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Bromsgrove District Council 
Planning Committee 

 
Committee Updates 

20 June 2011 
 
Application 
Ref No 

Update 

11/0238/DK Comments received from WH (10.06.2011). No objection. 
 
Comments received from Tree Officer (10.06.2011) as follows: 
Although the application proposes the loss of a small number of trees, 
these are of limited amenity, screening and biodiversity value. The 
proposed development offers ample opportunity for new planting to 
mitigate both the loss of existing trees and the increased 
environmental impact of the larger building and associated traffic. I 
therefore have no objection to the proposal subject conditions  
 

11/0345DK Members should note that a Draft S106 Agreement has been prepared 
and the Heads of Terms have been agreed in respect of public open 
space and education provision. The only outstanding issue is signing 
and sealing by the interested parties.  

11/0353/DK Objection from Barnt Green Parish Council, received 19.05.2011 as 
follows: 
 

This is the first proposal for back land development in Sandhills Road, 
will create a precedent for future applications should it be approved.  
The Design and Access Statement is incorrect when it states that 
there is a ‘similar recent new build scheme of 2 houses abutting the 
rear boundary’.  This reference is to a development of 4 houses 
accessed off Bittell Lane.  The land was previously occupied by an 
orchard and the present 4 houses on the land were built as a single 
development in the 1990s. 
 
Additional Plan and letter received from applicant 08.06 in respect of 
the boundary fence with No. 37. The red line is slightly amended on 
the west side of the application site.  
 
2 additional letters received summarised as follows: 
 
Objection, inappropriate backland development, contrary to 
established policy. 
 
Additional comments from Tree Officer received: 10.06.2011: 
 
It would be possible to achieve the build on the site without adversely 
affecting the health of the major mature trees to be retained within the 
proposal accepting that the excavation work required can be done 
from within the footprint of the buildings.   However this is a very tight 
development site and due to the size and vigour of the major mature 
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trees to be retained even accepting the Ash would be crown reduced 
by 25% they will undoubtedly heavily affect the amount of natural light 
to the rear of both properties either immediately or in future. 
This is likely to put these valuable trees at an increased risk of being 
pruned which will adversely affect their habit, form and quality. 
There are also a high percentage of reasonable quality ornamental 
trees of an acceptable size in there current setting that will be lost. 
These trees do offer some habitat value to the area, screening and 
amenity value to neighbouring properties.  
 
Therefore I am still not in favour of this development. 

11/0413/RL For reference, this application has been called into Planning 
Committee for determination by Councillor Grant-Pearce. 
 
One letter received on 7/6/11 from neighbouring property commenting 
that: 

• No objections to the alterations required for the purpose of 
disabled use. 

• Clause 3 of the D & A statement is incorrect-no copies of plans 
have been provided to the author and no meeting has taken 
place and no indication that the author stated ‘I was happy with 
the plans’ as stated within the D & A statement. 

• The block plan submitted is incorrect.  The works proposed still 
directly affect the garage wall adjacent which should be 
preserved and there has been no explanation as to why the 
annexe roof needs raising. 

• There has been substantial delay to the project according to the 
Remedial Works Construction Programme. 

• The application in its current form should be rejected as it 
stands due to the design and height of the current roof. 

 
Responses from applicant and agent received 7/6/11 in response to 
the above: 

• With regard to the roof, the revised proposal is no higher at any 
point than the existing roof and retains the original ventilator 
feature. 

• None of the delays relating to the reinstatement of the dam are 
due to other reasons not relating to the annexe. 

• The applicant states that this neighbour was visited prior to the 
submission of the planning application and she stated that she 
had no objection to the proposed alterations as it would have no 
impact on her and she would not see it from her property. 

 
3 letters of support received 2/6/11 
11 letters of support received 3/6/11 
4 letters of support received 6/6/11 
5 letters of support received 7/6/11 
4 letters of support received 9/6/11 
13 letters of support received 10/6/11 
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7 letters of support received 13/6/11 
1 letter of support received 14/6/11 
2 letters of support received 15/6/11 

11/0426/RL Application DEFERRED at the request of the Head of Planning and 
Regeneration in order to obtain further information on site selection 
from the applicant. 

11/0431/DMB Wythall Parish Council – views received 13.06.11: 
• Objection – reiterating previous comments relating to access, 

querying whether the road is large enough given the number of 
cars that will be involved. 

• We would refer to the “theoretical” survey (forming part of two 
additional Reports now submitted by the Applicants) and refer 
to the fact that we are aware of more figures from West Mercia 
Police Authority that confirm a greater number of non-fatal 
accidents, in addition to those Worcestershire County Council 
were aware of, and it is still the Parish Council’s considered 
opinion that the road is unsafe and further work is needed in 
order to improve the situation 

• The Parish Council requests a site visit by the Bromsgrove 
Planning Committee as this is a “new “ application 

• With regard to the “pedestrian way”, the Parish Council asks 
that residents on either side be considered in respect of security 
of their properties with suitable fencing and, if possibly, lighting 

 
 
Views of applicant’s agent received 17.06.11 in response to the views 
of Wythall Parish Council (detailed above): 

• I note within the response that the Parish Council make 
reference to accident figures from West Mercia Police Authority 
that confirm a greater number of non-fatal accidents in the local 
area. 

• We have undertaken some investigations into this matter and 
respond to this point below. 

• Worcestershire County Council (WCC) obtains Personal Injury 
Accident (PIA) data from the Police Authority in order to assess 
safety on the highway network and in turn this data can be 
obtained by developers and consultants for use in their 
Transport Assessment, accident appraisals etc. 

• The data outlined in our Transport Assessment is dated to the 
end of January 2011 and does not highlight any significant 
concerns in the local area and this has been verified by WCC. 

• WCC obtain this data on a quarterly basis from the police and 
therefore as another quarter has passed we have undertaken 
some discussions with the Accident Studies team at WCC to 
confirm if there have been any changes on the highway 
network. The Accident Studies team has confirmed that no 
further accidents have been recorded along Lea Green Lane in 
the vicinity of the site between the period of February 2011 and 
May 2011. 

Page 3



• We do not have access to the data which is referred to by the 
Parish Council and are therefore unsure what additional 
accidents they refer too. As highlighted, PIA data is obtained as 
this is the key data as the purpose of accident studies is to limit 
and reduce the number of casualties on the road.  

• Other accidents such as Non PIA’s do occur on the network but 
this is not accurately recorded and not considered to be of 
significance when considering safety on the highway network as 
agreed with WCC. 

• Highway safety has been considered robustly as part of our 
Transport Assessment work and completed to the satisfaction 
of the Highway Authority.  

 
 
Wythall Residents Association – views received 13.06.11: 

• The Association wishes to object strongly to the above 
application in respect of land at Selsdon Close. 

• Our objection is basically the same as for the original 
application ie. that we are most concerned about the access to 
Lea Green Lane and the capability of Lea Green Lane and its 
junctions to cope with the extra traffic 

 
 
Letter sent to all Members by applicant 14.06.11 with the following 
content: 

• Taylor Wimpey submitted an outline planning application for the 
development of land off Selsdon Close for up to 76 dwellings in 
September 2010.  This application site is identified as an Area 
of Development Restraint (ADR) in the Adopted Bromsgrove 
Local Plan.  This effectively means that the site is reserved for 
future development and unlike the land around it, is excluded 
from the Green Belt.   

• In January 2011, Bromsgrove District Council published their 
draft Core Strategy which includes details of potential housing 
allocations to meet the District’s housing need to 2021.  The 
Selsdon Close site is identified in the draft Core Strategy as a 
development site for housing. 

• The September 2010 planning application received the support 
of Bromsgrove District Council Planning Officer’s and 
Worcestershire County Council Highway Officers and was 
therefore presented to Planning Committee on the 7th March 
2011 with an Officer recommendation for approval.  The 
application was refused by Members of the Planning Committee 
as there was concern about the potential impact of the 
development on Selsdon Close, despite the Highway Authority 
confirming that they had no objection. 

• Taylor Wimpey has lodged an appeal with the Planning 
Inspectorate against this decision, however clearly their 
preference is to seek to resolve this matter at a local level.  For 
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this reason, a new planning application has been submitted to 
Bromsgrove District Council to seek to overcome the previous 
concerns of Members.  The application is identical to the 
previous application in terms of the overall quantum of 
development, however two new pieces of information have 
been submitted to provide additional information on the 
potential access to Selsdon Close: 

1. Vehicle Autotrack 
We have included a plan showing a vehicle auto-track turning 
into Selsdon Close and leading into the development site.  This 
plan plots the route an emergency vehicle and a refuse vehicle 
would take when accessing the site and shows how they would 
navigate the road.  For completeness, in producing this plan, we 
have assumed that cars will be parked along Selsdon Close 
and this plan demonstrates that even in this situation, Selsdon 
Close is of sufficient width to allow both refuse and emergency 
vehicles to safely access the site.   

2. Safety Audit Report 
An independent Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been 
undertaken by Acorns Projects, which incorporates the 
proposed site access, the existing length of Selsdon Close and 
the Selsdon Close/Lea Green Lane T-junction.  The 
independent audit does not highlight any problems and 
confirms that Selsdon Close is safe and that no further works 
are required to be undertaken as part of this proposal.  The site 
access arrangement is therefore considered safe and suitable 
to serve the site. 

• Worcestershire County Council as Highway Authority has 
already provided their consultation response on this planning 
application and supplementary information and their Officer’s 
have confirmed that they have no highway objection to the 
development. 

 
 
Additional views received from applicant’s agent 14.06.11: 

• Reference to public transport provision and recent changes to 
this provision 

• Worcestershire County Council have reviewed a number of 
services across the County and this included some 
amendments to the services at Wythall 

• These changes are detailed in the attached document. 
 
Summary 

• It is acknowledged that bus service provision has changed  
• Accessibility to Redditch has reduced 
• Improvements to the service provision to Solihull have been 

made 
• An error in the Transport Assessment regarding the train 

destination in Birmingham has been noted (stated at 
Birmingham New Street whereas the correct destination is 
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Birmingham Moor Street and Birmingham Snow Hill).  However 
this still provides good accessibility to the City Council 

• It is noted that WCC doe not object to the development 
proposals 

• In a statement prepared in February 2011, WCC acknowledge 
the proposed development site seeks to make the best use of 
what is available by providing a footway/cycleway link to gain 
access to the nearby stops and through measures outlined in 
the Travel Plan 

• WCC also state that the site is well located to take advantage of 
Wythall Railway Station which provides a connection to 
Birmingham and the strong transport links that are available 
from there onwards 

• WCC suggest the close proximity of the site to the railway 
station offers significant opportunity for modal shift away from 
car trips 

 
 
Representation received from Wythall South Residents Action Group 
17.06.11 raising a number or issues, with emphasis on the submitted 
Transport Assessment (full copy of the representation appended to 
this update) 
 
 
Views received from applicant’s agent 20.06.11 in relation to the 
comments received from the Wythall South Residents Action Group 
(full copy of response appended to this update). 
 
 
Views received from Worcestershire Highways 17.06.11 in relation to 
the comments received from the Wythall Residents Group referred to 
above: 
 

• With reference to the residents association's comments I would 
like to make the following comments in reply. 

• I will respond as per the Residents Association have to the 
points made in the sequence of the Transport Assessment.  

 
• A transport assessment is unashamedly a technical report and 

is intended to demonstrate the impact of a development in order 
to do this it will use technical tools to analyse junction capacity 
and trip generation, it will involve language which is common 
place within the industry. The document does provide a 
summary as well which outlines any issues and required 
mitigation. It is the statutory function of the Highway Authority to 
review planning applications and scrutinise transport 
assessments on behalf of the public as a whole and it is right for 
members of the public and the planning committee to rely on 
this advice. 
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1.3 The Transport Assessment has been refreshed, but as it is a 
separate application and the assessment is only considered against 
that, updates are not highlighted and the whole document should be 
read as a standalone piece of work for this application.  

1.4 There is a national document which sets the standard on how a 
traffic survey should be undertaken. The results of the survey 
produced do not seem unreasonable and there is no reason to 
suggest that the data is not a true reflection especially recognising that 
that on a day-by-day basis there will be some variance in traffic flows. 

4.2 This is not significant and is considered to be nothing more than a 
mistake. The variance of 1 dwelling has no meaning alteration of traffic 
flow or on the design standard of the junction or access road. 
Therefore I do not consider there to be any additional validation of the 
data to be necessary due to this minor issue. 

4.3 The phase used here is to do nothing more than indicate the 
general environment and it would be impractical and unnecessary to 
provide metre by metre measures of road width to show something 
which is easily measurable and visible so if there is a pinch point or 
local widening this can be looked at if it is considered to be 
problematic. It is not reasonable to refuse an application on the 
grounds of an existing situation of perceived pedestrian safety unless 
it can be demonstrated that the developments impact will worsen this 
situation. The transport assessment has correctly assessed the 
appropriateness of the access against 85th percentile speeds rather 
than the speed limit and the available visibility exceeds the 
requirements of the recorded speeds and the speed limit. The issue of 
motorists exceeding the speed limit is a police enforcement matter and 
not relevant to the applications determination as suitable visibility 
splays have been provided. 

4.4 WCC has considered this junction in great depth. Whilst it is 
acknowledge that the geometry is unusual from observation and 
accident data there is no vehicle to vehicle conflict, speeds are 
naturally reduced due to alignment and there is no accident history. 
The report pays respect to this junction and WCC have scrutinised 
with our own resources as well. Historic increases in traffic does not 
necessarily make the junction more dangerous. 

5.1 WCC are fully aware of the bus services in the area. At the time of 
this committee the results of a bus service review are still to be 
published, but some services which have commercial backing have 
been amended to ensure the long term provision of the service. Whilst 
the transport assessment does not have the most up to date 
information, this service was only altered in April 2011 and when the 
route passing the site and destinations are considered, there is little 
difference with the former and current service. On this basis WCC 
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does not consider this change to be a noticeable alteration for the TA 
to be updated and the impact analysed.  

5.2 The locations of the bus stops and their relationship to the site are 
obvious from site observation. The omission in appendix D does not 
change the accessibility of the site to the public transport network. 

5.3 This is a minor issue and has not impact on the analysis of the 
transport assessment. In reality there is still a frequent train service to 
Birmingham which at destination is easily accessible to New Street 
Station as a principle transport hub.  

5.9 The error is Appendix D is unfortunate, but WCC have good local 
knowledge of this area and where the local amenities are. This is 
reflected in the Section 106 requirement which seeks to improve 
connection to these local destinations. 

5.10 As per the above, WCC has knowledge and site observation 
allows for an assessment of local facilities regardless of the content of 
the transport assessment. This does not effect the way WCC 
considers the application. 

5.11 The bus services allows access to major conurbations such as 
Solihull and access to Birmingham can easily be made using the 
railway station which is very close to the site or by changing bus 
services at the Maypole. The X50 services does provide access to 
Birmingham Moor Street.   

6.3 and 6.4 As detailed above, this is a technical report, it has been 
produced by transport professionals for transport professionals. The 
terms are industry standard terms and there is no need to explain what 
these are within the transport assessment. The outcomes of the 
models are not fact, but they have been tried and tested for many 
years, they are the industry standard tools and are used by the 
Department for Transport, Highway Authorities and Transport 
consultants. They provide a strong indication of the impact of a 
development.  

6.9 and 6.10 This information has been validated by WCC who are 
independent and have interest in the sites development or not. The 
forecasting is considered to be appropriate and no further testing is 
necessary. 

6.11 and 6.12 I strong disagree with the belief of the residents 
association. The TRIC's analysis estimates the number of movements 
in the peak hours, this data is collected from other sites across the 
country and is reviewed based on geographic proximity to 
communities and scale of the site. The transport assessment provide a 
good indication of movements and the residents groups assumptions 
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are not based on any data. This is the best reflection of impact on the 
network.  

6.13 to 6.15 This indicates movement patterns which presently occurs, 
it also suggests a likely movement pattern of future residents. It assists 
in understanding movement distributions. 

7.2 This is misleading. You must consider accidents relative to the 
local environment and there is an accident history at Houndsfield Lane 
this should be looked at in isolation, when considering this application 
WCC considered the accident rate at Houndsfield Lane and does not 
consider the extra movements to worsen this situation. Near the site 
access there are 2 incidents this is supported by the data the residents 
association has acquired from the police. When considering 
developments normally 3 years of accident data is reviewed and on 
occasions 5 years the transport assessment correctly reviews the 
accident record in the area. Also WCC's accident studies team has 
considered the site and do not consider there to be any problems 
associated with this development.  

8.4 The pedestrian cycle link accesses onto Lea Green Lane at the 
existing field access close to Three Oaks Road. This is shown on 
several of the application drawings. The section 106 contributions will 
aid the local community and through the planning process there is 
community involvement. This level of contribution and purpose has 
been considered against Government Circular 05/2005 and the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. Contributions 
towards improving pedestrian and cycle access are not a flavour of the 
month and reflect national policy. 

8.5 It is important to point out that it is not a requirement to undertake 
a safety audit and this is over and above the requirements. The audit 
has identified no issues which is not surprising and it agrees with the 
conclusions of WCC. 

8.6 This is a useful exercise but only reinforces the point that there is 
not issue for emergency access or the refuse vehicle. The road has 
appropriate width and complies with WCC's guidance and also when 
considering Manual for Streets (A national design document) there is 
clearly adequate road width for vehicles to pass whether or not 1 is 
stationary. Access for construction vehicles is not a consideration as 
part of the application, but I have no concerns about the space 
available to allow construction traffic to access the site. 

8.7 The relationship between speed limit and recorded speeds is not 
relevant. Access proposes are assessed only against recorded 85th 
percentile speeds and the required visibility splay for these speeds are 
easily provided. 
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9.2 The new footway/cycleway link will reduce walking distances to 
amenities and public transport. This is clearly of benefit. 

9.3 By ensuring crossing points are in appropriate locations and cycle 
routes are clear to all road users this will encourage people to use 
them instead of using the car. There is community benefit from 
reduced car activity and safe walking routes. 

9.4 This would be managed through a construction phase site 
management plan. This is a issues for the applicant and contractors 
and is not material in the consideration of the access to the highway 
authority as it is a short term arrangement. 

9.6 This is good industry practice and there is no suggestion of the 
termination of the bus service. Such packs do not only provide 
information on bus timetables but a whole host of information on the 
local community to the home owner is educated on the availability of 
local services rather than travelling by car to more distance 
destinations.  

9.7 If there was no model shift the applicant has demonstrated no 
adverse impact on the highway network, therefore any changes to 
people travel patterns should be considered to be a benefit. This idea 
is relatively new and there is little evidence to support the position, but 
it is still considered to be good practice. 

• Large infrastructure projects in this area are not necessary. Any 
significant projects would form part of WCC's adopted local 
transport plan 3. Current practice is to make better use of 
existing infrastructure rather than creating new capacity, 
especially when the network is proven to function without it. 
Historic requirements are not relevant and only the identified 
projects of the current local transport plan should be considered 
to be material, and there is no requirements in the current 
publication. 

• The transport assessment is considered to be appropriate and 
the few minor errors have no impact on the consideration of the 
application. WCC's own assessment agrees with the report and 
consider where there is impact on the network it is modest can 
is offset by the section 106 contributions. 

• I cannot see any point made by the residents association 
which throws doubt onto the reports validity. 

• I am happy to maintain my recommendation of no objection 
subject to conditions and the signing of a section 106 
agreement. 

 
Additional 16 letters received objecting to the scheme with reasons as 
detailed in Report. 
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Additional 794 identical letters submitted 17.06.11 containing the 
following statement: 
 
As local residents we support the detailed representations made by 
our representative body, Wythall South Residents Action Group.  We 
hereby submit our objections to the proposed development of the site 
located in Selsdon Close. 
 
And containing the following points: 
 
Our objections are as follows: 

• We are concerned that brownfield sites are available for 
residential developments (eg Cofton Hackett) and these appear 
to have been overlooked 

• This development will be an encroachment on the surrounding 
Greenbelt land 

• The traffic impact of increased housing in the area on already 
overused narrow roads will lead to further congestion for 
existing residents, increased noise and air pollution, parking 
issues and increase risk of accident 

• Local services such as Doctors and Schools would be 
overstretched and any development would have implications for 
services such as the local Police who currently have a very 
limited presence in the area 

• There would be long term inconvenience for residents during 
any building work in the form of noise and air pollution and 
housing on this land will drastically change the character of the 
area.  The Dickens Heath development is testament to that 

• Housing on the land would change the character of the area 
and have adverse implications for all the current residents who 
have chosen to live here because of the semi-rural nature and 
the fact that the land was originally Greenbelt 

• We understand the need for new housing in the Bromsgrove 
area, however we believe that this has been overstated by the 
response to FOI given by Bromsgrove DC. 

 
Additional views received from Worcestershire County Council 
(Schools Information and Planning Section: Directorate of Children’s 
Services) 15.06.11: 

• The issue of Section 106 Agreement education contributions 
has now been resolved and provided that the Agreement is 
signed there would be no objections to the site being 
progressed from Children's Services. 

• The agreement is that contributions will be made on the basis 
that additional places are added at the primary school; if the 
places are added on a temporary basis then only 50% of the 
contribution would be made. 
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Plan submitted 20.06.11 denoting the level of on plot car parking 
available for each existing property at Selsdon Close 
 
On this basis: 
Amend description to: 
(as augmented by plan received 20.06.11) 
 
 
A draft Section 106 Agreement has been submitted for consideration. 

• Discussions have taken place with the applicant and the Head 
of Leisure Services regarding the geographical location for off-
site contributions arising from the Section 106 Agreement 

• These are ongoing and the requested delegated powers from 
Members will permit a resolution for such locations and 
provision to be agreed between all parties. 

11/0444/RL Application DEFERRED at the request of the Head of Planning and 
Regeneration in order to obtain further information on site selection 
from the applicant. 
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