)

	i
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	1. INTRODUCTION

	We are instructed to submit representations to the proposed submission version
of the Bromsgrove District Plan (BDP) 2011-2030 on behalf of Gallagher Estates
who have interests in the District1.1

	We are instructed to submit representations to the proposed submission version
of the Bromsgrove District Plan (BDP) 2011-2030 on behalf of Gallagher Estates
who have interests in the District1.1


	.

	Our representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates are framed in the context of
1.2

	Our representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates are framed in the context of
1.2


	the requirements for the BDP to be legally compliant and sound. 
	The tests of

	soundness 
	are set 
	out in the National 
	Planning Policy Framework (the

	Framework), Paragraph 182 and for a plan to be sound it must be:

	• Positively Prepared - the plan should be prepared and based on a

	strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed development and

	infrastructure 
	requirements, 
	including 
	unmet requirements from

	neighbouring Authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development;

	• Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on a proportionate,
robust and credible evidence base;

	• Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on a proportionate,
robust and credible evidence base;


	• Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its identified time period
and based on effective joint working with partners on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

	• Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its identified time period
and based on effective joint working with partners on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and


	• Consistent with National Policy - the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the National
Planning Policy Framework
	• Consistent with National Policy - the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the National
Planning Policy Framework

	.

	Forming part of these formal representations, and accompanying this document
1.3

	Forming part of these formal representations, and accompanying this document
1.3


	as Appendix 1, is an Opinion from Mr Satnam Choongh, Counsel from No 5
Chambers, 
	concerning the failure of the Council to comply with the legal

	requirements with regard to the Duty to Co-operate as set out in Section 33A of

	the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

	The Opinion from Mr Choongh sets out clearly the position that Bromsgrove
District Council has failed to comply with the statutory Duty to Co-operate in the
1.4

	The Opinion from Mr Choongh sets out clearly the position that Bromsgrove
District Council has failed to comply with the statutory Duty to Co-operate in the
1.4


	preparation of the BDP, and in particular with regard to meeting the unmet

	housing needs of Birmingham. 
	Whilst we recognise that the Council has engaged

	with the Duty to Co-operate in the wording of text and policy contained in the
NOVEMBER 2013 | CM [ BIR.4226 bd
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	BDP, it has not discharged its statutory duty in this regard by seeking to rely on
an undertaking to carry out a review of the BDP, to include a Green Belt Review,

	sometime before 2023. It is our dear contention that postponing compliance
with the Duty to Co-operate in dealing with the strategic matter of unmet housing

	need arising in Birmingham to an 
	indeterminate point up to 2023 does not

	maximise the effectiveness of the preparation of the BDP and cannot therefore

	have discharged the Duty prior to its submission for examination. We recognise

	strategic planning matters that have arisen in the area, 
	the work that both Bromsgrove and Birmingham are participating on through the
Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP should prove valuable in tackling the key

	but contend that this

	should result in outcomes now and not decisions to proceed with development
plans on the basis of future cooperation.

	Purely in planning terms, dealing with the issue of the objectively assessed
1.5

	Purely in planning terms, dealing with the issue of the objectively assessed
1.5


	housing needs of Birmingham which cannot be met within its administrative

	boundaries, currently estimated at in excess of 30,000 dwellings up to 2031 (the
plan period for the emerging Birmingham Development Plan) is the single most

	important strategic matter affecting the wider Birmingham city region. The

	profound effects of dealing with this unmet housing need in the wider

	required by the statutory Duty to Co-operate
	. 
	Birmingham city region should be the focus for strategic planning efforts amongst
those authorities affected and in the preparation of their development plans, as

	Successfully dealing with this

	matter through the preparation and adoption of sound development plans both in
Birmingham itself and across the city region is essential for the growth prospects

	of the wider area, the strength and sustainability of economic recovery and the
success of the city region as a driver of economic growth.

	As we understand matters at the time of writing, it is highly likely that the
1.6

	As we understand matters at the time of writing, it is highly likely that the
1.6


	submission 
	for examination of the Bromsgrove District Plan will follow the

	publication in its final form of the National Planning Practice Guidance, initially

	circulated in draft in August 2013. Accordingly, we believe it would be both

	prudent and essential for the Council to take especially in relation to the Duty to Co-operate.

	heed of the draft Guidance,

	1.7 Although this Guidance may be subject to change before finally being published,
and we believe might subsequently be updated on a more regular basis than we
have previously been used to with regard to Government Guidance, nevertheless
the draft Guidance available now should be taken into account.

	1.7 Although this Guidance may be subject to change before finally being published,
and we believe might subsequently be updated on a more regular basis than we
have previously been used to with regard to Government Guidance, nevertheless
the draft Guidance available now should be taken into account.
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	The draft Guidance makes clear that the legal duty placed on local planning
authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in the
preparation of local plans is for the purpose of maximising the effectiveness of
1.8

	The draft Guidance makes clear that the legal duty placed on local planning
authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in the
preparation of local plans is for the purpose of maximising the effectiveness of
1.8


	those plans in relation to strategic cross boundary matters. The Guidance goes

	on to say that Local Planning Authorities will need to bear in mind that the co�
	operation legally required of them 
	should produce effective and deliverable

	policies on strategic cross boundary matters. In our view, this clearly lays to rest

	the mistaken interpretation of the legal Duty to Co-operate as being one related

	to process, with outcomes considered as being subject only to the soundness

	requirements of the Framework. It is clear that a proper interpretation of the

	legal duty contained in Section 33A means that the need to demonstrate outputs
from the process which produce effective and deliverable policies on strategic

	matters forms part of the legal test.

	The importance of outcomes from the Duty to Co-operate is reinforced in the
Guidance, where it is stated
1.9

	The importance of outcomes from the Duty to Co-operate is reinforced in the
Guidance, where it is stated
1.9


	"Co-operation between Local Planning Authorities, County Councils and

	other public bodies should produce effective policies on strategic cross

	boundary matters. 
	Inspectors testing compliance with the duty at

	examination will assess the 
	outcomes of co-operation and not just

	whether Local Planning Authorities have approached others."

	1.10 The Guidance goes on to say:

	1.10 The Guidance goes on to say:


	"Co-operation should produce effective policies on cross boundary

	This is what Local Planning Authorities and other

	strategic matters.

	public bodies should focus on when they are considering out to meet the

	duty."

	1.11 The Guidance further reminds Councils that

	1.11 The Guidance further reminds Councils that


	"Section 33A(6) of the 2004 Act requires Local Planning Authorities and

	other public approaches. 
	bodies 
	to consider entering into agreements on joint

	Local Planning Authorities are also required to consider

	whether to prepare local planning policies jointly under powers provided
by Section 28 of the 2004 Act.”

	It is clear that there is some contact between Bromsgrove and Birmingham
Councils, and indeed both as members of the LEP are participating in the wider
1.12

	It is clear that there is some contact between Bromsgrove and Birmingham
Councils, and indeed both as members of the LEP are participating in the wider
1.12
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	housing needs study. However, we could see no evidence to demonstrate that

	Birmingham or Bromsgrove have given any consideration, as required by Section

	33A, to entering into agreements on joint approaches or policies jointly
	preparing planning

	.

	1.13 The Guidance states:

	1.13 The Guidance states:


	"At the examination the 
	Inspector will consider whether the Local

	Planning Authority has fulfilled its duty under Section 33A so as to
maximise the effectiveness of the plan making process when planning

	for strategic cross boundary matters."

	1.14 In our view, Bromsgrove Council would seem to be suggesting that BDP4 Policy -
Green Belt sets out an approach which can in effect discharge the statutory Duty

	1.14 In our view, Bromsgrove Council would seem to be suggesting that BDP4 Policy -
Green Belt sets out an approach which can in effect discharge the statutory Duty


	to Co-operate. If this is so, we believe it is an erroneous assumption and a fatal

	flaw in the BDP in relation to the statutory Duty to Co-operate. In the face of

	evidence which first emerged in 2012 that the scale of housing need arising in
Birmingham which the City could not accommodate within its boundaries was at
least 30,000 dwellings over the period to 2031, the response from Bromsgrove
District Council that it will undertake a local plan review including a full review of

	the Green Belt 'in advance of 2023' cannot, in our view, constitute evidence that
the preparation of the BDP has complied with statutory Duty to Co-operate.

	1.15 We do not believe that agreement between respective local planning authorities
as to the approach they will adopt in relation to the Duty to Co-operate can of

	1.15 We do not believe that agreement between respective local planning authorities
as to the approach they will adopt in relation to the Duty to Co-operate can of


	itself provide evidence that the Duty has been discharged. It is not in the gift of

	local planning authorities to agree between themselves not to engage

	constructively in order to maximise the effectiveness of their plan preparation

	with regard to strategic matters, but defer such consideration to a point in the

	Redditch
	. 
	future and therefore conclude that they have discharged the Duty to Co-operate.
The position with regard to the relationship between Bromsgrove and Birmingham
stands in sharp contrast to the approach undertaken between Bromsgrove and
Bromsgrove and Redditch have cooperated on the strategic matter of

	housing needs arising in Redditch which cannot be met within its boundaries and
require allocations in the Green Belt in Bromsgrove. This is exactly the approach
which should be progressed through this plan process with regard to the strategic
matter of Birmingham's unmet housing needs
	.
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	1.16 At examination of local plans, evidence must be produced such that the Inspector
can conclude that the Duty has been met. In our view, the tactic of agreeing to
defer consideration of a strategic matter which, in the case of the unmet housing
need arising in Birmingham is so significant, cannot be evidence that the Duty to

	1.16 At examination of local plans, evidence must be produced such that the Inspector
can conclude that the Duty has been met. In our view, the tactic of agreeing to
defer consideration of a strategic matter which, in the case of the unmet housing
need arising in Birmingham is so significant, cannot be evidence that the Duty to


	Co-operate has been discharged. Agreeing to a review at some unspecified point

	through some 
	unknown mechanisms is not 
	maximising the effectiveness of the preparation of local plans.

	a reasonable interpretation of

	1.17 If the test of whether or not the Duty to Co-operate has been complied with is
simply evidence that local planning authorities have agreed amongst themselves
to defer consideration of the strategic matter of unmet housing needs to some
unspecified point in the future, this has the effect of removing from Section 33A

	1.17 If the test of whether or not the Duty to Co-operate has been complied with is
simply evidence that local planning authorities have agreed amongst themselves
to defer consideration of the strategic matter of unmet housing needs to some
unspecified point in the future, this has the effect of removing from Section 33A


	its meaning and purpose in relation to the future of strategic 
	planning in a

	landscape without Regional Strategies or Structure Plans
	. 
	Whilst it is recognised

	that the Framework clearly indicates that local planning authorities should move

	to adopt up to date development plans, this cannot absolve Councils of their

	statutory 
	responsibilities with regard 
	to the 
	Duty to 
	Co-operate
	. 
	With the

	revocation of Regional Strategies, responsibility for strategic planning now rests
with local planning authorities and the statutory Duty to Co-operate is in place to

	ensure they meet this responsibility in the preparation of their development

	plans.

	1.18 Once adopted, there is no credible mechanism for compelling local planning

	1.18 Once adopted, there is no credible mechanism for compelling local planning


	authorities to undertake a review of a development plan at any given time, or to
address strategic matters which may be more clearly defined after adoption. The

	only sanction available to ensure that the statutory Duty to Co-operate is met is

	in the hands of Inspectors through the examination of development plans. Given

	the poor performance of local planning authorities historically in bringing forward
local plans for adoption, allied to resource constraints which will inevitably affect
their ability to undertake significant work in the future, it is entirely reasonable to
consider that Councils may not move as swiftly as they suggest at present to

	review their adopted local plans in the near future. This is especially the case

	where Authorities may be facing politically sensitive and difficult decisions with
regard to the allocation of greenfield and Green Belt land to meet housing needs

	arising in a neighbouring local planning authority.

	1.19 It is our genuine concern that unless the nettle is grasped now and the strategic
matter of the unmet housing needs arising in Birmingham is dealt with in the

	1.19 It is our genuine concern that unless the nettle is grasped now and the strategic
matter of the unmet housing needs arising in Birmingham is dealt with in the
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	current round of development plan making, there is a very real risk that without
any effective sanction and no clear processes which in any way bind the relevant
authorities, the development plan making process will fail to deliver strategic
planning in relation to the wider Birmingham city region.
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	2. Key Challenges

	Kev Challenge 3

	The BDP has helpfully identified the key challenges that the District faces, but has
2.1

	omitted to 
	refer to the 
	housing needs of Birmingham. Key challenge 
	clearly understood 
	challenge 
	of meeting the unmet

	3 is of particular note. This

	3 is of particular note. This


	references meeting the growth needs of the District up to 2030 and beyond by

	ensuring that 
	there is 
	an adequate supply of appropriate housing and

	employment land thus providing certainty for the development industry. The fact
that the Plan seems reluctant to do anything more than deliver an "adequate"
supply of housing and employment land singularly fails to reflect Government
policy, particular paragraph 47, NPPF and the requirement to boost significantly
the supply of housing. .

	The greater concern however is that the reality of the BDP is that it singularly
fails to meet key challenge 3. It does not propose to meet the growth needs of
the District to 2030 and beyond, it does not ensure that there is the requisite
2.2

	The greater concern however is that the reality of the BDP is that it singularly
fails to meet key challenge 3. It does not propose to meet the growth needs of
the District to 2030 and beyond, it does not ensure that there is the requisite
2.2


	supply of appropriate housing and employment land and, In turn, 
	it does not

	provide certainty for the development industry
	. 
	It is our contention, evidenced

	throughout these representations, that the reality of this Plan is that it seeks to
address growth needs of the District to 2023 only. Assuming adoption in 2014
this is therefore a period of only 9 years post adoption. This, in our view, is

	contrary to paragraph 157, NPPF 
	which 
	preferable when preparing Local Plans. 
	refers to 
	a 15 year 
	timescale as

	It also conflicts, fundamentally with the

	central approach of the NPPF to use the planning system to promote sustainable

	economic growth, deliver a significant increase in the supply of housing and to

	plan positively for new development. Unfortunately the Plan fails to meet key

	challenge 3 which the District Council itself has identified. The failure to meet this

	challenge is so significant that it renders the plan as a whole fundamentally
unsound unless it is substantially modified.
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	3. The Vision

	Paragraph 4.2

	Section 4 sets out the vision for the District at 2030. Paragraph 4.2 of the Vision
is that: "people from all sections of society will have been provided with access to
3.1

	Section 4 sets out the vision for the District at 2030. Paragraph 4.2 of the Vision
is that: "people from all sections of society will have been provided with access to
3.1


	homes, jobs and services". The BDP is not capable of delivering this vision to

	2030. In terms of housing the policy approach of the Plan is to 'deliver' on
housing need to 2023 only. It is proposed that an ill defined review process (see
response to Policy BDP3 and BDP4) will address the delivery of housing post 2023
in the period to 2030. As such the BDP, as prepared, cannot deliver on a vision
which states that all sections of society will have been provided with access to a

	2030. In terms of housing the policy approach of the Plan is to 'deliver' on
housing need to 2023 only. It is proposed that an ill defined review process (see
response to Policy BDP3 and BDP4) will address the delivery of housing post 2023
in the period to 2030. As such the BDP, as prepared, cannot deliver on a vision
which states that all sections of society will have been provided with access to a


	home. At present the evidence base does not exist to demonstrate how or

	whether this will occur. It is therefore from the outset of the Plan that this

	fundamental difficulty occurs, namely the inability of the core policies contained
within the Plan to cover the lifetime of it. This is in clear contradiction of the NPPF

	and is unsound. The Draft National Planning Practice Guidance (October, 2013)

	relating to Local Plans is of note in this regard in clearly stating that: "The Local
Plan should make clear what is intended to happen in the area over the life of
the plan (my emphasis supplied), where and when this will occur and how it will
be delivered".

	Paragraph 4.12

	Paragraph 4.12 of the Vision as drafted is misleading and unsound. This states
that the: "Green Belt boundary will remain unchanged..". The reality is that this is
not what is proposed over the lifetime of the Plan. A key part of the strategy of
3.2

	Paragraph 4.12 of the Vision as drafted is misleading and unsound. This states
that the: "Green Belt boundary will remain unchanged..". The reality is that this is
not what is proposed over the lifetime of the Plan. A key part of the strategy of
3.2


	-

	l

	the Plan is that the Green Belt will 
	need to be reviewed and rolled back in

	appropriate locations in order to accommodate the development requirements of

	the District in the period to 2030. Irrespective of our firm view (set out in our

	response to Policy BDP4), that this Green Belt review needs to take place now as

	part of the evidence of this Local Plan, the Vision should acknowledge that by

	2030 the Green Belt boundary will have been drawn back in certain locations. It is
not responsible to give the impression to the reader that the Green Belt will not

	2030 the Green Belt boundary will have been drawn back in certain locations. It is
not responsible to give the impression to the reader that the Green Belt will not


	be altered given the clear commitment in the Plan that Green Belt review is

	necessary. Although the cross reference to footnote 8 is noted this, in our view, is

	confusing and adds nothing in terms of a Vision. 
	Paragraph 154, NPPF is clear
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	that Local Plans should be realistic. The Vision needs to properly reflect the
realistic fact that the Green Belt boundary will change.

	4. Strategic Objectives

	Objective SQ4

	In general terms the majority of the objectives are satisfactory. 
	Objection is

	4.1

	raised, however, to Objective S04. This is, at best, implicit about the need for the
District to meet their full requirements for market and affordable housing over

	the plan period. This does need to be made much more explicit as it is a critical

	issue facing the District that must be addressed within the Plan if it is to be
sound. As evidenced in our response to Policy BDP3 and BDP4, the Plan has not
made the delivery of housing to meet objectively assessed requirements over the
lifetime of the BDP an Intrinsic part of its preparation. This is, in turn, contrary to

	the provisions of paragraph 
	47 of the NPPF to boost housing supply and

	47 of the NPPF to boost housing supply and


	paragraph 156, NPPF which is clear that Local Planning Authorities should set out
the strategic priorities for the area in the Local Plan including the delivery of the

	homes needed in the area. unsound.

	Given this inherent failure the plan as a whole is

	:

	5. BDP1 Policy Sustainable Development Principles

	We welcome the inclusion of a policy in accordance with the presumption In
favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. No objection is therefore
5.1

	We welcome the inclusion of a policy in accordance with the presumption In
favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. No objection is therefore
5.1


	raised to Part BDP1.1 or BDP1.2 of the Policy. 
	criteria A to J and have no significant concerns
	.

	We have also 
	noted BDP1.4,

	5.2 However, with regard to BDP1.3 of the Policy when referencing footnote 9 of the
NPPF the policy uses the phrase "remaining land designated as Green Belt". This
phrase does not feature in footnote 9 of the NPPF and it is unclear what is meant

	5.2 However, with regard to BDP1.3 of the Policy when referencing footnote 9 of the
NPPF the policy uses the phrase "remaining land designated as Green Belt". This
phrase does not feature in footnote 9 of the NPPF and it is unclear what is meant


	by this. Land is either within the Green Belt or it is not at the point when
applications are made and determined taking into account paragraph 14, NPPF.
The reference here is unclear to the reader and ineffective. It does nothing to
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	assist the decision maker in terms of how they should react to a development

	proposal. 
	As such Section BDP1.3 of Policy BDP1 should be re-worded to

	correctly reflect the Framework.

	6. BDP2 Policy Settlement Hierarchy Policy

	The settlement hierarchy is largely supported as sound. The policy at parts

	\

	n 
	BDP2.1, BDP.2.2, BDP2.3 and BDP2.4 list four facets of the hierarchy and

	importantly it does not say that sites within the four facets will come forward in
the priority order that they are listed. Therefore all must be treated as having the
same priority and this is an approach which we support as commensurate with
the NPPF objective to boost supply. It avoids the potential for sites to be held

	back unnecessarily. This is particularly important in Bromsgrove District which

	has experienced difficulties in maintaining a 5 year supply of deliverable housing

	sites as required by the NPPF. As such the approach of the hierarchy is supported

	as sound. If anything further clarification in the supporting text that the hierarchy

	is not to be applied in priority order would be of benefit. The reference to
development sites in or adjacent to large settlements is supported as sound in
the context of the NPPF imperative to deliver development that is sustainable.

	7. Future Housing and Employment Growth

	7. Future Housing and Employment Growth

	Policy BDP3 and its attendant paragraphs contain a strategy for the delivery of
housing that is not in accordance with the NPPF. It is not positively prepared,
justified or effective. It is unsound. The reasons for this are explored below.
7.1


	The NPPF at paragraph 17 sets out a set of core land use planning principles that
7.2

	The NPPF at paragraph 17 sets out a set of core land use planning principles that
7.2


	should underpin plan making, as well as decision taking. One of these core

	and then to meet housing needs
	. 
	principles is that planning should "proactively drive and support" the delivery of
development including the homes that the country needs. This core principle of
the NPPF requires "every effort" to be made within an area to objectively identify
Authorities are charged with delivering a:

	"clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in
their area".
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	Paragraph 47 of the NPPF goes on to reflect this principle in terms of delivering
7.3

	Paragraph 47 of the NPPF goes on to reflect this principle in terms of delivering
7.3


	housing
	. 
	Paragraph 47 clearly sets out the importance which the Government

	attaches to the delivery of housing. Authorities are required to "boost significantly

	the supply of housing" and: "use their evidence base to ensure that their Local

	meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable
housing in the housing market area....including identifying key sites which are
critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period". There are
further indicators of the importance which the Government attaches to meeting
Plan

	housing requirements. The 
	Housing 
	and Growth 
	Ministerial 
	Statement (6th

	September, 2012) explains that the number one priority is to get the economy

	growing. It acknowledges that the need for new homes is acute and supply
remains constrained. The statement stresses the need to get more homes built
and to have a planning system that works proactively to support the growth the
country needs.

	Given the provisions of the NPPF there can be no doubt that a key function of the
Local Plan making process is to plan to meet, in full the need for housing over the
7.4

	Given the provisions of the NPPF there can be no doubt that a key function of the
Local Plan making process is to plan to meet, in full the need for housing over the
7.4


	plan period. Policy BDP3 does 
	not, in our view, achieve this. 
	The strategy

	land that is not currently located in the Green Belt. 
	advocated in Policy BDP3 is as follows. An overall housing land provision target of
7,000 net additional dwellings is identified for the period 2011 to 2030. Within
that overall target it is proposed that 4,600 dwellings are delivered by 2023 on

	To this extent the Plan

	proposes a strategy for the delivery of housing to this point only - a period of only

	9 years post adoption (assuming adoption in 2014)
	9 years post adoption (assuming adoption in 2014)

	. 
	Between 2023 and 2030 the

	Council purport that there will be a requirement for a further 2,400 new dwellings

	to deliver the overall Plan target of 7,000 new dwellings. The Plan, as drafted,

	does not provide a strategy for the delivery of these houses on the basis that land
will need to be released from the Green Belt to accommodate the housing and

	that a review of the Green Belt has not been undertaken at this stage. In short
the delivery of housing in the period between 2023 and 2030 is being "put off" by
the Authority. Our detailed views of this approach to Green Belt are dealt with in

	response to Policy BDP4.
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	It is clear from the above that Policy BDP3 advocates an approach to the delivery

	of housing that is the polar opposite to the requirements of the NPPF. It is not an

	approach which "proactively drives" the delivery of housing over the lifetime of

	the Plan. It is short term and seeks to avoid making decisions about delivery. It

	does not make "every effort" to meet the need for housing. In contrast it looks to
delay the effort of undertaking the Green Belt Review now. In so doing the Plan
does not provide a dear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for
development in their area
	. 
	7.5

	As a strategy and approach to plan making it is

	unsound.

	f

	Moving away from the macro strategy issue it is also necessary to consider the
evidence base upon which the 7,000 dwelling requirement figure 2011 to 2030 is
proposed. Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that authorities should have a clear
understanding of housing needs in their area and should prepare a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) to assess their full housing needs, working
with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative
7.6

	Moving away from the macro strategy issue it is also necessary to consider the
evidence base upon which the 7,000 dwelling requirement figure 2011 to 2030 is
proposed. Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that authorities should have a clear
understanding of housing needs in their area and should prepare a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) to assess their full housing needs, working
with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative
7.6


	boundaries. Notwithstanding the Birmingham factor discussed in other

	representations to this Plan, Paragraph 8.19 of the BDP informs us that the

	Authority has sought to prepare a joint SHMA with its neighbours in the County

	through the preparation of the Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market

	Assessment of February 2012. We are informed that the 7,000 requirement figure
is derived from the outputs of this SHMA assessment. This is the key evidence
base document underpinning the housing requirement.

	The robustness of the SHMA has been subject to a degree of testing by the
Inspector considering the South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP). The
Interim Conclusions of the Inspector were published on the 28th October 2013. It
must now be of concern to the District that the Inspector is critical of the SHMA.
Indeed he states, in his covering letter that: "My most important finding is that
the modelling and analysis in the February 2012 SHMA do not provide a reliable
basis for identifying the level of housing need in South Worcestershire over the
plan period". The Councils of South Worcestershire are, in turn, being asked by
7.7

	The robustness of the SHMA has been subject to a degree of testing by the
Inspector considering the South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP). The
Interim Conclusions of the Inspector were published on the 28th October 2013. It
must now be of concern to the District that the Inspector is critical of the SHMA.
Indeed he states, in his covering letter that: "My most important finding is that
the modelling and analysis in the February 2012 SHMA do not provide a reliable
basis for identifying the level of housing need in South Worcestershire over the
plan period". The Councils of South Worcestershire are, in turn, being asked by
7.7


	the Inspector to undertake some further modelling and analysis in order to derive

	an objective assessment of housing need over the plan period. Given that this is

	the same SHMA with the same methodologies that is relied upon by Bromsgrove

	District it is imperative, before proceeding further, that the District assure
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	themselves that the evidence base is robust and credible. If it is unsound to rely
on it in South Worcestershire then the implication could well be that it is unsound
to rely on it at Bromsgrove.

	The 7.8

	District 
	Council 
	include, at paragraph 
	8.22, a 
	table which seeks to

	demonstrate how the components of the proposed delivery to 2023 are made up.
A number of sources of supply are identified including: completions 2011 to 2013,
commitments, Bromsgrove Expansion Sites, Remaining Development Sites, Other

	SHLAA sites and windfall allowance. 
	.

	sources of supply as evidenced below
	There is a concern about some of these

	The plan identifies commitments at 7.9

	The plan identifies commitments at 7.9


	1052 dwellings. 
	1052 dwellings. 

	This is made up of 99

	dwellings under construction from across a total of 18 sites and 953 dwellings

	with planning permission from a total of 89 sites. The Council has applied no
discounting to this commitment figure. This is said to be on the basis that the
Authority has no evidence to suggest that the sites will not come forward within
five years. This, in our view, is not a realistic assumption and, in reality it is likely
that a proportion of the dwellings from sites with permission will not be delivered.

	7.10 When calculating housing land supply in the current housing market, which is in a
process of recovery, an appropriate level of discounting should be Included in
order to allow for: sites where permissions expire, circumstances where schemes
are redesigned to lower densities to improve viability; sites which have planning
permission for valuation purposes with no intention of being built, particularly
small sites and circumstances where sites are uneconomic to develop and will not
come forward until 
	7.10 When calculating housing land supply in the current housing market, which is in a
process of recovery, an appropriate level of discounting should be Included in
order to allow for: sites where permissions expire, circumstances where schemes
are redesigned to lower densities to improve viability; sites which have planning
permission for valuation purposes with no intention of being built, particularly
small sites and circumstances where sites are uneconomic to develop and will not
come forward until 

	the housing 
	market 
	has fully 
	recovered. 
	It is therefore

	reasonable to allow for a 10% non implementation discount on sites with planning

	permission. This approach is supported by "Housing Land Availability", DOE

	Planning and Research Paper and has been supported by Inspectors in a number
of recent appeal decisions.

	7.11 To 
	conclude it 
	is important 
	for the Authority to be robust in its delivery

	assumptions in order to be confident that there is sufficient supply to cover not
only the five year but longer term period. Indeed this is particularly pressing with
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	the strategy proposed by Bromsgrove District as they are only really seeking to

	deliver housing to a period of 9 years post adoption. If Bromsgrove are over

	optimistic in terms of their delivery assumptions then they may not have a supply

	to 2023 and they will not, given that Borough is 90% Green Belt, have a resource
of identified land or sites (given the failure to undertake the Green Belt Review

	now) to draw on to make good the break in delivery. 
	Indeed other authorities

	have fallen foul by including 
	unrealistic delivery 
	assumptions within the

	Development Plan. In Newcastle under Lyme, the Borough are considering

	whether to prepare a new Local Plan (after only recently adopting a Joint Core
Strategy) on the basis that insufficient sites are available to actually deliver the

	strategy. Further information is provided in response to Policy BDP4 on this point.

	7.12 The Council approach to windfall sites is also confusing and would appear, at

	7.12 The Council approach to windfall sites is also confusing and would appear, at


	present, to be unsound. The plan suggests that windfalls are included on the

	basis of delivering 30 dwellings per annum over the period 2014 to 2030 totalling

	480 dwellings. The impression given in the source of supply table at paragraph

	480 dwellings. The impression given in the source of supply table at paragraph

	8.22 is, however, that all of these windfalls will be delivered by 2023 in order to
support the 4,600 dwelling target to be achieved without recourse to the Green
Belt. It is unclear why this windfall figure would not be 270 dwellings ie 2014 to

	2023. Clarification on this issue is therefore required. Notwithstanding this issue,


	however, the NPPF is clear in paragraph 48 that the use of windfalls should only
be in the first five years and then only if there is compelling evidence to support
this. Cleariy the Plan, in including a windfall allowance over the liftetime of it, is
contrary to the NPPF. A windfall allowance over a five year period 2014 to 2019

	however, the NPPF is clear in paragraph 48 that the use of windfalls should only
be in the first five years and then only if there is compelling evidence to support
this. Cleariy the Plan, in including a windfall allowance over the liftetime of it, is
contrary to the NPPF. A windfall allowance over a five year period 2014 to 2019


	would only give 150 windfalls and even these should only be included if

	compelling evidence can be demonstrated. We would suggest that no such

	evidence has been produced. To conclude we are in no way convinced that the
evidence supports the approach to windfalls. At present this approach must be
regarded as not justified and unsound.

	In light of the above we consider Policy BDP3 and its attendant paragraphs to be
fundamentally unsound. It is not positively prepared, will fail to meet objectively
7.13

	In light of the above we consider Policy BDP3 and its attendant paragraphs to be
fundamentally unsound. It is not positively prepared, will fail to meet objectively
7.13


	assessed housing requirements and is not effective. In addition the Plan is

	inconsistent with the NPPF. This is such a critical aspect of the Plan that the Plan
needs to be substantially modified. As explored further in our response to Policy
BDP4 in our view, there is a need to review the Green Belt now and identify a
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	strategy which is capable, as far as possible, of identifying how development
requirements to 2030 and beyond will be met.

	8. BDP4 Green Belt

	The strategy of the Plan relating to Green Belt covers paragraph 8.23 to 8.39
8.1

	inclusive and BDP4 Policy Green Belt. We consider the Policy and its attendant

	explanation to 
	be unsound. 
	As the Council's approach 
	to the 
	Green Belt

	represents so fundamental a part of the strategy of the Plan, we consider it
renders the whole plan as unsound unless it is substantially modified.

	8.2 The NPPF, Paragraph 83 is clear that it is the role of a review of the Local Plan to
alter Green Belt boundaries in exceptional circumstances. As established in our
response to Policy BDP3 in order to meet housing requirements over the lifetime
of the Plan, there is a clear and unquestionable imperative to utilise land currently
located in the Green Belt. In short, within Bromsgrove District the requirement to
deliver the objectively assessed need for housing as required by the NPPF is an
exceptional circumstance that requires appropriate alterations to the Green Belt
boundary. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF goes on to state that it is at the time of the
Local Plan review that: "authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should
be capable of enduring beyond the plan period". 
	8.2 The NPPF, Paragraph 83 is clear that it is the role of a review of the Local Plan to
alter Green Belt boundaries in exceptional circumstances. As established in our
response to Policy BDP3 in order to meet housing requirements over the lifetime
of the Plan, there is a clear and unquestionable imperative to utilise land currently
located in the Green Belt. In short, within Bromsgrove District the requirement to
deliver the objectively assessed need for housing as required by the NPPF is an
exceptional circumstance that requires appropriate alterations to the Green Belt
boundary. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF goes on to state that it is at the time of the
Local Plan review that: "authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should
be capable of enduring beyond the plan period". 

	Paragraph 85 of the NPPF is also
of note stating that when defining boundaries, local authorities should: "satisfy
themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period"
	.

	8.3 The strategy of the Plan is in clear contradiction to the provisions of the NPPF.
The Council are now at a stage where they are undertaking a review of the Plan
to 2030 and at a time when they are in no doubt that the Green Belt boundary
needs to be altered not at the end of the plan period but significantly in advance

	8.3 The strategy of the Plan is in clear contradiction to the provisions of the NPPF.
The Council are now at a stage where they are undertaking a review of the Plan
to 2030 and at a time when they are in no doubt that the Green Belt boundary
needs to be altered not at the end of the plan period but significantly in advance


	of the 
	end of the development plan period to meet their development

	requirements. 
	As such the NPPF is clear that it is now, through this Local Plan

	Review, that the issue of rolling back the Green Belt to meet development
requirements over the plan period should be dealt with. The Council has simply
chosen not to grapple with the difficult issue of Green Belt release at this time.
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	8.4 The suggestion proffered in paragraph 8.28 of the Plan is that the strategy of the
Council to delay the Green Beit review is due to the "urgency to have an adopted
up to date District Plan". This is not a credible or robust justification for the
Council's approach. The Council has not demonstrated, to date, urgency in this

	8.4 The suggestion proffered in paragraph 8.28 of the Plan is that the strategy of the
Council to delay the Green Beit review is due to the "urgency to have an adopted
up to date District Plan". This is not a credible or robust justification for the
Council's approach. The Council has not demonstrated, to date, urgency in this


	Local Plan Review process. Paragraph 1.11 of the Plan demonstrates that the

	review process has been ongoing since 2005. The Council were certainly

	cognisant of the need to review the Green Beit to meet development

	requirements prior to and following the publication of the last consultation stage
of the Local Plan. The Draft Core Strategy 2 consultation was published in January
2011, approaching two years ago and acknowledged the need to review the
Green Belt. Certainly Pegasus Group at that time objected to the approach of
putting off the Green Belt review and urged the District to undertake the process
immediately in order that development requirements over the whole plan period

	could be met and that the risk of the Plan being found unsound could be avoided.

	Paragraph 8.37 of the BDP notes that through consultation feedback: "a

	considerable amount of comments considered that the Council should do the

	Green Belt review now to ensure sufficient land is available for development". The
Council has simply made a decision to seek to avoid making the difficult, and
often controversial decisions about releasing Green Belt land.

	8.5 In our view this approach of the Council is inherently contrary to the spirit of the
NPPF and is not consistent with it. It is a strategy which cannot be said to seek to
meet the objectively assessed development requirements over the plan period as
evidenced in our response both to this Policy (BDP4) and Policy BDP3 above. As
such it is not positively prepared. For reasons explored below, we also consider
that it is not an effective approach to plan making.

	8.5 In our view this approach of the Council is inherently contrary to the spirit of the
NPPF and is not consistent with it. It is a strategy which cannot be said to seek to
meet the objectively assessed development requirements over the plan period as
evidenced in our response both to this Policy (BDP4) and Policy BDP3 above. As
such it is not positively prepared. For reasons explored below, we also consider
that it is not an effective approach to plan making.


	The mechanism for the plan to be delivered over the period to 2030 is not
addressed within the Policy or its accompanying text. Paragraph 8.28 states that
in advance of 2023 a Green Belt Review will be undertaken which will remove
(emphasis supplied) sufficient land from the Green Belt to address the unmet
housing needs over the plan period, address needs beyond 2030 and deal with
cross boundary development needs of the conurbation in the plan period. Three
crucial elements of the Local Plan Review. There is however a clear difficulty with
this approach. 8.6

	The mechanism for the plan to be delivered over the period to 2030 is not
addressed within the Policy or its accompanying text. Paragraph 8.28 states that
in advance of 2023 a Green Belt Review will be undertaken which will remove
(emphasis supplied) sufficient land from the Green Belt to address the unmet
housing needs over the plan period, address needs beyond 2030 and deal with
cross boundary development needs of the conurbation in the plan period. Three
crucial elements of the Local Plan Review. There is however a clear difficulty with
this approach. 8.6


	A Green Beit Review is not able to remove land from the Green

	Belt.
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	A Green Belt Review is certainly an important evidence based document that can
8.7

	A Green Belt Review is certainly an important evidence based document that can
8.7


	consider and make recommendations as to where the Green Beit could and

	should be roiled back. It is not, however, a Local Plan document and it is quite
clear from the NPPF that it is the Local Plan which is the means by which Green
Belt boundaries are amended. As a strategy therefore a commitment within this
Plan to undertake a review of the Green Belt in order to meet needs over the plan
period to 2030 is not a strategy which is capable of delivering on the objectively

	assessed unsound.

	development 
	requirements. Accordingly 
	it is not effective and is

	Part BDP4.2 of the Plan, in contradiction of paragraph 8.28, is perhaps more
8.8

	accurate regarding what is intended by the Authority. Reference is made to a

	"Local Plan Review" being undertaken which will include the full review of the

	Green Belt and that this will occur in 
	advance of 2023
	. 
	At no place in the

	supporting text is reference made to a Local Plan Review. All other references
imply that it is the Green Belt Review that will address the issue. We would agree
with the Authority's reference at part BDP4.2 of the Policy that a Local Plan
Review is the appropriate mechanism by which land can be released from the

	Green Belt. 
	It is, indeed, 
	for this reason that we are firm in our view that this

	should be undertaken now. This Plan is, after all, a review of a Local Plan and one
that purports to cover a period 2011 to 2030.

	The reality is that the Council have not put forward a Plan which is deliverable
over a period 2011 to 2030. It is a Plan which they consider is deliverable to 2023
8.9

	The reality is that the Council have not put forward a Plan which is deliverable
over a period 2011 to 2030. It is a Plan which they consider is deliverable to 2023
8.9


	only and one which would need to be immediately 
	reviewed as, allowing for

	adoption in 2014, it would cover a period of no more than 9 years. Given that this
Local Plan Review has been ongoing since 2005 it is improbable that we can

	expect a further Review to take place at speed. 
	This places at considerable risk

	the ability of the District Council to have a Plan in place which looks to proactively

	address meeting development requirements. 
	This provides no certainty for the

	development industry, is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective. It
is a plan which will have a Green Belt which is: "only maintained in the short to

	medium term" (paragraph 8.28, Submission Local Plan). It is unsound. It is

	essential, in our view, to deal with the Green Belt review now and get a long term
Plan in place which is robust and credible. It might mean delay now but it would
avoid the inevitable further delay and uncertainty which would immediately follow
as a further Review process is embarked upon.
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	sufficient flexibility to adapt to change. It is therefore unsound. 
	It is 
	a requirement of paragraph 14, NPPF that "Local Plans should meet

	objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change". It

	is our contention that the strategy proposed by the Authority does not allow for

	8.10

	A key role of the

	Local Plan is to ensure that sufficient land of suitable quality is allocated and

	deliverable over the plan period (paragraph 47, NPPF). There is, in our view, a

	risk that a Plan which offers a delivery strategy to 2023 only, a period of 9 years

	post adoption, is not sufficiently flexible. In a scenario whereby there is an

	unforeseen delay in the sites allocated within the Plan coming forward then the

	Council could be in a position whereby there are insufficient allocated sites

	consistent with the strategy of the Plan which are capable of making good any

	shortfall or break in the supply. This could potentially leave the Authority exposed

	to rogue planning applications made on the basis of a lack of a 5 year housing
land supply which are not consistent with the hierarchical approach envisaged in
the Local Plan.

	8.11 In light of the above Policy BDP4 and its attendant text are unsound on the basis

	8.11 In light of the above Policy BDP4 and its attendant text are unsound on the basis


	that it is not positively prepared, will fail to meet objectively assessed housing

	requirements and is not effective. 
	In addition the plan is unsound as it is

	singularly inconsistent with the NPPF. To repeat this Is such a critical aspect of the

	Plan that it renders the plan as a whole fundamentally unsound unless it is
substantially modified. In our view there is a need to review the Green Belt now

	and identify a strategy which is capable, as far as possible, of identifying how

	development requirements to 2030 and beyond will be met. In addition, as

	expressed elsewhere in these representations, the development requirements

	that should be met 
	appropriate to meet.

	include those 
	arising in Birmingham that 
	it would be

	9. BDP5A Policy Bromsgrove Town Expansion Sites Policy

	We are in support of the hierarchy of development identified in Policy BDP2.
Likewise we support the three urban extension sites at Bromsgrove Town (BROM
1, BROM 2 and BROM 3).
9.1

	We are in support of the hierarchy of development identified in Policy BDP2.
Likewise we support the three urban extension sites at Bromsgrove Town (BROM
1, BROM 2 and BROM 3).
9.1
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	In other representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates reference is
made to the potential for additional land at Norton Farm to meet housing needs in
the district.
9.2

	In other representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates reference is
made to the potential for additional land at Norton Farm to meet housing needs in
the district.
9.2


	10. BDP5B Policy Other Development Sites Policy

	In other representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates, the potential
for additional land to be identified at Bleak House Farm, Wythall is referred to.
10.1

	In other representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates, the potential
for additional land to be identified at Bleak House Farm, Wythall is referred to.
10.1


	11. RCBD 1.1 Policy - Redditch Cross Boundary Development

	11. RCBD 1.1 Policy - Redditch Cross Boundary Development

	We support the need to identify urban extensions to Redditch, located within
11.1 \


	Bromsgrove District, and concur that the exceptional circumstances to justify
Green Belt release on the edge of the town have been met
	.

	We support the identification of RCBD 1.8 Site to Brockhill, as a sustainable urban
11.2

	The Brockhili Urban

	extension to provide for a minimum of 600 dwellings.

	Extension is in a sustainable location, and relates well to the proposed allocation
across the border in Redditch, building upon successful growth in the residential
population in this area in the past. There is significant and credible evidence to
support the proposed urban extension, particularly with regard to deliverability.

	We object, however, to the scale of the urban extension proposed at Foxlydiate.
We are firmly of the view that RCBD 1.1 Policy is unsound as presently drafted, in
relation to the identification of an urban extension of the scale proposed as this is
not justified when other sustainable and deliverable alternatives are considered,
is not based on robust or credible evidence, especially in relation to deliverability,
and therefore is not effective.
11.3

	We object, however, to the scale of the urban extension proposed at Foxlydiate.
We are firmly of the view that RCBD 1.1 Policy is unsound as presently drafted, in
relation to the identification of an urban extension of the scale proposed as this is
not justified when other sustainable and deliverable alternatives are considered,
is not based on robust or credible evidence, especially in relation to deliverability,
and therefore is not effective.
11.3

	We are particularly concerned that the Foxiydiate proposals are not deliverable at
11.4


	the scale envisaged within the Plan Period
	. 
	We have seen no evidence to support

	the deliverabiiity of the site, in particular the significant private sector investment
which will be required in order to bring forward the land for development by

	house builders. 
	The scale of development envisaged over the Plan Period is very

	ambitious in a single location, and we are unsure as to the credibility of proposals
which concentrate so much development in this location on the edge of Redditch.

	This is especially the case 
	when considering the additional 600 dwellings
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	proposed on an allocation within Redditch itself, dwellings over the plan period.

	bringing the total to 3,400

	Redditch, 
	11.5 Of crucial importance to determining whether or not the plan is sound is the

	11.5 Of crucial importance to determining whether or not the plan is sound is the


	viability of the proposals contained in it. 
	Of particular importance therefore is the

	question of the viability and deliverability of 2,800 dwellings on the edge of
especially when considered alongside proposals for an additional 600

	question of the viability and deliverability of 2,800 dwellings on the edge of
especially when considered alongside proposals for an additional 600


	dwellings within Redditch but in this location, 
	over the plan period. 
	In order to

	establish whether or not such an ambitious proposal is viable and deliverable, we

	would expect to 
	see evidence 
	in particular 
	with regard to 
	any necessary

	infrastructure funding which is a pre-requisite to development, the likely phasing
and therefore the ability of development to proceed from more than one location
and a realistic and achievable trajectory for the delivery of such a large number
of dwellings over the Plan Period.

	11.6 We do not believe any substantive or meaningful evidence has been submitted in
support of the Foxlydiate proposal, and this raises concerns as to the involvement
of experienced and credible developers who have a track record of delivery in
such circumstances, and the commitment of the respective landowners to the

	11.6 We do not believe any substantive or meaningful evidence has been submitted in
support of the Foxlydiate proposal, and this raises concerns as to the involvement
of experienced and credible developers who have a track record of delivery in
such circumstances, and the commitment of the respective landowners to the


	proposals. It will, in our view, be essential that these matters are fully addressed

	and that the viability of the proposals, 
	using proportionate evidence, is clearly

	demonstrated in order for the plan as currently proposed to be considered sound
	.

	In our view it is not sound as no evidence is submitted to demonstrate the
proposal is deliverable and too much reliance is placed on too large a number of
dwellings in a single location over the plan period
	.

	11.7 The Framework is clear at Paragraph 173 that plans should be deliverable and in
our view we do not believe that the plan can be found to be "effective" in
circumstances where no evidence has been produced as to the deliverability of

	11.7 The Framework is clear at Paragraph 173 that plans should be deliverable and in
our view we do not believe that the plan can be found to be "effective" in
circumstances where no evidence has been produced as to the deliverability of


	such a key development proposal. It is a serious flaw to have proposed an urban

	extension of 2,800 dwellings over the plan period without any credible evidence

	as to the deliverability or viability of the proposals and this serious omission
renders RCBD 1.1 Policy unsound.

	11.8 In 
	addition, we 
	also consider that the spatial distribution of development

	proposed under the Foxlydiate urban extension is inappropriate in relation to the
proper and sustainable development over the longer term of Redditch. The
proposal to extend development so far alongside the A448 and at such distance
from the existing edge of Redditch and in particular from the town centre does
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	not we 
	believe represent 
	development of the town
	.

	a sound 
	way of planning 
	Pegasus
Group

	for the sustainable

	11.9 With regard to other deficiencies in the evidence which the Council relies upon to
support the choice of Foxiydiate as an urban extension, we believe it is a serious
omission that in terms of landscape and visual matters the Council's Housing
Growth Development Study (The Study) is not supported by a formal landscape .
and visual appraisal, in accordance with the appropriate professional standards,
when considering the key issue of the setting in the landscape of significant urban

	11.9 With regard to other deficiencies in the evidence which the Council relies upon to
support the choice of Foxiydiate as an urban extension, we believe it is a serious
omission that in terms of landscape and visual matters the Council's Housing
Growth Development Study (The Study) is not supported by a formal landscape .
and visual appraisal, in accordance with the appropriate professional standards,
when considering the key issue of the setting in the landscape of significant urban


	extensions. 
	In the context of a review of the Green Belt and the potential it has

	to accommodate significant new development we consider that the lack of a

	professionally 
	based landscape 
	and visual appraisal, 
	to recognised 
	industry

	standards, is so serious a deficiency in terms of the comparison of the relative
merits of the areas studied around the edge of Redditch as to undermine the
credibility of the choice and in particular the scale of the Foxiydiate proposal.

	11.10 In coming to a conclusion that the Foxiydiate proposal, of the scale envisaged, is
the most appropriate and therefore a sound choice, we note that the Study does
not properly describe the conclusions drawn by the Council's own Bromsgrove

	11.10 In coming to a conclusion that the Foxiydiate proposal, of the scale envisaged, is
the most appropriate and therefore a sound choice, we note that the Study does
not properly describe the conclusions drawn by the Council's own Bromsgrove


	Green Infrastructure Baseline Report. In particular, most of the Foxiydiate site is

	classed as high landscape sensitivity, in contrast to other areas around the edge
of Redditch, in particular lands under the control of our client, Gallagher Estates.

	11.11 The conclusions of the Baseline Report in addition refer to Landscape and Green
Infrastructure quality, describing the Foxiydiate site as mostly categorised as
"good", and further identifies development opportunities in relation to landscape
type, describing the area of the Foxiydiate proposal as having limited opportunity.

	It is also worthy of note that the 
	Foxiydiate proposal has 
	a much higher

	probability of involving the use of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land.

	11.12 Overall therefore, our conclusion in relation to RCBD 1.7 Site 1 Foxiydiate, is that
the proposal as currently drafted in the Policy is unsound on the basis of an
absence of evidence to justify the proposal and a lack of evidence as to its

	deliverability and viability. As previously noted, we support the proposal at RCBD

	1.8 Site 2 Brockhill, and our suggested remedy in order to render RCBD 1.1 Policy
sound is to reduce significantly the risks in terms of delivery at Foxiydiate by

	1.8 Site 2 Brockhill, and our suggested remedy in order to render RCBD 1.1 Policy
sound is to reduce significantly the risks in terms of delivery at Foxiydiate by


	reducing the 
	scale of the 
	proposal 
	to 1,800 
	dwellings 
	plus associated

	infrastructure.
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	11.13 The balance of 1,000 dwellings should, we contend, be delivered through a new
allocation at Bordesley, contained in a Main Modification if the plan is deemed
sound and legally compliant in other regards.

	Bordeslev

	11.14 Our client, Gallagher Estates, has been progressing proposals for a sustainable

	urban extension in the Bordesley area for a number of years now, and has kept

	Officers at both Redditch and Bromsgrove Councils closely informed of the

	emerging proposals. 
	a landscape and visual appraisal-led approach, leading to a revised allocation

	More recently these proposals have been refined, based on

	boundary and a 
	resulting capacity of a 
	minimum of 1,000 dwellings with an

	element of employment generating uses on part of the site. Accordingly attached

	at Appendix 2 are a plan showing the proposed allocation boundary, particularly

	in relation to the Brockhill proposed urban extension to the west, and a plan

	showing a Composite Development Strategy which identifies the areas for built

	development in a landscape and green infrastructure context.

	11.15 Our client has been assembling evidence to support the sustainability of an urban
extension in this area, and attached at Appendix 3 is a Cultural Heritage Desk�
	11.15 Our client has been assembling evidence to support the sustainability of an urban
extension in this area, and attached at Appendix 3 is a Cultural Heritage Desk�

	based Assessment, produced by Halcrow, 
	at Appendix 4 an Ecological Appraisal

	produced by CH2MHill and a Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy, also

	by CH2MHill, attached at Appendix 5. The conclusion of all of these reports is

	that development of the scale envisaged can 
	be accommodated in the areas

	identified subject to the necessary further detailed work appropriate at a planning
application stage and at which point appropriate mitigation measures would be
identified.

	11.16 In addition, on behalf of my client Saveli Bird and Axon (SBA) has prepared two
Technical Notes in relation to the Bordesley proposals and the Councils' emerging

	Infrastructure Delivery Plans. 
	These Technical Notes are attached at Appendix

	6. Both these notes point to significant failings in the site assessment process
that has been undertaken on behalf of Worcestershire County Council by Halcrow.

	6. Both these notes point to significant failings in the site assessment process
that has been undertaken on behalf of Worcestershire County Council by Halcrow.


	11.17 Technical Note 1 provides a summary of the transport impact assessment work

	11.17 Technical Note 1 provides a summary of the transport impact assessment work


	undertaken by 
	Halcrow on behalf of the County Council to determine the

	preferred urban extension proposals. 
	The Note finds the transport and

	accessibility analysis flawed, being inaccurate and crude and producing

	misleading results which have fed into the process of site selection for the urban
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	extension proposals to Redditch. 
	Note 2 provides a more detailed assessment of

	the relative accessibility of the two urban extension proposals contained in the

	draft Plan, 
	at Brockhili East and Foxlydiate, and the proposals 
	my client is

	suggesting at Bordesley.

	Based upon this more accurate 
	analysis of the

	accessibility of the sites it seems clear that the Foxlydiate proposal performs the
worst, with very significant implications for reliance on use of the private car
when compared to the options for walking and cycling.

	11.18 In public transport accessibility terms, in relation to the Bordesley proposals

	11.18 In public transport accessibility terms, in relation to the Bordesley proposals


	attached at Appendix 
	7 is a 
	7 is a 

	letter from Diamond Bus one of the biggest

	operators in Redditch indicating that they could serve the Bordesley proposals on

	a 15 minute frequency for the sums set out in the ietter. 
	It is also the case that

	any service proposed to serve the developments at Bordesley could also link to

	Brockhili proposals to the west. 
	Whilst it is likely that with this level of subsidy

	operators such as Diamond Bus could provide public transport links to other
urban extension proposals around Redditch, we are not aware that any evidence
has been produced to support the public transport accessibility of the Foxlydiate

	scheme.

	11.19 In terms of highway 
	infrastructure works to support the development of a

	sustainable urban extension in the Bordesley area for a minimum of 1,000
dwellings and associated employment areas, my client Gallagher Estates can
deliver important junction improvement works at the Dagnell End
Road/Birmingham Road junction. In addition, my client can deliver the Bordesley

	Bypass 
	scheme, again a significant 
	improvement in the strategic highway

	network, and both of these highway infrastructure schemes will also be of benefit

	to the Brockhili development proposals to the west. 
	The ability to integrate the

	delivery of strategic highway improvements,public transport facilities and walking
and cycling routes with the adjoining Brockhiil urban extension proposals is a very
significant benefit of identifying an urban extension proposal in the Bordesley

	area.

	11.20 In summary, the Bordesley proposals being developed by our client represent a

	11.20 In summary, the Bordesley proposals being developed by our client represent a


	sustainable 
	urban extension 
	to the 
	north of 
	Redditch, 
	proposals for growth to the north-west. 
	well related to the

	The scheme Is being progressed by a

	reputable developer with a recognised track record in the delivery of schemes of
this scale. Detailed work has been undertaken and will be progressed which will
demonstrate the deliverability of the proposals in order to facilitate growth over
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	the plan period. The scheme will deliver significant strategic highway benefits and

	there are no constraints in relation to the proposals as indicated in the supporting

	evidence provided. The proposals for a sustainable urban extension at Bordesley
will provide an attractive and popular location for housing growth which will relate

	well to 
	settlement.

	Redditch 
	and complement growth elsewhere on the edge of the

	12. BDP6 Policy Infrastructure Contributions

	12.1 Policy BDP6 is targeted at delivering necessary infrastructure in association with

	12.1 Policy BDP6 is targeted at delivering necessary infrastructure in association with


	development. 
	No objection is raised to this approach in principle. Paragraph 157,

	NPPF is clear that a strategic priority of plan making should be to: "plan positively

	for the development 
	and infrastructure required in the area to meet the

	objectives, principles and policies 
	of this 
	Framework". The deliverability of

	infrastructure does need, however, to be cognisant of viability. As recognised by
the Harman Report (Viability Testing Local Plans Advice for Housing Delivery
Practitioners - Sir John Harman, June 2012), at the Local Plan level viability is

	very closely linked to the concept of deliverability. 
	The link between viability and

	deliverability is expressly recognised in the NPPF, particularly at paragraphs 173
and 174. The former states that: "sites and the scale of development identified In
the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens
that their ability to be developed viably is threatened". In turn paragraph 174
goes on to say that Local planning authorities should be able to demonstrate that

	the cumulative impact 
	of M of their policy requirements does not put the

	implementation of the plan at serious risk.

	12.2 At present the evidence base does not demonstrate that the implications of the
cumulative viability of policy costs that are set out in the Local Plan (Policy BDP8

	12.2 At present the evidence base does not demonstrate that the implications of the
cumulative viability of policy costs that are set out in the Local Plan (Policy BDP8


	Affordable Housing, 
	Policy BDP6, Policy BDP12 Sustainable Communities, 
	Policy

	BDP16 Sustainable Transport, Policy BDP19 High Quality Design, 
	Policy BDP21

	Natural Environment, Policy BDP23 Water Management, Policy BDP24 Green

	Infrastructure) have been assessed. In turn no conclusion can be drawn as to the
viability and, in turn, delivery of the Plan as a whole. This is an omission from the

	evidence base which is contrary to the express requirement of paragraph 174 of
the NPPF which states that Local Authorities should "assess the likely cumulative

	impacts on development in their area.." and that, as set out above: "the

	cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put implementation
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	of the plan at serious risk". It is also in contradiction of Paragraph 177 which is
clear that: "it is important that local planning authorities understand district wide
development costs at the time Local Plans are drawn up".

	12.3 In light of the above although we have no objection to the policy wording of
Policy BDP6 per se we have an overall serious concern that, at present, the plan
is unsound.It does not demonstrate that it is deliverable over the plan period and

	12.3 In light of the above although we have no objection to the policy wording of
Policy BDP6 per se we have an overall serious concern that, at present, the plan
is unsound.It does not demonstrate that it is deliverable over the plan period and


	is therefore ineffective. 
	It is also expressly inconsistent with the NPPF which

	requires an assessment of the cumulative impact of all policy costs.

	13. BDP7 Policy Housing Mix and Density

	13. BDP7 Policy Housing Mix and Density


	13.1 Part BDP7.1 of this Policy is concerned with housing mix. It is considered that this

	13.1 Part BDP7.1 of this Policy is concerned with housing mix. It is considered that this


	policy provision, as drafted is not justified and is unsound
	.

	13.2 The suggestion is that all development proposals need to focus on delivering 2

	13.2 The suggestion is that all development proposals need to focus on delivering 2


	and 3 bedroom properties. Although the term "focus on" is not defined and is

	therefore ambiguous in practice the implication is that on ali sites the mix sought

	will be predominantly 2 and 3 bedroom properties. Whilst we do not dispute that
it is appropriate for new housing to take into account identified housing need, by

	focusing generally on delivering 
	2 and 3 
	2 and 3 

	bed dwellings on all development

	proposals there could be a tendency to overlook the existing housing mix at the

	micro level. 
	As such rather than expanding the housing mix in a 
	particular

	location, new 2 and 3 bed dwellings could actually be adding to an existing supply

	of similar dwellings. Paragraphs 8.88 and 8.92 of the BDP reinforce the difficulty

	of having a policy which suggests a specific mix. The former acknowledges that

	the household needs within the District are varied with the latter acknowledging
that there is likely to be a: "sustained demand for family housing recognising that
moderate and larger properties represent the aspiration for many households of
\

	different age groups". 
	Given this acknowledgement, a policy 
	which skews

	provision to predominantly 2 and 3 bedroom properties is not justified
	.

	13.3 There appears to be an acceptance in the Policy that on larger schemes a wider
dwelling mix will be appropriate. No definition is provided as to when a scheme is
considered to be large which is ambiguous. The reality, however, is that it is a
geographical or locational requirement at a micro level as to appropriate mix as

	13.3 There appears to be an acceptance in the Policy that on larger schemes a wider
dwelling mix will be appropriate. No definition is provided as to when a scheme is
considered to be large which is ambiguous. The reality, however, is that it is a
geographical or locational requirement at a micro level as to appropriate mix as


	opposed to relating solely to the size of a scheme. In reality a policy on mix
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	needs to be less definitive. It has to be sufficiently flexible to adapt to changing
circumstances. Somewhat inevitably the information which has informed the mix
at this point in time may quickly become out of date. What may be correct today
may not be in 10 years time. We believe that the housing developers have a good
understanding of the markets within which they operate, as ultimately they will
only build what there is demand for within a given location. In light of these
concerns the policy is too definitive, is not justified, is ineffective and unsound.

	Accordingly this policy should be redrafted to refer to any proposed housing mix
on a new site taking into account existing housing types in the area and what the

	housing market is seeking at the time.

	14. BDP8 Policy Affordable Housing

	14.1 We broadly support Policy BDP8. It is acknowledged that the delivery of

	14.1 We broadly support Policy BDP8. It is acknowledged that the delivery of


	affordable housing is a key objective for the District Council. The use of the term

	"up to" at BDP8.1 of the Policy in respect of the percentage targets is important.
Flexibility in this policy is necessary due to the boom and bust nature of the
housing market and given that circumstances will change continually over the

	plan period. There should be flexibility on a scheme by scheme basis to ensure

	scheme exceptional 
	viability. It is, in light of this, 
	at BDP8.2. 
	circumstances" 
	not appropriate to use the term "in

	It is sufficient for the policy to

	acknowledge that where the applicant can demonstrate that the required target

	cannot be achieved then a lower level of provision will need to be negotiated. At
present the wording goes beyond what Is justified and is unsound.

	The reference to Lifetime Home Standards at part BDP8.5 is noted. Given that
this is a policy dealing with affordable housing only then it is assumed that the
requirement for all homes to be Lifetime Home Standards is intended to relate to
affordable housing only and not market housing. This should be made clear within
14.2

	The reference to Lifetime Home Standards at part BDP8.5 is noted. Given that
this is a policy dealing with affordable housing only then it is assumed that the
requirement for all homes to be Lifetime Home Standards is intended to relate to
affordable housing only and not market housing. This should be made clear within
14.2


	the Policy. This is on the basis that, 
	in respect of market housing, this is to be

	encouraged rather than insisted upon. Indeed it is 
	noted that in the policy

	relating to the elderly (Policy BDP10) which is cross referenced the phrase used in
relation to the delivery of Lifetime Home Standards is that it will be "actively
encouraged". In short it does not appear to be a requirement in terms of Policy
BDP10. There is an inconsistency here that the BDP needs to address. We support
the term actively encouraged used in Policy BDP10 in respect of market housing
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	on the basis that the standards are discretionary and whilst a number of house

	builders do 
	planning policy.

	meet them 
	voluntarily they should not be compulsory through

	15. BDP19 Policy High Quality Design

	sustainable development (Paragraph 56, NPPF)
	15.1 It is acknowledged that the Government attaches great importance to the design
of the built environment and identifies that "good design" is a key aspect of

	15.1 It is acknowledged that the Government attaches great importance to the design
of the built environment and identifies that "good design" is a key aspect of


	. As such we support the inclusion
of a policy encouraging good design in a manner consistent with the NPPF,
paragraph 59. In short design policies should: "avoid unnecessary prescription or

	detail and should concentrate on guiding the overall scale, density, massing,

	height, landscape, layout, materials and access of new development in relation to
neighbouring buildings and the local area more generally".. There are elements of
the proposed policy that go beyond this requirement and are subject to objection.

	15.2 Part (a) of the policy places a requirement on developers to follow relevant
guidance and procedure to achieve good design. Although we do not object to
this as unsound we consider it does little to assist the decision maker in terms of

	15.2 Part (a) of the policy places a requirement on developers to follow relevant
guidance and procedure to achieve good design. Although we do not object to
this as unsound we consider it does little to assist the decision maker in terms of


	how they react to a development proposal in practice. 
	Objection is however

	raised to part (c) of the Policy which seeks 
	to "ensure" that 
	residential

	development achieves the highest standard of Building for Life. This is far too

	prescriptive and 
	goes beyond what is justified. Building for Life is not a

	mandatory requirement that is placed on developers.It is voluntary only. There is
no justification for Bromsgrove to apply it as mandatory. Criterion (c) is therefore
unsound and should be deleted.

	Objection is also raised to criterion (d) which again uses the term 'ensure' in
15.3

	relation to the Code for Sustainable Homes. The Government has not made

	achieving a particular level against the Code for Sustainable Homes mandatory.

	There is no legal requirement to meet C02 emission requirement of either Code 5

	(100% improvement) or Code 6 (zero net). Certainly the latest Government
thinking, 
	as evidenced in the DCLG Housing Standards Review Consultation

	August 2013, is to phase out the Code for Sustainable Homes. In any event all

	development will need to meet various regulatory requirements at the time of
construction, including Building Regulations. There is, therefore, no requirement
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	to make specific reference to these in policies. As such the inclusion of criterion
(d) as a requirement is not justified and should be deleted.

	15.4 Objection is raised to the requirement for compliance with internal environmental

	15.4 Objection is raised to the requirement for compliance with internal environmental


	standards from a good practice guide as referred to in criterion (m). Again, this

	goes too far in looking to make something that is to be taken into account a

	mandatory process. This is not justified and reference to the Guide should be

	deleted. Turning to criterion (o), this is a further example of the Policy seeking to
impose something that is not mandatory, 
	in this case 'Secure by Design', onto

	development. This goes too far, is not justified in the local context and should be
deleted.

	15.5 In summary criteria (c), (d), (m) and (o) in seeking to 'ensure' development

	15.5 In summary criteria (c), (d), (m) and (o) in seeking to 'ensure' development


	complies with non mandatory provisions goes beyond what is reasonable to
include in a policy which is aimed at encouraging good design. These criteria are
too prescriptive, are unjustified, 
	not consistent with the NPPF and are unsound
	.

	They should, therefore, be deleted.

	16. BDP20 Policy Managing the Historic Environment

	16. BDP20 Policy Managing the Historic Environment


	It is undoubtedly the case that the NPPF, as set out in its provisions at
paragraphs 126 to 141, seeks to conserve and enhance the historic environment.
16.1

	It is undoubtedly the case that the NPPF, as set out in its provisions at
paragraphs 126 to 141, seeks to conserve and enhance the historic environment.
16.1


	We therefore support the inclusion of a policy which seeks to conserve and

	enhance the historic environment of the District in principle. In practice, however,

	we can find little or no support in the NPPF to justify the way in which Policy

	BDP20 has been drafted. The Policy is very prescriptive and implies a level of

	protection that offers no clear distinction between 
	heritage assets which are

	'designated' and those which are not. The NPPF is very clear, in paragraph 1.26

	that heritage assets should be conserved "in a manner appropriate to their

	significance". Paragraph 132 tells us that the more important the heritage asset
then the greater the weight of conserving that asset should be. This distinction Is,
at best blurred and at worst not included at all within Policy BDP20. No real

	distinction appears to be made between heritage assets that are designated, non

	designated heritage assets, the historic landscape, designated landscapes and

	historic transport networks. This approach is not justified and is unsound
	.
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	There are other aspects of the Policy that are of concern. The NPPF is clear that
there the purpose of the Local Plan policies are to assist the decision maker in
terms of how they should react to a development proposal. As such the reference
to potentially designating new conservation areas is completely superfluous and
unnecessary. Part BDP20.7 should therefore be deleted. In turn, there is also no
need to include Part BDP20.8 which seeks to identify a "material consideration".
This is not a matter for inclusion within a policy and should be deleted. Objection
is also raised to Part BDP20.10. This seeks to resist demolition of buildings, trees
or landscape features which are said to make a positive contribution to an area's
16.2

	There are other aspects of the Policy that are of concern. The NPPF is clear that
there the purpose of the Local Plan policies are to assist the decision maker in
terms of how they should react to a development proposal. As such the reference
to potentially designating new conservation areas is completely superfluous and
unnecessary. Part BDP20.7 should therefore be deleted. In turn, there is also no
need to include Part BDP20.8 which seeks to identify a "material consideration".
This is not a matter for inclusion within a policy and should be deleted. Objection
is also raised to Part BDP20.10. This seeks to resist demolition of buildings, trees
or landscape features which are said to make a positive contribution to an area's
16.2


	character. 
	This is for too restrictive and is not a matter appropriate to managing

	the historic environment. Again, there is no need to include Part BDP20.12 of the
Policy which simply suggests that the Council will update its local list of assets.
This also applies to Part 20.19 which simply sets out an intention of the Council to
undertake studies. These policy elements are not effective in terms of delivery
and should be deleted.

	We object to Policy BDP 20 as drafted as being unsound. This Policy needs to be
substantially modified in order to be sound. It should be clear and concise and
reflect clearly the distinction between designated and non designated heritage
assets. The unnecessarily detail which does not assist the decision maker should
be deleted from the Plan.
16.3

	We object to Policy BDP 20 as drafted as being unsound. This Policy needs to be
substantially modified in order to be sound. It should be clear and concise and
reflect clearly the distinction between designated and non designated heritage
assets. The unnecessarily detail which does not assist the decision maker should
be deleted from the Plan.
16.3


	17. BDP21 Policy Natural Environment

	17.1 As with Policy BDP20 relating to the Historic Environment, Policy BDP21 goes

	17.1 As with Policy BDP20 relating to the Historic Environment, Policy BDP21 goes


	beyond what should be expected from development having regard to the NPPF. It ' j C
cannot be an 'expectation' that all developments will, as suggested at part (a),
create core areas of high conservation value. We can find no justification for this
as an expectation in the NPPF. The same concern goes to the expectation of
development to design in wildlife. A further concern is that the implications that
the provisions may have for the viability of developments. This concern is linked
to the points made in respect of Policy BDP6. The cost implications of all of these

	'expectations' on development are simply not quantified. As such large parts of

	this policy appear to be unjustified, go beyond the requirements of the NPPF and
are unsound. This policy needs, therefore to be substantially modified.
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	18. BDP22 Policy Climate Change

	We are broadly supportive of Policy BDP22. The Policy would benefit from
18.1

	We are broadly supportive of Policy BDP22. The Policy would benefit from
18.1


	amendment to make it clear however that it is for developers to determine the

	mitigation for carbon emissions (allowable solutions).
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	IN THE MATTER OF:

	IN THE MATTER OF:

	THE BROMSGROVE LOCAL PLAN

	AND THE STATUTORY DUTY TO CO-OPERATE

	OPINION

	1. [ am instructed by Pegasus Planning Group on behalf of Gallagher Estates.

	The latter have landholding interests within the Bromsgrove District Council
administrative area.

	2. Bromsgrove District Council ("the council") has published the submission
version of the Bromsgrove District Plan 2011-2013 ("the BDP"). Pegasus has
prepared submissions on the BDP on behalf of Gallagher Estates,and I have
been provided with a copy of those submissions. The submissions focus on
the tests of soundness,and set out what is in my opinion a compelling case
as to why the plan as proposed to be submitted is unsound
	2. Bromsgrove District Council ("the council") has published the submission
version of the Bromsgrove District Plan 2011-2013 ("the BDP"). Pegasus has
prepared submissions on the BDP on behalf of Gallagher Estates,and I have
been provided with a copy of those submissions. The submissions focus on
the tests of soundness,and set out what is in my opinion a compelling case
as to why the plan as proposed to be submitted is unsound

	.

	3. I am asked to advice on the specific issue of whether the council has
discharged its statutory duty to co-operate in the preparation of the plan.In
my opinion this legal duty has not be discharged, for the simple reason that
the council has failed to co-operate with Birmingham City Council ("BCC") to
devise any meaningful or effective policy to address the strategic cross
boundary issue of how the council will contribute to helping BCC to meet its
future housing needs. BCC has recently endorsed for consultation the pre�submission version of its development plan,and as widely anticipated the
	3. I am asked to advice on the specific issue of whether the council has
discharged its statutory duty to co-operate in the preparation of the plan.In
my opinion this legal duty has not be discharged, for the simple reason that
the council has failed to co-operate with Birmingham City Council ("BCC") to
devise any meaningful or effective policy to address the strategic cross
boundary issue of how the council will contribute to helping BCC to meet its
future housing needs. BCC has recently endorsed for consultation the pre�submission version of its development plan,and as widely anticipated the


	plan confirms that it will fail to meet the objectively assessed housing needs
of the City. The shortfall will be in excess of 30,000 dwellings, and it is
inevitable that the shortfall will have to be met within the administrative
boundaries of adjoining authorities,including Bromsgrove.

	plan confirms that it will fail to meet the objectively assessed housing needs
of the City. The shortfall will be in excess of 30,000 dwellings, and it is
inevitable that the shortfall will have to be met within the administrative
boundaries of adjoining authorities,including Bromsgrove.

	4. For the reasons Pegasus explain more fully in their submissions on the BDP,it
is not overly dramatic to state that the inability of BCC to meet its objectively
assessed housing needs is the most important planning issue facing the sub�region. Birmingham is the economic driver of the region, and if the region

	4. For the reasons Pegasus explain more fully in their submissions on the BDP,it
is not overly dramatic to state that the inability of BCC to meet its objectively
assessed housing needs is the most important planning issue facing the sub�region. Birmingham is the economic driver of the region, and if the region


	cannot deliver sufficient homes to meet the housing needs of its population
there are bound to be severe adverse socio-economic impacts,and these
impacts will threaten economic recovery in the short-term, economic growth
in the medium term, and undermine social cohesion in the long-term.With
the demise of the regional planning bodies and the regional strategies
through which these bodies sought to address cross-boundary issues,the
statutory duty to co-operate represents the only method through which
strategic issues can be addressed and regional needs met.

	THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE: STATUTORY PROVISIONS

	5. The legal requirements in relation to the duty to cooperate are as follows.
The Inspector must determine whether the council has complied with the
duty to co-operate set out in section 33A of the 2004 Act (section 20(5)(a)). If
he is not satisfied that the duty has been complied with,he must recommend
non-adoption of the document (section 20 (7A).In the event of a failure to
comply with duty to co-operate,the inspector has no power to make
recommendations that would make the plan sound (section 20(7)(B) and (C)).

	5. The legal requirements in relation to the duty to cooperate are as follows.
The Inspector must determine whether the council has complied with the
duty to co-operate set out in section 33A of the 2004 Act (section 20(5)(a)). If
he is not satisfied that the duty has been complied with,he must recommend
non-adoption of the document (section 20 (7A).In the event of a failure to
comply with duty to co-operate,the inspector has no power to make
recommendations that would make the plan sound (section 20(7)(B) and (C)).

	6. The Council has a duty to cooperate with other local planning authorities "in
maximising the effectiveness with which activities within subsection (3) are
undertaken" (s.33A(l)). One of the activities included within subsection (3) is
"the preparation of development plan documents... so far as relating to a


	strategic matter." What constitutes a "strategic matter" is set out in
subsection {4), and includes {s.33A(4)(a}) "sustainable development or use of
land that has or would have a significant impact on at least two planning

	strategic matter." What constitutes a "strategic matter" is set out in
subsection {4), and includes {s.33A(4)(a}) "sustainable development or use of
land that has or would have a significant impact on at least two planning

	areas...".

	7. Section 33A(2) makes clear that the duty to co-operate requires "in
particular" {i.e. is not limited to) an LPA to "engage constructively, actively
and on an ongoing basis" with other local planning authorities in the
preparation of its development plan. Section 33A(6) further clarifies that
"engagement" includes,"in particular","considering whether to consult on
and prepare, and enter into and publish, agreements on joint approaches to
the undertaking of activities within subsection{3)."

	THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE; NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

	8. The NPPF contains a number of references to the duty to act co-operatively
and explains what the duty requires. Paragraph 157 provides "Crucially, Local
Plans should be:based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities,...".
Paragraph 159 states: "Local planning authorities should have a clear
understanding of housing needs in their area. They should: prepare a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs,
working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross
administrative boundaries.

	8. The NPPF contains a number of references to the duty to act co-operatively
and explains what the duty requires. Paragraph 157 provides "Crucially, Local
Plans should be:based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities,...".
Paragraph 159 states: "Local planning authorities should have a clear
understanding of housing needs in their area. They should: prepare a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs,
working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross
administrative boundaries.

	9. The main substance of the policy guidance is set out in paragraphs 178 to
181:

	9. The main substance of the policy guidance is set out in paragraphs 178 to
181:

	178. Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross
administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic
priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government expects joint working on
areas of common interest to be diligently undertakenfor the mutual benefit
of neighbouring authorities.
	178. Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross
administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic
priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government expects joint working on
areas of common interest to be diligently undertakenfor the mutual benefit
of neighbouring authorities.




	179. Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies
to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly
coordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans.Joint working
should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet
development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own
areas-for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so
would causesignificant harm to the principles and policies of this Framework.
As part of this process, they should consider producing joint planning policies
on strategic matters and informal strategies such as joint infrastructure and
investment plans.

	179. Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies
to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly
coordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans.Joint working
should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet
development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own
areas-for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so
would causesignificant harm to the principles and policies of this Framework.
As part of this process, they should consider producing joint planning policies
on strategic matters and informal strategies such as joint infrastructure and
investment plans.

	179. Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies
to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly
coordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans.Joint working
should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet
development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own
areas-for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so
would causesignificant harm to the principles and policies of this Framework.
As part of this process, they should consider producing joint planning policies
on strategic matters and informal strategies such as joint infrastructure and
investment plans.

	180. Local planning authorities should take account of different geographic
areas,including travel-to-work areas. In two tier areas, county and district
authorities should cooperate with each other on relevant issues. Local
planning authorities should work collaboratively on strategic planning
priorities to enable delivery of sustainable development in consultation with
Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships. Local planning
authorities should also work collaboratively with private sector bodies, utility
and infrastructure providers.

	181. Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of
having effectively cooperated to planfor issues with cross-boundary impacts
when their Local Plans are submittedfor examination. This could be by way of
plans or policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of
understanding or a jointly prepared strategy which is presented as evidence
of an agreed position. Cooperation should be a continuous process of
engagementfrom initial thinking through to implementation, resulting in a
final position where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure
necessary to support current and projectedfuture levels of development.


	10. Finally, paragraph 182 provides that an Inspector should assess whether a

	10. Finally, paragraph 182 provides that an Inspector should assess whether a

	Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Co-Operate, but
further merges the requirement with that of soundness, to the extent that
two are intertwined. So,"positively prepared" means "prepared based on a
strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements,including unmet requirements from
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with
achieving sustainable development". Effective means, in part, a plan "based
on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities".

	11.National policy can therefore be distilled into the following principles:

	(a) Full weight has to be accorded to the terms "engage" and "engagement"
[22];

	(b) Engagement requires more than "consultation" [23];

	(c) The NPPF, read as a whole, emphasises that engagement should be
collaborative "work" [22]-[23];

	(d) An inspector, and in turn a court on a legal challenge, should scrutinise
the level of communication between local authorities [28]-[29];

	(e) Government guidance as to best practice,in addition to the NPPF, e.g.
from Planning Advisory Service may be a relevant consideration [30];

	(f) Occasional or nominal collaboration is wholly insufficient [29], [30]-[32];

	(g) All affected or neighbouring authorities should be contacted,it is not
sufficient to focus on a limited few [31];

	(h) There must in all the circumstances, be evidence of "dialogue" between

	authorities [33].

	authorities [33].

	THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE: NATIONAL PLANNING GUIDANCE

	12.The government has been consulting on a web-based national planning
guidance document,and this has been available in Beta version. The
consultation period has now ended, and it is not known what changes will be
made to the guidance,if any. The guidance contains a fairly lengthy section
on the duty to cooperate.If the guidance as currently set out changes,I will
revisit this advice. However,as matters stand the guidance is a material
consideration
,albeit one that probably merits limited weight because it may
change. Nonetheless,I believe it is valuable to consider its contents,because
it shows the "direction of travel." Moreover,changes to it are likely to be
limited, because the guidance cannot change what appears either in the

	statutory provisions or in the NPPF,and in my opinion the guidance as
currently set out is broadly in conformity with both the source of the duty to
co-operate and its interpretation in national planning policy.

	13. The following sections of the NPG are particular assistance (emphasis has
been added):

	13. The following sections of the NPG are particular assistance (emphasis has
been added):


	The duty to cooperate seeks to ensure that local planning authorities lead
strategic planning effectively through their local plans, addressing social,
environmental and economic issues...

	... the duty to consult ... goes beyond a requirement to simply consult. The

	duty means that local planning authorities and other public bodies must work
together constructively from the outset of plan preparation to maximise the
effectiveness of strategic planning policies. It is unlikely that this could be
satisfied by consultation alone.

	Cooperation between local planning authorities... should produce effective

	policies on strategic cross boundary matters. Inspectors testing compliance

	policies on strategic cross boundary matters. Inspectors testing compliance

	with the duty at examination will assess the outcomes of co-operation and

	not just whether local planning authorities have approached others.

	To ensure that local plans are robust and effective, local planning ... need to
work together from the outset at the plan scoping and evidence gathering
stages...After that they will need to continue working together to develop
effective planning policies and delivery strategies. Cooperation should
continue until plans are submittedfor examination and beyond into delivery
and review.

	[Local planning authorities must plan and gather evidencefor the most
appropriatefunctional geography]. For example housing market and travel to
work areas... may be a more appropriate basis on which to plan...

	Where local plans are not being takenforward in the same broad timeframe
it will be importantfor the respective local planning authorities to enter into
formal agreement, signed by their elected members, demonstrating their
long-term commitment to jointly agreed strategy on cross boundary
matters... A key element of the examination will be to ensure that there is a

	sufficient certainty through the agreement to ensure that an effective
strategy will be in place for strategic matters when the relevant plans are

	adopted.

	Local planning authorities that are unwilling to cooperate with others will

	are unable to provide robust evidence to support a strategy that does not
plan for the unmet requirements of another local planning authority then
they may fail the test of compliance with the duty to cooperate and the plan
may befound unsound.

	Local plans should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively

	assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring local planning authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

	assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring local planning authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

	Therefore if a local planning authority preparing local plan provides robust
evidence of an unmet requirement,such as unmet housing need, other local

	planning authorities in the housing market area will be required to consider
the implications, including the need to review their housing policies.

	BROMSGROVE'S RESPONSE TO THE BIRMINGHAM QUESTION

	14. Apart from a recognition that BCC is likely to have an unmet housing need
and that some of this need may need to be met in Bromsgrove's
administrative area,the BDP does nothing to grapple with the issue of how it
should plan for the future so as to meet that need. It purports to cover the
period up to 2030, but quite candidly accepts that sufficient land has not
been identified to meet even Bromsgrove own needs up to that date, let
alone making provision to meet any of Birmingham's needs. The BDP plans to
meet Bromsgrove's own housing needs up to 2023 only. The question of how

	the full housing needs of the area (both those of Bromsgrove and
Birmingham) will be met is deferred to a local plan review,which will include

	a green belt review, at some indeterminate point prior to 2023.

	15.The plan addresses the Birmingham question and the duty to cooperate in
the following way:

	"1.13 The BDP takes into account the implications of planning policies of
neighbouring authorities as spatial planning should not be constrained by
local authority boundaries. The district council has consulted neighbouring
authorities at all stages in the preparation of the plan and will continue to do
so as necessary and in particular on strategic cross boundary issues."

	"1.14 Both councils [Bromsgrove and Birmingham] also continue to engage
on Birmingham's unmet housing need which may require the identification of
potential sites in Bromsgrove in the later stages of the plan period. A housing
study is currently being carried out across the whole of the greater
Birmingham and Solihull local enterprise partnership area which will provide

	"1.14 Both councils [Bromsgrove and Birmingham] also continue to engage
on Birmingham's unmet housing need which may require the identification of
potential sites in Bromsgrove in the later stages of the plan period. A housing
study is currently being carried out across the whole of the greater
Birmingham and Solihull local enterprise partnership area which will provide

	some of the evidence requiredfor this issue."

	"8.25 As mentioned above the council has a duty to cooperate on planning
issues that cross administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to
strategic priorities... Bromsgrove Council is also aware that Birmingham City

	Council may require assistance in achieving its housing target. The amount of

	development required is not yet known but the needfor this housing is not
immediate. Bromsgrove is already helping to meet the growth needs of
Birmingham with 700 houses currently being developed on theformer MG
Rover plant at Longbridge. It is therefore considered that cross boundary
growth in relation to Birmingham is already being partly addressed and can
befurther addressed through thefull Green Belt review."

	"8.28 ... In advance of 2023, a Green Belt review will be undertaken which will
remove sufficient landfrom the Green Belt to deliver the remaining 2400
houses in the period 2023- 2030 and address the longer term development
needs of Bromsgrove district Council and adjacent authorities based on the
latest evidence the time."

	16. This reasoning is then given effect in policy BDP4- Green Belt, which
provides that "A local plan review including a full review of the Green Belt
will be undertaken in advance of 2023 to identify:... (c) Land to help deliver
the objectively assessed housing requirement of the West Midlands
conurbation within the current plan periodi.e. up to 2030."
	16. This reasoning is then given effect in policy BDP4- Green Belt, which
provides that "A local plan review including a full review of the Green Belt
will be undertaken in advance of 2023 to identify:... (c) Land to help deliver
the objectively assessed housing requirement of the West Midlands
conurbation within the current plan periodi.e. up to 2030."


	17. The starting point for the duty to cooperate is paragraph 159 of the
Framework. This states that local planning authorities should prepare a

	17. The starting point for the duty to cooperate is paragraph 159 of the
Framework. This states that local planning authorities should prepare a

	strategic housing market assessment "to assess their full housing needs,
working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross
administrative boundaries." The clue is in the title:it is not a "strategic"
housing market assessment unless it looks at the matter strategically, and it
cannot do that if it ignores the fact that housing needs and provision must be
addressed having regard to the way in which the relevant housing market
area operates.

	18. In this case,the duty to cooperate required Bromsgrove to work with
Birmingham City Council (and others) to identify the house needs of the
housing market area. As set out above,the NPG makes clear in several places
that duty to cooperate must start at the initial stages of plan scoping and
evidence gathering. This has simply not been done,and no robust
explanation has been provided as to why it has not been done. As the BDP
records,it is only now that a housing study is being carried out across the
whole of the affected sub-region in order to gather the evidence required to
address the issue, identifying the objectively assessed housing needs of the
strategic housing market area is a pre-requisite to meeting those needs, and
meeting those needs lies at the heart of all national planning policy and
guidance. Failing to commission the necessary study to inform the plan is
evidence in itself that there has been a failure to discharge the duty to co�operate. Without undertaking this first, basic evidence gathering exercise,it
is not possible to move to the second stage of the analysis, namely deciding
how that need should be met across the sub region.
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	19. To use the words of paragraph 179 of the NPPF,there has been no
collaborative work to ensure that the strategic priority of meeting in full
objectively assess needs has been fully coordinated and clearly reflected in

	individual plans (paragraph 179). Bromsgrove has provided no evidence that

	individual plans (paragraph 179). Bromsgrove has provided no evidence that

	it gave consideration to producing joint planning policies or informal
strategies to address housing needs. Paragraph 181of the Framework states
that local planning authorities will be expected to "demonstrate evidence of
having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross boundary impacts
when their local plans are submitted for examination." No such evidence has
been submitted-the Council cannot point to any evidence of effective
cooperation to meet the housing needs of the strategic housing market area

	as a whole. At best,it has consulted with BCC, and the two authorities have
decided to defer consideration of this key issue.That cannot be described as
co-operating to meet the need.

	20. It is clear that the council is seeking to avoid making any provision to meet
Birmingham's needs at this point in time by relying on the lack of evidence as
to what that need is or how much of it BDP will be required to meet. That
however cannot be allowed to pass as an excuse for failing to address the
issue,not least of all because it would allow the duty to be bypassed through
the simple expedient of not undertaking the necessary evidence gathering
exercise.In any event,it is now a confirmed fact that Birmingham will have a
shortfall in excess of 30,000 dwellings. Therefore it is not right for the BDP to
state that the amount of development required is not known, or that the
need for this housing is not immediate. The housing must be provided in the
upcoming plan period;now is the time that the plan is being prepared, and
therefore now must be the time to co-operate and determine what
proportion of that need should be met within the Bromsgrove area
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	.

	21. Further, putting off this task to some indeterminate date in the future is
inexplicable given that the NPG states that where a local planning authority
provides robust evidence of an unmet requirement (and in this case no one
appears to be doubting that BCC has done so), neighbouring authorities must
as part of the duty to co-operate consider the implications,including the
need to review their housing policies. In other words,this is the time for

	Bromsgrove to react-making provision to react later could only be justified
if it could be said that there was no robust evidence at present to indicate
that it will be required to meet some of Birmingham's needs.In other words,
a future review is what must be promised by an authority which has adopted
a plan but later learns that a neighbouring authority has unmet needs. It is
not acceptable for an authority which is preparing its plan now,and knows
that a neighbouring authority has an unmet need,to say that it will address
the issue in a future review.
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	22. As the policies and guidance set out above demonstrate,the duty to co�operate requires more than mere consultation. It is focused on outcomes,
and the outcomes must be reflected in an effective and deliverable policy,
incorporated into the plan. The BDP policy of stating that the matter will be
addressed later cannot be described as an effective strategy for delivering
the objectively identified needs of the region. There is no firm commitment
given as to how much of Birmingham's needs Bromsgrove will meet,or
indeed how such a decision will be taken. Also,there is no explanation as to

	why the issue of meeting those needs is to be deferred for up to potentially
nine years,given that the BDP states that a housing study is currently
underway that covers the sub-region and will (presumably) provide the
necessary evidence base.

	23. There can be no reasonable doubt that if the objectively assessed housing
needs of the sub-region are to be met (and the NPPF states that they must be
met),Bromsgrove will need to accommodate some of Birmingham's housing
need. As a bare minimum,therefore, the BDP must contain a firm
commitment that it will meet that need.I am not sure that the plan as
currently worded goes this far. However,such a commitment would in any
event fall far short of what the duty to co-operate requires. What it requires
is for the two authorities (together with others who are effected) to take a
decision now as to how the 30,000+ shortfall will be distributed across the
sub-region, and for plans to make provision now to accommodate that
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	24. As matters stand, there is not even an agreement to agree later. The NPG

	24. As matters stand, there is not even an agreement to agree later. The NPG

	24. As matters stand, there is not even an agreement to agree later. The NPG


	states that there must be formal agreements in place demonstrating a

	commitment to work together on cross boundary matters,but that "a key

	element of the examination will be to ensure that there is sufficient certainty

	through the agreements to ensure that an effective strategy will be in place

	for strategic matters when the relevant plans are adopted." The BDP is

	sought to be adopted now, and it contains no strategy for meeting the

	housing needs of Birmingham. A commitment to consider the matter later (at

	a date yet to be specified) cannot be described as an "effective strategy".

	This is especially so when one factors in two key points. Firstly,there is no

	mechanism by which anyone can force the council to undertake a timely or

	indeed any review of its plan. Secondly,if and when a review takes place

	there may be a failure to agree what proportion of the unmet need

	Bromsgrove should meet,and that is bound to lead to significant delay in

	ensuring that the need is met when it arises.The duty to co-operate is there

	to ensure that these difficult issues are addressed at the earliest stage.

	Deferring these decisions will not make them easier,but it will ensure that

	the task of meeting housing needs is delayed,thereby adding further to the

	backlog of unmet need.

	CONCLUSION

	25.1 have addressed all of the matters raised for my consideration
	. 
	If further

	assistance or advice is required,I am available to advise further and can be

	contacted via my clerk.
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	Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park,IDP

	Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park,IDP

	To: From:
Date:
Subject:

	Bromsgrove District Council & Redditch Borough Council

	18* September 2013

	Review of accessibility- Site 4 Foxlydiate, Site 8 Bordesley and Site 6 Brockhill.

	This note follows on from Technical Note1dated 15* July 2013 which provided comments on the
methodology that was used within the Bromsgrove and Redditch Cross-Boundary Sites Assessment.

	Technical Note 1identified the crude nature of the accessibility assessment work that had been undertaken
and which was summarised in Table 2.1 of that document.

	Our concerns were that the relative accessibility of sites 4, 6 and 8 to Redditch town centre were inaccurate
and that a decision to run with sites 4 and 6 was taken based upon this inaccurate assessment.

	In order to provide a more detailed of the relative accessibility of each of the three sites a more accurate
assessment has been undertaken which is set out within this Technical Note.

	This revised assessment does not include an assessment of public transport accessibility as clearly this
would be improved for all sites should they come forwards and hence to compare them on existing
proximity of bus service is pointless. All sites could provide improved bus services that would mean that
they are all with 30 minutes travel time of Redditch Town centre by bus.

	Bordesley Park Accessibility

	The Worcestershire Accession model was used to test the accessibility of the sites to Bromsgrove and
Redditch town centres within 30 minutes journey time by foot,cycle and bus. However the analysis
undertaken was far too crude as the area of development being promoted by Gallagher Estates is much
smaller than the area shown in table 3.4 of Appendix A of the Worcestershire County Council Redditch Local
Plan- Transport Network Analysis and Mitigation Report. Site 8 as shown in that document extends as far
north as Storrage Lane, the site area required to deliver the required housing numbers would not extend as
far north, Appendix A shows a plan prepared by Pegasus Landscape Design showing the approximate are
of the potential development area.

	Cycling

	development area would have very significant implications in terms of the percentage of

	This reduction in the site within 30 minutes cycling distance of the town centre as indicated within Table 2.1 of the Cross
Boundary Sites Assessment document. Rather than Site 8 under Scenario eight having only 61% of the site

	within 30 minutes cycle of the town centre this figure should be 100%. The whole of the site would be
within 3800m of the town centre which at 4.2 m/sec (15km/h as set out within London Cycling Design

	SBA Part of the WYG Group
www.wyg.com 
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	Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park,IDP
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	Standards) average cycling speed would equate to approximately 15 minutes cycling time.Iattach a plan
at Appendix B showing the cycling isochrones for the town centre that shows that the whole of the site is

	within 30 minutes cycle time of the Redditch Town Centre.

	Walking

	A significant proportion of the site, approximately 75%, is within 30 minutes walk of the town centre,at an
average walk speed of 1.4 m/sec (IHT Guidance for journeys on foot) a resident could walk 2500m in 30
minutes. A plan at Appendix C shows the walking routes to Bordesley Park and the isochrones indicating
the extent of the site that can be reached within 30 minutes walk of the town centre.

	Foxlydiate Accessibility

	Cycling

	Accessibility has been measured in detail between the site and Redditch Town Centre using the same

	methodology as for Bordesley Park. The plan at Appendix D shows the proportion of the Foxlydiate site
that would fall within 30 minutes cycle time of the town centre. Approximately 50% of the site would be
within 30 minutes cycle of the town centre.

	Walking

	The proportion of the site that is within 30 minutes walk of the town centre is show at Appendix E, this
shows that none of the site meets this criteria.

	Brockhill East Accessibility

	Cycling

	Accessibility has been measured in detail between the site and Redditch Town Centre using the same

	methodology as for sites 4 and 8. The plan at Appendix F shows that the whole of the site would fall
within 30 minutes cycle time of the town centre.

	Walking

	The proportion of the site that is within 30 minutes walk of the town centre is show at Appendix G, this

	shows that 95% of the site meets this criteria.

	Following on from this more detail assessment a revised version of table 2.1of the Cross Boundary Sites
Accessibility Assessment is set out below
	.
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	Revised Table 2.1 
	Revised Table 2.1 
	Technical Note 2- Bordesley Park, IDP

	Percentage of sites within 30 minutes of destination by mode

	Destination 
	Bromsgrove 
	Town Centre

	Redditch Town 
	Centre

	Total 
	Mode PT/Bus (AM Peak) 
	Walk 
	Cycle PT/Bus (AM Peak) 
	Walk 
	Cycle 
	Site 4 
	N/A 
	0% 
	0% 
	N/A 0% 50% 
	50% 
	Scenario 7 
	Site 6 N/A
0% 0% N/A 95% 100% 
	195% 
	Site 8 
	N/A 
	0% 
	0% 
	N/A

	75% 
	100% 
	175% 
	Scenario 8

	Sites

	N/A

	0%

	0%

	N/A

	95%

	100%

	195%

	Conclusion

	Based upon this more accurate analysis of the accessibility of the sites it is clear that Foxlydiate (site 4)
performs the worst and that Scenario 8 (sites 6 and 8) performs much better that Scenario 7 (sites 4 and 6)
in terms of accessibility.

	It is clear that the decision to run with site 4 is flawed on an accessibility basis,the choice of such a poor
site in accessibility terms will result in an over reliance on the private car and the unnecessary generation of
additional private car trips. Sites 6 and 8 should be adopted as the preferred sites.
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