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09.03.12 
 
Land at Former Longbridge East Works, 
Groveley Lane, Cofton Hackett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
(a) MINDED to APPROVE FULL PLANNING PERMISSION 
 
(b) That DELEGATED POWERS be granted to the Head of Planning and Regeneration 

to determine the full planning application following the receipt of a suitable and 
satisfactory legal mechanism in relation to: 

 
(i) The securing of 36 affordable housing units (with a tenure mix of 50% 

affordable rent and 50% shared ownership) with 18 to be built completed by the 
occupation of the 100th open market dwelling and the remainder by the 
occupation of the 193rd market dwelling 

(ii) A LIT contribution of £500,000 to improve education facilities at Lickey Hills 
Primary School to be made prior to the occupation of the 100th dwelling – with 
such sums to be used on education within the County if not used for Lickey 
Hills Primary School or for general Longbridge Infrastructure Tariff purposes if 
not required subsequently for education. 

(iii) Construct and complete the new public park including River Arrow works by 
completion of 200th dwelling and to be managed and maintained as a public 
park in perpetuity. 

 
Consultations 
 
WH Consulted – views received 22.02.12: 

No objection subject to Conditions relating to: 
• Access closure 
• Car parking provision 
• Access, turning and parking surfacing and drainage 
• Engineering details of the access improvements to Groveley 

Lane 
• Engineering details of the access improvements to Parsonage 

Drive 
• Engineering details of the Groveley Lane Traffic Management 

Scheme 
• Wheel washing 
• Parking for site operatives 
• Travel Plan 

HA Consulted – views received 12.04.12: 
• No objection subject to Conditions relating to: 
• Implementation in accordance with the Trip Generation Schedule 
• System for vehicular trip monitoring to be agreed 
• Implementation of the vehicular trip monitoring system 

Centro Consulted – views received 20.10.11: 
• No objection 



Plan reference 

Drainage 
Engineer 

Consulted – views received 13.09.11 
• No objection 

EA Consulted – views received 19.12.11: 
• No objection subject to Conditions relating to: 
• Verification report for pollution 
• Contamination identification measures 
• Surface water drainage infiltration 
• Piling restriction measures 

STW Consulted - Views received 05.09.11: 
• No objection subject to conditions relating to: 
• Surface water drainage 
• Foul drainage 

WRS: 
Contaminated 
Land 

Consulted – views received 31.01.11 and 22.03.12: 
• No objection subject to Conditions relating to:   
• Contaminant detailed remediation scheme 
• Ground gas monitoring 
• Information relating to appropriate water supply pipes 
• Validation of the above measures 

WRS: Air Quality Consulted – views received 31.01.11: 
• No objection 
• In general agreement with the assessment made and 

conclusions drawn in relation tom the submitted Environmental 
Statement 

WRS: Noise Consulted 30.08.11: views awaited 
• The proposals are satisfactory, subject to the inclusion of the 

noise mitigation measures, as indicated in the noise report.  
• Given the nature and scale of the development, these mitigation 

measures are significant in order to control the potential issues 
of noise 

• Restrictions on the construction phase should also be imposed, 
including working hours 

Climate Change 
Officer 

Consulted 30.08.11: views awaited 

Urban Designer Consulted - views received 11.10.11: 
Structure and Layout 

• The proposed layout faithfully follows the pattern of a loosely 
rectangular grid of perimeter blocks set out in the outline 
proposal. But there appears to be some ambiguity in the plans 
about the permeability of the street pattern. The Street Hierarchy 
plan in section 3.5 of the Design and Access Statement shows 
what looks like a non- connection for vehicles between the side 
streets and the main street. This suggests, instead of a fully 
permeable connected layout, a return to the defunct distributor 
road principle of housing layout. However, the Surface 
Treatment plan in section 3.6.4 appears to contradict the earlier 
plan. The logic of the grid layout is that there should be complete 
permeability, and that choice of route should be influenced, but 
not determined, by the street hierarchy. 
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• The layout of houses within the grid is fairly simple and 
straightforward. This is good. However, the townscape qualities 
of the layout are fairly rudimentary. Corner houses and houses 
closing the ends of streets are considered, but consideration of 
townscape potential does not go much further than this. 
Particularly with the steep gradient on the side streets, shown in 
the sectional drawing on page 44, there is opportunity for more 
interesting grouping of houses than is currently proposed. 

• The side roads running between the primary and secondary 
roads are given a wiggly profile, but for no identifiable reason. If 
the layout of the houses were more irregular, with the road 
shaped by them, as for example in Poundbury, this would be 
purposeful. As it is, the road profile appears to be rather 
arbitrary. 

• Only one side of the “arrival square” at the main entrance to the 
development is contained within this phase of development. This 
seems rather strange. If the square is to be a spatial entity, 
surely it should all be built at once. The outline application 
proposes that Phase 2 (the other side of the square) could in fact 
become Phase 3, in which case the completion of the square 
could be very distant. Furthermore, the enclosure of the square 
looks rather too informal. If it is to be perceived as an entrance 
square, it surely demands a greater degree of formal enclosure. 
It would be appropriate for the higher density development of 
Phase 2 to be extended into Phase 1 on the opposite side of the 
square, in order to give a more marked and consistent enclosure 
to the square. 

• The House Types plan on page 23 shows flats above garages, 
in a parking court in the centre of one of the perimeter blocks, 
surrounded by back gardens. This does not appear to be a good 
location for dwellings. 

Density 
• The proposal is for 229 dwellings within a Phase 1 area of 10.6 

hectares. However, the net residential area is stated as 7.66 
hectares, which gives a density of 30 dwellings per hectare. This 
is a long way off the target for this phase which is stated in the 
outline application as up to 45dph. It is however a reasonable 
figure for what is stated to be a medium-density area, but at this 
figure the whole development cannot attain the average density 
of 40dph which is stated in the outline application. 

Architectural character 
• As set out in the outline application, the three phases of 

development aim to have different characters, and the character 
for Phase 1 is intended to relate to that of the adjacent Cofton 
Hackett. This is reasonable enough, and the house elevations 
drawn in section 3.7 are pleasingly simple and sturdy in 
appearance. However, while it is appropriate to borrow from the 
layout patterns, vocabulary and materials of the adjacent area, it 
has to be said that there is little of architectural distinction in 
Cofton Hackett. I consider that it would be possible (and 
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desirable), without losing the vernacular simplicity of what is 
currently proposed, to have a little more architectural distinction. 
This comment can be related to the later comments about 
sustainability. 

• Brick piers and railings are proposed to mark front boundaries of 
houses on the primary and secondary streets. This is a positive 
element which will contribute to the integrity of both the private 
and public outdoor realms, as long as the railings sit on a solid 
masonry base, which in the street elevation they appear to do. I 
am less convinced about the boundary treatment proposed for 
the side streets, which is stated to be low level planting. I am 
unsure what this means; it does not mean a hedge, because 
hedges are separately indicated on the plan key. Hedges would 
be perfectly appropriate on the side streets. I consider that the 
houses on the side streets require no less definition of their 
boundary than houses on the primary and secondary streets, 
and that an open-plan arrangement, which I take low level 
planting to represent, is not appropriate. 

• There are some very attractive perspective drawings in the 
Design and Access Statement, but they are all uncaptioned and 
unidentified. It would be useful to know what, if any, status they 
have in conveying the architectural intentions of the proposal. 
The houses shown in them appear to be of a lower level of 
architectural distinction than those shown in elevational form in 
section 3.7. 

Landscape 
• I see from the plan of the proposed Arrow Park on page 39 that 

only half of the length of the river as it passes through the site is 
going to be deculverted. The other half is to remain invisible 
underground. This is disappointing, and there is no explanation 
given as to why this is so. The presence of a river on the site, 
albeit small in size, deserves to be exploited to the full. 

• It is proposed to differentiate streets from one another, to a 
certain extent, by varied species of trees. This is good in 
principle, although I cannot comment reliably on the choice of 
species. 

• I commented in my report on the outline application that there is 
no evidence presented of the “rolling landscape” which it is 
intended to create from the currently flat site. This is also true of 
the detailed application. The new profile is to be created at vast 
expense, whatever may be the sustainability credentials of the 
process. One would expect some pictorial demonstration of the 
benefit which it is proposed will ensue. 

Sustainability 
• This is disappointing. The Design and Access Statement for the 

detailed application merely reproduces the text which appears in 
the outline application. Moreover, as in the outline application, it 
is for some unaccountable reason put into an appendix, which 
suggests that sustainability is not considered central to the 
proposal. The general terms in which the subject is addressed in 
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the outline application are insufficiently specific; here in the 
detailed application they are even more so. 

• There are no drawings that suggest how passive solar energy 
collection might relate to the orientation or design of houses, or 
contribute to their architectural character. There is no mention, let 
alone specific drawings, of sustainable drainage in the 
development, although the presence of the River Arrow is surely 
a gift for this. Sustainable design requires to be much more 
seriously addressed. One further note; I note that all windows will 
be manufactured from UPvc. Some local authorities have a policy 
which outlaws UPvc; I do not know what Bromsgrove’s policy is, 
but the material raises major objections on sustainability grounds. 

Strategic 
Planning 
Manager 

Consulted - views received 14.05.12: 
Conformity with Longbridge AAP 

• The Longbridge AAP was adopted by Bromsgrove District 
Council and Birmingham City Council in April 2009 following a 
lengthy period of development and consultation in the years after 
the demise of MG Rover in April 2005. 

• The AAP is the primary development plan for the area although 
as the planning system has been reformed in recent years, and 
the economy is significantly different from when the plan was 
prepared, other considerations will also need to be taken into 
account. In this first section the applications will be assessed 
against the AAP without considering the impacts of the economy 
and or other financial viability considerations. This is simply used 
as a tool to evaluate the current proposals with that which was 
originally envisaged for the site. 

• In the AAP development at East Works is predominantly 
addressed by policy H2, there are also a number of supporting 
policies which set the overall framework for development at 
Longbridge and which also need to be considered. 

• In very simple terms the applications conform with the overall 
requirements of H2. The land is allocated for predominantly 
residential land (minimum 700 units) with other associated uses 
such as nursing/care homes, neighbourhood centre and open 
space. Both the full application and the outline allow for these 
policy objectives to be met. One of the key elements of the 
residential development at east works was to be the range of 
units and densities to be provided across the site. The AAP 
requires that an overall density of 40-50 dwellings per hectare 
(dw/ph) is achieved and that the northern end of the site is 
developed at higher densities which in turn allows for the 
southern section of the site to be developed at lower densities, 
where the impact of new development on the surrounding rural 
areas is likely to be greater if high density development is 
allowed.  

• The application does provide a range of house sizes and types 
although in my view architecturally uninspiring and generic which 
seems to be in contrast to what was being proposed during the 
time the AAP was being developed. The sustainability of these 
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properties is well below that which the AAP had hoped for with 
the development proposed being the minimum standards as 
required by Building Regulations, rather than the more 
aspirational targets as set out in the AAP. 

• The AAP also encourages homes to be built to Lifetime Homes 
Standards and whilst not strict requirement there is only limited 
provision for them in the full application, and the outline only 
identifies that they will be considered through each phase of the 
development and incorporated where suitable and viable, 
although this is something which could be agreed as part of the 
Section 106 Agreement.  

• The requirement of the AAP OS2b: opening up of River Arrow, 
OS4 & OS4b: East Works Park and OS16 and 17: Green Belt 
protection have all been included in the scheme. It has been 
agreed that the scale of the park originally envisaged could be 
reduced in an effort to aid the overall viability of the scheme, and 
with improvements scheduled to take place to Cofton Park in the 
near future this would not be detrimental to the east works 
development as sufficient areas of open and play space are 
easily accessible from the site and within the site.  

• The outline application still maintains the pedestrian/cycle link to 
the wider countryside via Cofton church lane which is welcomed 
as is the street pattern with the scheme conforming with the 
requirements of the AAP as I understand to the acceptance of 
the Highway authority. 

• The most significant elements of this scheme where it fails to 
meet the adopted policies in the AAP are the provision of 
affordable housing and the planning contributions required by the 
Longbridge Infrastructure Tariff (LIT). Both of these elements are 
key factors in the discussion on development viability.  

• The requirement for affordable housing at Longbridge is that a 
target of 35% of all new units developed are affordable. The two 
applications under consideration currently do not meet this 
requirement. 

• The outline scheme does not commit to a level of affordable 
housing other than referring to the AAP target of 35%.  An 
improved offer has now been achieved for Phase 1 consisting of 
16% or 36 properties 18 of which are affordable rented and 18 of 
which are shared equity housing. 

• The outline scheme does offer more hope of additional affordable 
housing in later phases although this must be considered against 
the low existing provision and the ability of the later schemes to 
deliver vastly increased affordable housing numbers. 

• As suggested by the outline application and in line with the AAP 
the later phases of this development will be developed out at 
different densities, with the northern section of the site being at 
higher densities and the southern section of the site being at 
lower densities. Any suggestion that the southern section of the 
site could deliver vastly increased numbers of affordable housing 
which would make up for the overall shortfall in the current 
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application would appear unlikely. The southern section of this 
site is where the largest most profitable housing will be 
developed, not only will it be physically difficult to make up for the 
shortfall with less actual housing units being provided, bearing in 
mind the issues on viability which will be discussed below it is 
difficult to see why any developer would increase density here 
which is most desirable on the open market with high numbers of 
affordable housing units.  

• The LIT was developed as part of the AAP as a precursor to the 
current CIL regime although it does not operate exactly the same 
way CIL is required to be operated. The intention of the LIT was 
to provide a simple mechanism of ensuring that developers 
would know what financial requirements would be required as a 
result of any development to enable the aim and objectives of the 
AAP to be achieved. It is also an important tool as it allows the 
councils to pool planning obligations enabling us to allocate the 
required funding to the area/schemes where mitigation is most 
needed in and around Longbridge in both districts, regardless of 
where the funding originated. 

• The applications were originally submitted with no contributions 
to the LIT identified.  The discussions about the viability of the 
scheme have now presented a situation where £500k can be 
offered to the LIT with the intention of it being used to replace 
temporary class rooms at Lickey Hills Primary School with 
permanent structures. 

Viability of Development 
• As touched on in the comments above the viability of the 

development at East Works has been a consistent factor and 
one which has dominated discussions. The Council have 
employed a specialist who has helped in assessing the current 
schemes viability, and has also advised on how best to ensure 
that future development is both viable for the developers and 
also helps to meet some of the wider aims of the AAP.  

• What is clear from both the discussions and the financial 
modelling work which informed the discussions is that a fully 
AAP compliant scheme is unviable. 

• The AAP was prepared pre-recession when development 
economics were very different from those which are currently 
being experienced. With considerable economic restrictions now 
in place for both developers and prospective purchasers, and a 
reduction in the availability of publically funded grants and loan 
schemes, what was once considered to be realistic development 
is now somewhat different. 

• As the AAP was going through its final stages of development 
and in particular the Examination in Public in late 2008 it was 
clear that the world economy was experiencing considerable 
decline, although a collapse on the scale that has been seen 
since was perhaps not foreseeable. It was with this in mind that 
elements of the AAP were amended to ensure that the financial 
viability of developments is allowed to be taken into account and 
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concessions made to allow development to proceed.  This 
approach has since been enshrined in the NPPF. 

• The development of the Longbridge site has always been seen 
as challenging, largely because of the sites former use and the 
amount of remediation required to clean the site up to a 
environmentally acceptable standard, combined with the 
significant levels of new infrastructure required to service the 
different uses the Councils would like to see introduced. 

• The viability work which accompanied the applications has been 
assessed and whilst some differences remain in opinion it is felt 
that it does reflect the difficulties of meeting the overall 
requirements of the AAP. The improved offer of additional 
affordable housing and LIT funding in my view makes a 
difference to the acceptability of the scheme without which would 
have been unacceptable. 

• The provisions in the Section 106 for the outline scheme which 
allows for development viability to be reviewed over the lifetime 
of the development and any uplift captured in additional planning 
gain as required by the AAP, further weigh in favour of granting 
permission for both the initial 229 dwellings and the outline 
application, notwithstanding the concerns I have over the ability 
of the later phases to make up for lost provision particularly in 
relation to affordable housing on this phase.  

• Subject to other planning matters being appropriately dealt with, 
including the relevant legal agreements, it is with some 
reluctance think these schemes should be allowed to proceed. 
The proposals are satisfactory although way below the 
requirements and aspirations of the AAP. 

• It is accepted that viable development is difficult to achieve with 
current market conditions, and it is for the specific viability 
reasons associated with this current proposal and for these 
reasons only that this scheme should be approved. Officers have 
worked with the applicants for a considerable period of time 
trying to make this scheme more AAP compliant and thus deliver 
more of the aspirations that both Bromsgrove District Council 
and Birmingham City Council have for the Longbridge area. 

Open Space Consulted – views received 02.05.12: 
• I have undertaken a play space calculation for the detailed 

scheme comprising of 41x 2bed, 82 x 3bed and 106 x 4bed 
dwellings.  In accordance with SPG11 the scheme generates a 
minimum play space requirement of 23,773sqm (2.37ha).  On-
site maintenance cost of £896,718 would be required to maintain 
the open space however in this instance I understand that a 
management organisation will maintain the space meaning that 
no payment would be required in this instance.   

• If none of the open space were provided on-site the off-site 
commuted sum would be £4,962,667.  In this instance the 
design and access statement highlights that 11,500sqm (1.15ha) 
of open space will be provided on site.  This is equates to a 
deficit of 12,273sqm (51.6%).  Providing 51.6% of the off-site 
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commuted sum results in a figure of £,2,560,736. 
• It is acknowledged that a figure of this size may impact on the 

viability of the scheme.  It may also be appropriate to take into 
account the quality and quantity of local play space provision in 
determining any off-site contribution. 

Head of Leisure 
Services 

Consulted – views received 06.09.11: 
• No objection subject to Conditions relating to: 
• POS landscaping measures 

Strategic Housing 
Manager 

Consulted – views received 23.02.12: 
• In respect of application 11/0750, based on the viability on phase 

1 of the Longbridge site Strategic Housing accept and support 
the provision put forward for affordable housing.  

• However we welcome the proposed future reviews of viability 
which may lead to increased provision of affordable housing on 
future phases 

NE Consulted - views received 25.10.11: 
• No objection 
• Recommend the use of planning conditions to ensure the 

protection of Bittell Reservoirs SSSI and protected species on 
site 

• The proposed Green Belt Ecological Management Plan, the 
Phase 1 Landscape Management Plan and Maintenance 
Schedule for the Arrow Park and the CEMP should be secured 
through planning conditions.  Ecological management should 
include the eradication of the Himalayan Balsam on site 

WWT Consulted - views received 03.01.12: 
• No objection 
• You’ll be aware that we have been involved in this site for some 

time now and we are pleased to support the de-culverting of the 
River Arrow and the associated open space and habitat creation 
that goes with that part of the project. 

• In addition we are pleased to note the proposals for protection 
and enhancement of the Arrow corridor (both on and off-site) 
and site Green Infrastructure centred on the new park, existing 
pond and corridors around the site. 

• The proposed landscape and ecological management plans, 
coupled with the submitted CEMP will be important in delivering 
robust multi-functional GI across the site and we would therefore 
strongly recommend that they are covered by appropriate 
planning conditions.  

• We are pleased to support Natural England’s comments 
regarding protected species and the nearby Bittell Reservoir. 

WCC(CA) Consulted – views received 02.11.11: 
• No objection  

Tree Officer Consulted – views received 22.12.11: 
• No objection subject to Conditions relating to: 
• Tree protection during construction 
• Tree planting schedule 
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• Securing of tree planting scheme 
• Landscape Management Plan 

Network Rail Consulted – views received 21.09.11: 
• No objection 

BW Consulted – views received 18.10.11: 
• No objection 

Additional views received 06.01.12 and 09.03.12: 
• BW can advise that we have been in discussions with the developer in 

regards to our letter dated 6 January 2012 and can confirm that a 
quantitative risk assessment has been undertaken.  

• BW can confirm the report adequately quantifies the risk and is 
acceptable to BW.  

• BW are satisfied that we are unlikely to have to carry out works at the 
reservoir in the future directly as a result of the development.   The 
report will assist us in discussions with any future 
independent Inspecting Engineer. 

• On this basis BW do not wish to make further comments on the 
application at this stage  

WMC Consulted - views received 20.09.11: 
• This development is taking place in an area that has had low 

levels of crime and disorder; however, it does sit on the edge of 
the Birmingham conurbation which does have higher levels.  It is 
important that the design of this development does everything it 
can to maintain the low levels of crime and disorder. 

• Concern over courtyard parking provision 
• Suggests that if courtyard parking was to be a design feature it 

would have to be secured with gates 
• The failure to provide secure parking areas is a mistake and 

increases the opportunity for crime and disorder. 
• If the application is to be granted it should be on the condition 

that all courtyard parking is secured by a gate that is 1.8 metres 
high and preferably fitted with a self closing device. 

• In addition it is particularly important that all of the courtyards 
that border onto the railway line should be gated.   

WCC PROW Consulted – views received 19.09.11: 
• No objection 

RA Consulted 30.08.12: views awaited 
WCC 
Education 

Consulted – views received 19.04.12: 
• In recognition of the viability issues for the redevelopment of this 

site we have already agreed that the only contribution we will 
seek is for the replacement of the temporary accommodation at 
Lickey Hills Primary School with a permanent extension.  

• We will not be seeking anything else. 
• I note that there will be no contribution from phase 1 of the 

development and this is acceptable. 
HSE Consulted – views received 16.09.11: 

• No objection 
CPRE Views received 23.11.11: 

• CPRE supports the development of the site of the former 
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Longbridge East Works for housing 
• The Council should ensure that any development is in 

accordance with the Area Action Plan.   
• Where affordable housing is not provided within a section of the 

development, the Council should require a binding obligation to 
be entered into, to ensure that it is provided elsewhere within the 
development with the appropriate payment in lieu of actual 
provision.  This should include ensuring that there is sufficient 
actual provision in the north part of the former works to allow a 
low level of actual provision in the lower density area in the 
southern part.    

• It is important that the community facilities identified by the Area 
Action Plan are actually provided and the Council should require 
an obligation from the developer and/or a payment to ensure this 
happens.   

• Provision needs to be made for the proposed Arrow Park and 
other Open Space to be maintained in perpetuity by some public 
authority, and we would suggest that this should be the Parish 
Council.   

• Similarly the AAP anticipates that there will be some retail 
provision within a district centre.  This does not seem to be 
provided for in the detailed application (11/0750) or (at least not 
very explicitly) in the outline application for the whole site 
(11/0748).  It is important that the Council ensures that this is 
actually provided  

• Any sheltered housing, or residential institutions (e.g. nursing or 
care homes) should be located near the retail area.  This should 
be secured by conditions imposed on 11/0748.   

• A development of this size will impose a significant strain on the 
school system.  We do not recall what was said about education 
provision at the AAP examination.  However, it is important that 
the applicant should be required to put forward as part of its 
applications a plan as to how pupils can be accommodated in 
the existing schools or expanded schools; as to whether these 
will need to be enlarged; and if so, how.   

• A public footpath exists approaching the east side of the culvert 
taking the river Arrow under the railway.  This appears to end 
exactly opposite the end of the intended Arrow Park, means 
should accordingly be found (if possible) for continuing the 
footpath through the culvert into the intended park.    

Birmingham City 
Council 

Consulted – views received 11.05.12: 
• The City Council supports the principle of residential 

development on the site in line with the Longbridge Area Action 
Plan (LAAP). However, both the outline and full applications 
raise a number of issues. The issues are: 

Affordable Housing 
• The LAAP has a target of 35% affordable housing (LAAP 

proposal H2 paragraph 3.106). The site provides a key 
opportunity to meet needs for affordable housing in the wider 
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area and it is therefore essential that levels accurately reflect the 
need.    

• The developer’s proposal aims to link additional affordable 
housing to viability at key stages throughout the development.  
Birmingham City Council would support this on the basis that the 
baseline figures used match those already agreed with 
Birmingham City Council’s Planning Committee and used in 
determining St Modwen’s recent planning applications in 
Birmingham.  

Sustainability  
• Given the overall vision of Longbridge as an exemplar 

sustainable development and the requirement in Policy S1 of 
Code Level 4 on adoption of the LAAP and level 5 from 2012, it 
is disappointing to see the developer’s proposal to downgrade to 
Building Regulations 2006 for open market. Also, it appears that 
new homes are not developed to Lifetime Homes Standards. 
The proposal fails to meet the first LAAP Objective: “To establish 
sustainable communities, which embody the principles of 
sustainable development and meet current and future social, 
economic and environmental needs in a balanced and integrated 
way.” 

Revised Section 106 Offer  
• On 2 May 2012 the City Council received a copy of a revised 

offer from the developer, St Modwen.  For the full application for 
229 dwellings, the developer is now proposing delivery of 15% 
affordable housing and a £500,000 contribution towards the 
construction of a permanent extension at Lickey Hills Primary 
school.  The offer confirms there will be no other financial 
contribution.  For the outline application the revised offer 
provides up to 35% affordable housing and up to £16,500 LIT 
contributions per dwelling, both subject to viability. Housing is to 
be built to 2006 Building Regulation standards. Birmingham City 
Council notes and welcomes the improved offer. 

Conclusions  
• The City Council recognises that by applying the full extent of 

LAAP policy requirements the development is currently unviable. 
• In applying section 4.25 of the LAAP, the local authority should 

enter into negotiations with the developer to work together 
towards securing a mutually acceptable, deliverable scheme.   
However, we believe that there are a number of outstanding 
issues that require resolving before an acceptable scheme can 
be reached.  In general, the developer’s proposed scheme fails 
to meet some of the key objectives and targets set out in the 
LAAP. 

• Birmingham City Council would be happy to support the 
applications if: a)  the viability appraisal is reworked reflecting the 
figures previously agreed with Birmingham City Council’s 
Planning Committee and used in determining St Modwen’s 
recent planning applications in Birmingham, and b) it 
incorporates the recently agreed reduced infrastructure costs. 
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• Accordingly we would urge Bromsgrove to continue your 
negotiations with the developer, St.Modwen Properties PLC to 
achieve the above which should then enable a more policy 
compliant outcome with potentially enhanced levels of affordable 
housing and Infrastructure tariff. 

Cofton Hackett 
Parish Council 

• Cofton Hackett Parish Council has considered the application 
and would recommend that it be permitted. 

• The Council is particularly in favour of the proposed traffic 
calming around the new entrance to the site, also the submission 
for consideration of further traffic calming on Groveley Lane from 
Parsonage Drive towards the Oak Tree island.  

• This site has been empty for too long, and the residents of 
Cofton Hackett will be pleased to see progress being made. 

Publicity 40 letters sent 31.08.11 (expire 07.09.11) 
3 identical site notices posted 27.09.11 (expire 18.10.11) 
1 press notice published 08.09.11 (expires 29.09.11) 
 
2 representations received objecting to the scheme on the following 
principal grounds: 
 

• Disappointing that the new development is not in keeping with 
Cofton Hackett’s feel of space (with direct reference to plot 
sizes) 

• New development will be hemmed in and claustrophobic 
• Loss of tree cover to rear of properties in Parsonage Drive 

 
Members are encouraged to review all submitted documentation.  All submitted 
information is available to view in full online via the Council’s Public Access 
system or within the planning application file. 
 
The site and its surroundings 
 
The application site occupies a central part of the Longbridge East site that comprises an 
area of some 24.99 hectares, located approximately 9 kilometres from Bromsgrove Town 
Centre and approximately 11.5 kilometres from Birmingham City Centre.  Phase one 
occupies a central part of the Longbridge East site and extends to some 10.6 hectares in 
area.  
 
The site formerly known as East Works/Powertrain was utilised for engine manufacturing 
and assembly as well as aluminum casting and used to have buildings with over 92,000 
square metres of floorspace. Almost all of the buildings were demolished in 2007 and the 
site now comprises of hardstanding, building foundations and car parking areas.  The 
former industrial site shapes the majority of the application site as a rectangular plot. 
 
The whole site abuts the Green Belt and Cofton Park to the south and north-west, and is 
crossed by the partially culverted River Arrow.  In the western section of the application 
site there is a pond, fed by Cofton Reservoir situated immediately outside the application 
site boundary to the west.  The River Arrow runs across the main part of the site in culvert 



Plan reference 

in a west to east direction.  The area surrounding the pond is predominantly woodland, 
with agricultural land to the south.  To the east of the woodland is a former car park. 
 
The central and main part of the site has been cleared of former industrial buildings.  It is 
predominantly flat, with vegetated embankments around the south and west of the 
application site approximately 8 metres above the main application site.  To the north-
west the embankment rises approximately 9 metres up to residential properties that 
border the application site boundary.  The north of the application site borders Groveley 
Lane, where the main access onto the application is located (via the retained gatehouse). 
 
To the east of the application site the River Arrow flows out of culvert, under the Lichfield 
to Redditch cross city railway, with part of the flow passing through filter beds.  Further to 
the west the application site is made of predominantly wet woodland.  Residential 
properties dominate the land use in areas to the west and north east, the Lichfield to 
Redditch Cross City land runs parallel to the main eastern application site boundary, 
whilst industrial uses lie adjacent to the north across the B4096 Groveley Lane.  Beyond 
the railway line to the east of the application site, a number of existing employment units 
form part of the Cofton Centre. 
 
Remediation works have commenced and have reached an advanced stage.  The site is 
located in an employment zone.  
 
Proposals 
 
This development relates to a full planning application for development of approximately 
10.6 hectares, comprising a central section of the 22.3 hectares of the Longbridge East 
site.  The proposed development is for 229 residential units, public open space including 
a new neighbourhood park, equipped children’s play area, de-culverting of the River 
Arrow, landscaping and new access works.  A variety of tenures are envisaged for the 
scheme, including private market housing, social rented housing and shared ownership.   
 
Part of the existing woodland area to the west is included within the application site in 
order to include re-culverting works associated with the development as part of the 
application. No public access is proposed to the woodland as part of the application.  The 
proposed housing layout has retained a vehicular access through the housing layout to 
the woodland to provide access for maintenance. 
 
The Phase One net developable area is 7.66 ha. The application site covers a larger area 
(10.6 ha) to include part of the woodland area (see above) and potential temporary 
screening required between the Phase One houses and the later phases of the 
Longbridge East development to the north and south. 
 
The proposals for Phase One have been designed in the context of an overall Masterplan 
for the Longbridge East site.  A voluntary Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) has 
accompanied the application. 
 
The key elements of the scheme include: 
 
• 229 residential houses 
• 1.15 hectares of neighbourhood park towards the southern end of the phase 



Plan reference 

• The partial de-culverting of the River Arrow through the area of public open space 
• Part of the application site to the west includes an area of existing woodland which is 

required for enabling works relating to the de-culverting of the watercourse.  It should 
be noted that these are only minor works and no public access is proposed to the 
woodland area 

• 19 affordable housing units 
• An equipped area of local play space 
• A new vehicular junction onto Groveley Lane providing the main access to the 

Longbridge East site and, as part of this phase, initially serving 203 dwellings 
• A secondary access onto Parsonage Drive providing access to 26 dwellings as well 

as providing pedestrian, cycle and emergency vehicular access to the site 
• New roads within the residential are designed to accommodate local bus services 
• Raised levels within the site providing a suitable platform for development from a high 

point of 176.6 metres AOD along the western site boundary, dropping to a level of 
168.7 metres AOD at the lowest point within the site which is adjacent to the eastern 
boundary.  These re-profiling works will integrate the development with existing 
housing at Parsonage Drive and will secure the structural integrity of a retaining 
embankment which presently defines the western boundary of the site 

• Traffic calming measures on Groveley Lane between Parsonage Drive and Barnt 
Green Road to reduce traffic speeds and improve conditions for pedestrians.  This 
comprises new signage, road markings, kerb build out gateway features and a signal 
controlled pedestrian crossing 

• Noise mitigation measures along the railway 
 
The development will provide a mix of dwelling types and sizes, with the net residential 
density equating to 30 dwellings per hectare.  The scheme proposes 229 houses, 
comprising a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom units.  The proposed mix includes two and two 
and half storey buildings, and four flats over garage blocks (FOGs) in a range of sizes: 
 
             
Property Type 
 

 
No. of bedrooms 

 
No. of units 
 

 
Proportion of mix 

House 2 bedroom 38 16% 

 3 bedroom 82 36% 

 4 bedroom 105 46% 

Flat Over Garage (FOG) 2 bedroom 4 2% 

Total  229 100% 

 
Thirty six affordable units are provided, which equates to a provision of 16% affordable 
housing on site.  This mix of affordable homes is as follows: 
 
Property Type Affordable Rent  (Shared Ownership) 
2 Bed House 8 10 
3 Bed House 4 8 
4 Bed House 6  
Total 18 18 
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In relation to parking provision, a combination of off-street, on-plot, grouped parking areas 
and shared courtyards will be used.   Courtyards have been designed as part of the 
shared space of the block. Visitors parking will be provided on-street or within the shared 
courtyard parking areas. 
 
The proposed car-parking provision mix is as follows: 
 

Property Type Number of Units Parking Spaces Garages 
2 Bed 42 64 4 (within FOG units) 
3 + 4 Bed 187 376 156 
Total 229 440 160 

 
St Modwen has selected Persimmon Homes as its joint venture partner to deliver the first 
phase of development at Longbridge East.  The applicant’s construction programme will 
remediate and re-profile the site over a 30 weeks programme.  Thereafter, construction of 
the 229 houses will begin.  It is envisaged that Phase One will be completed over a three 
year programme.  A separate planning application for the balance of the site will be 
submitted in due course. 
 
The application has been accompanied by the following documents: 
 

• Planning Support Statement 
• Delivery and Viability Report 
• Design and Access Statement (including Sustainability Strategy) 
• Drainage Strategy 
• Environmental Impact Assessment comprising: Non-Technical Summary 

Environmental Statement 
Technical Appendices  

• Flood Risk Assessment 
• Statement of Community Involvement 
• Transport Assessment (including Travel Plan) 

 
These documents (with the exception of the Delivery and Viability Report) are available in 
the planning file and online via Public Access should Members wish to view them. 
 
Relevant Policies 
 
WMSS UR3, UR4, RR1, RR3, CF2, CF3, CF5, CF6, PA1, QE1, QE2, QE3, QE4, 

QE6, QE7, QE8, QE9, T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T7 
WCSP SD.2, SD.3, SD.4, SD.5, CTC.1, CTC.2, CTC.5, CTC.6,.CTC.8, CTC.9, 

CTC.12, CTC.14, CTC.15, CTC.17, D.5, D.6, D.43, T.1, T.3, RST.3, RST.5, 
RST.9  

BDLP DS3, DS11, DS13, S4, S6, S7, S14, S15, S19, S28, S29, C4, C5, C6, C12, 
C16, C17, C36, C37, C38, C39, RAT5, RAT6, RAT12, TR1, TR8, TR11, 
TR13, TR16, ES1, ES2, ES4, ES6, ES7, ES8, ES11, ES14A  

Draft CS 2 CP2, CP3, CP6, CP7, CP8, CP10, CP14, CP17, CP18, CP19, CP20, CP21, 
CP23, CP24  



Plan reference 

Others Longbridge Area Action Plan 
Circular 06/98 
Circular 06/05 
SPG1 
SPG11 
Bromsgrove District Housing Needs Study (2004) 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2007) 
Housing Market Assessment (2008) 
Ministerial Paper: Planning for Growth 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
                                                                                               

Relevant Planning History 
  
11/0882 Re-profiling and re-modelling of site levels, deculverting of part of the 

River Arrow and associated infrastructure including construction 
access: 
Approved 12.01.12 

11/0748 Mixed use development comprising residential (C3) and/or 
residential institution (C2), community use building (D1), public open 
space, de-culverting of part River Arrow, demolition of existing 
buildings and site re-profiling, access, parking, landscaping and 
associated development infrastructure (outline): 
Pending 

B/2008/0529 Mixed use development comprising residential (C3) including houses 
and apartments, residential institutions (C2) including sheltered 
elderly care, retail (A1, A2, A3, and A5) and non residential 
institutions (D1) including library and community centre with a 
neighbourhood centre, parking service and highway infrastructure 
open space including new public park, enhancement works to river 
arrow, recreation facilities, public transport routes, footpaths, 
cycleways, landscaping, service infrastructure, highway access and 
infrastructure, drainage flood storage areas, public art and street 
furniture (outline): 
Pending  (withdrawal anticipated) 

B/2008/0333 Site Re-modelling, Re-profiling and alterations to River Arrow and 
culverts: 
Approved 18.03.09 

 
Notes 
 
Site History 
 
The MG Rover Plant at Longbridge closed in April 2005.   
 
Full planning permission for the remediation and re-profiling of the entire Longbridge East 
site was granted in 2009 (reference B/2008/0333).  A further full planning application to 
further adjust and refine the previously approved levels in order to reflect the latest 
proposals for the wider Longbridge East site was approved in January 2012 under 
reference 11/0882. 
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Members will be aware an outline planning application for a mixed use development 
comprising residential (C3) and/or residential institution (C2), community use building 
(D1), public  open space, de-culverting of part River Arrow, site re-profiling, access, 
parking, landscaping and associated development infrastructure (reference 11/0748) 
appears elsewhere on this agenda. 
 
Policy Context 
 
Following the demise of the plant, an Area Action Plan (AAP) was developed by 
Bromsgrove District Council and Birmingham City Council. The Longbridge AAP (LAAP) 
proposals have emerged and evolved through extensive community consultation. The 
application site forms part of the area covered by the APP.    
 
The LAAP establishes a strategy for redefining Longbridge in land use terms for a mixed 
use development including a Regional Investment Site, a Learning Quarter, a Retail 
Quarter, new employment and housing areas, areas for open space and recreation, and 
opportunities to improve local infrastructure. 
 
Longbridge East forms part of the wider Longbridge regeneration area at is southern 
extent.  The LAAP identifies the site principally for new residential development.  The 
green spaces which adjoin the Longbridge East site are located in the Green Belt. 
 
In accordance with the LAAP objectives and proposals, an overall development 
framework and parameter plans have been prepared to cover the whole site. This 
application demonstrates how the first phase of proposed residential development follows 
the parameters and integrates with an overall framework whilst also forming an 
acceptable development in its own right. 
 
The application site sits within the LAAP framework, which now forms part of the 
Development Plan for the purposes of determining planning applications. The AAP 
contains a shared vision for Longbridge: 
 
"Longbridge will undergo major transformational change redeveloping the former car 
plant and surrounding area into an exemplar sustainable, employment led mixed use 
development for the benefit of the local community, Birmingham, Bromsgrove, the region 
and beyond. It will deliver new jobs, houses, community, leisure and educational facilities 
as well as providing an identifiable and accessible new heart for the area. All 
development will embody the principles of sustainability, sustainable communities and 
inclusiveness. At the heart of the vision is a commitment to high quality design that can 
create a real sense of place with a strong identity and distinctive character. All of this will 
make it a place where people will want to live, work, visit and invest and which provides a 
secure and positive future for local people." 
 
The Longbridge Area Action Plan (AAP) was adopted in April 2009 and is the most up to 
date Development Plan Document.  For the reference of Members, this is the key 
document against which a decision on the application should be made.  The AAP 
contains site specific policy (Policy H2) that relates directly to Longbridge East.  It is also 
necessary to consider changes to government policy since the adoption of the AAP; in 
particular, the NPPF (March 2012) and also the Ministerial Statement issued in March 
2011.  That Statement places a particular emphasis on both the creation of new jobs and 
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meeting housing needs. It establishes a presumption in favour of development which 
assists in economic recovery (including the construction of new houses) and advises that 
applications for sustainable growth should be treated favourably. 
 
The NPPF seeks to facilitate sustainable development and growth.  There is a clear 
commitment (paragraphs 18–19) to supporting and securing, rather than impeding, 
sustainable economic growth.  Applications for sustainable development should be 
approved wherever possible (paragraph 187), consistent with an overarching approach 
that demands a “presumption in favour” of sustainable development (paragraph 14).  It 
advocates a proactive, creative and solution seeking approach to planning (paragraphs 
17 and 187). 
 
Themes familiar from some of the policy documents replaced by the NPPF are reframed 
and reinforced as the core principles underpinning the new document.  These include, 
inter alia, an emphasis on high quality design, carbon reduction, conserving and 
enhancing the natural environment, reusing brownfield land, promoting accessible mixed 
use development and sustainable transport, seeking to improve wellbeing, and 
encouraging the delivery of facilities and services to meet local needs.  These are themes 
which remain consistent with the aims and objectives of the proposed development. 
 
The AAP has been prepared to conform with policies within the Regional Spatial 
Strategy, the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and Local Transport Plans. Proposals 
for the redevelopment of Longbridge East should also have regard to policies within the 
Bromsgrove District Local Plan.  The above documents comprise the Development Plan 
and, pursuant to Section 38 (6) of the PCPA 2004.  A decision on the planning application 
should be in accordance with the Development Plan, unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.   
 
Conformity with Longbridge AAP 
 
The AAP is the primary development plan for the area although as the planning system 
has been reformed in recent years, and the economy is significantly different from when 
the plan was prepared, other considerations will also need to be taken into account. This 
includes financial viability issues. 
 
In the AAP, development at East Works is predominantly addressed by Policy H2.  There 
are also a number of supporting policies which set the overall framework for development 
at Longbridge and which also need to be considered. In simple terms the applications 
conform with the overall requirements of Policy H2. The land is allocated for 
predominantly residential land (minimum 700 units) with other associated uses such as 
nursing/care homes, neighbourhood centre and open space.  The submitted application 
allows for the policy objectives to be met.  One of the key elements of the residential 
development at Longbridge East works relates to the range of units and densities to be 
provided across the site. The AAP requires that an overall density of 40-50 dwellings per 
hectare is achieved and that the northern end of the site is developed at higher densities 
which in turn allows for the southern section of the site to be developed at lower 
densities, where the impact of new development on the surrounding rural areas is likely to 
be greater if high density development is allowed. 
 
In summary: 
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• Proposal H2 allocates the site for residential and associated community and local 

retail use. It states that the site will be developed for: 
o Dwelling houses: a minimum of 700 dwellings with a mix of sizes, types and 

tenures across the site. A target of 35% of dwellings to be affordable. New homes 
will be encouraged to meet Lifetime Homes Standards 

o An expanded neighbourhood centre to provide essential local services including 
small scale shopping facilities. Land on Groveley Lane reserved for new library 
community centre and public meeting rooms 

• Other appropriate uses will be residential institutions Class C2. 
• Proposal H2 also states that the development will provide for the opening up of the 

River Arrow and a new neighbourhood park adjacent thereto. 
• The plan also contains a number of other proposals/policies that should be applied to 

proposals for East Works including design requirements, sustainability requirements, 
and measures identified in the sections on the Movement Strategy and Environment 
Open Space Strategy, in particular, Proposal S1 which requires that all new 
residential development target Code for Sustainable Homes level 5 by 2012. 

• The AAP refers to the potential need for a Section 106 Agreement. Particularly 
pertinent are the requirements within Section D concerning “Delivery and 
Implementation”. It sets out requirements for a traditionally negotiated Section 106 
Agreement and a standard tariff charge (the Longbridge Infrastructure Tariff (LIT)). It 
also sets out other highway infrastructure requirements which it envisages would be 
potentially delivered under Section 278 Agreements. 

 
The developer’s contributions should aim to match the contributions triggered by the 
development proposal, which were agreed through the LAAP examination process and 
adopted in the LAAP. 
 
For the East Works development, these include: 
• S106 to require provision of on site library with community centre/meeting rooms on 

site neighbourhood park and opening up of river (Policy H2 paragraph 3.109).  
• LIT contribution towards educational facilities (LAAP Table 2 pages 48-50).   
• LIT contribution towards sports facilities in Cofton Park and improved play facilities in 

the area (LAAP Table 2 pages 48-50) 
• LIT contribution to improved footpath links and ecological improvements around 

boundary of site (LAAP Table 2 pages 48-50) 
• LIT or S278  contributions to traffic management in adjoining areas- inc Parsonage 

Drive (LAAP Table 1 page 46) 
• S278 for junction improvements incl. Groveley Lane/Lowhill Lane junction, 

environmental enhancements in neighbourhood centre, street  (LAAP Table 1 page 
46) 

• S278 for improvements to A441 / Hopwood (LAAP Table 1 page 46)  
• Public transport contributions   
 
Members will note the LIT is broadly related to include off site infrastructure requirements 
such as public transport, physical, social, recreational and ecological infrastructure 
including education, community and economic measures and other transport provisions.  
The intention of the LIT was to provide a simple mechanism of ensuring that developers 
would know what financial requirements would be required as a result of any 
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development to enable the aim and objectives of the AAP to be achieved. It is also an 
important tool as it allows the LPA to pool planning obligations enabling allocation of the 
required funding to the area/schemes where mitigation is most needed in and around 
Longbridge in both Districts, regardless of where the funding originated.   
 
The Section 106 element relevant to this application is proposed to contain site specific 
matters including the provision of affordable housing, elements of on-site community 
infrastructure including community building, requirements and specifications for the on-
site park and triggers for payments.   
 
The most significant elements of the scheme where it fails to meet the adopted policies in 
the AAP are the provision of affordable housing and the planning contributions required 
by the Longbridge Infrastructure Tariff (LIT). Both of these elements are key factors in the 
discussion on development viability dealt with further on in this report. 
 
The requirement for affordable housing at Longbridge is that a target of 35% of all new 
units developed are affordable. The current scheme does not meet this requirement, with 
the application offering 16% affordable housing, consisting of 18 affordable rented 
properties and 18 intermediate properties. The outline scheme also set out in this agenda 
does offer more hope of additional affordable housing in later phases although this must 
be considered against the very low existing provision and the ability of the later schemes 
to deliver increased affordable housing numbers.  Further details on the level of 
affordable housing and the issue of viability are dealt with in this report under the heading 
Type of Accommodation.  
 
In accordance with the requirements of LIT, the proposed residential development of 229 
dwellings would require a payment of £16,500 per unit equating to a total of £3,778,500.   
The current application is offering no LIT monies.  
 
Viability Issues 
 
Members will be aware that viability has become an increasingly important consideration 
in the determination of planning applications. Viability is inherently linked to the ability to 
satisfy planning policy, and to deliver regeneration objectives and economic 
development. The significance of viability has increased during the current period of 
economic downturn when the delivery of new development has been threatened and the 
requirement for applicants to comply with planning obligations and policy requirements 
has been maintained. 

Scheme viability is a material consideration in deciding appropriate level of contributions 
for planning obligations.  The application in this instance has been accompanied by a 
Delivery and Viability Report.  The consideration of financial viability in determining this 
application is particularly important in the context of seeking to meet planning policy 
(including the parameters of the LAAP) and negotiating Section 106 contributions 
(including affordable housing), to ensure the proposed development remains attractive 
and deliverable. An inconsistent approach to policy applications and Section 106 
negotiations can increase development risk and uncertainty, which can deter 
development coming forward. 
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In the context of achieving sustainable development, the National Planning Policy 
Framework refers to ensuring viability and deliverability in paragraph 173-177.  
Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states: 
 
173. Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs 

in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable.  Therefore, the 
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. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be 
applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, 
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of 
the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a 
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 
deliverable. 

 
The implementation of the AAP will be dependant upon a number of factors and the 
viability of any planning application proposal at the time it is submitted is one such factor 
which will have a substantial impact upon what may be considered fair and reasonable 
for the Longbridge regeneration development to support in terms of obligations. At the 
heart of the AAP is the focus on delivery.  In preparing the AAP, particularly in the 
challenging economic market conditions, the document includes flexibility in order to 
ensure regeneration is not delayed or inhibited by market conditions. This approach was 
fully endorsed by the AAP Examination Inspector in her report and the AAP amended to 
include paragraphs 4.25 and 4.26 (and others references) in order to address viability 
challenges, stating the approach to be adopted in addressing viability at the planning 
application stage: 
 
“It is recognised that market conditions are subject to change and that can impact upon 
the viability of development. If at any time planning applications are submitted, it can be 
shown through an open appraisal, that a scheme may be unviable if the LAAP’s policies 
have to be applied in full; then the Local Authorities will enter into detailed negotiations 
with the applicants to determine what may be acceptable to enable the scheme to 
proceed. 
 
In such cases, the planning obligations that have not delivered full tariff levels set out in 
table 3 [of the LAAP] will include mechanisms to allow the scale of obligations to be 
increased if it can be demonstrated that market conditions improve at the time the 
development is implemented. eg. through linking the tariff payments to phases of 
development.” 
 
This is further explained in Paragraph 4.5 which states that where viability is an issue in 
terms of difficult market conditions: 
 
“A flexible approach to any negotiations at planning application stage will be required to 
ensure viability and that the delivery of an acceptable scheme on the ground is not 
constrained or delayed.”  
 
The LAAP recognises that market conditions are subject to change and that these can 
impact on the viability of development.  If it can be shown through a development 
appraisal, that not all of the LAAP’s policies can be applied in full, then the Local Authority 
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will enter into negotiations to determine what is appropriate to enable the scheme to 
proceed”. 
 
The imposition of the LIT in circumstances where the development is unviable if included, 
is equally subject to the provisions of paragraph 4.25 and 4.26 of the LAAP as stated 
above, and is negotiable in order to enable the development to proceed.  There are no 
provision in the LAAP which state that a minimum level of LIT must be imposed and 
therefore the absence of LIT payment is not in itself contrary to the provisions of the 
LAAP. 
 
In the original appraisal submitted in November 2010, the preferred mix of affordable 
housing at 35% and contributions to LIT equating to £16,500 per dwelling produced a 
negative return. As such the redevelopment would not come forward. 
 
The second appraisal produced within the same submission in November 2010, excluded 
affordable housing and LIT but did deliver an onsite community use facility, substantial 
enhancement off-site highway infrastructure (including improvements to Groveley Lane) 
and the provision of on-site public open space together with the opening-up of the River 
Arrow.  This appraisal was deemed viable without any further contributions towards 
Section 106. 
 
Since the November 2010 viability submission, the applicant has produced both site- 
wide proposals for the Longbridge East and for a first phase of housing with Persimmon 
Homes Limited, their Joint Venture partner.  These changes included revising the mix of 
house types and sizes, increasing the size of the community use facility, reducing the 
area of the proposed Arrow Park and removing the commercial use from the site wide 
proposals. These changes have improved the viability. 
 
Since the beginning of 2011, the applicant has extensively discussed the evolving site 
wide and Phase One proposals. These discussions have involved the sharing of master 
plans and layouts and providing an overview of improvements to the scheme and the 
resultant viability improvements.  A Delivery and Viability Report was submitted by the 
applicant to the District Council in September 2011.  This document has been 
independently scrutinised and negotiations with the Local Planning Authority have sought 
to ensure that the scale of obligations, including the level of affordable housing, still 
ensure a viable development fall squarely with the approach suggested within the NPPF. 
 
The Longbridge site offers a premium development opportunity.  Sales values will reflect 
the Green Belt setting but also the accessibility that the location offers.  The development 
period for the entire site will take many years (Phase 1 is likely to take 7 years.  The 
entire development may take in the region of 15 years to complete at expected take-up 
rates).   However, Members will be aware that the housing market remains weak.  The 
Longbridge East proposals will need to meet the costs associated with significant 
infrastructure expenditure, particularly in the early years.  This is a usual consequence of 
regeneration schemes of this scale and complexity.  Front loaded costs of this type 
hamper viability. 
 
Members will note the views of the Strategic Planning Manager.  It is clear that the 
viability work accompanying the application has reflected the difficulties of meeting the 
overall requirements of the AAP.  The improved offer of additional affordable housing and 
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LIT funding in my view makes a difference to the acceptability of the scheme without 
which would have been unacceptable.  The review mechanism for development viability 
over the lifetime of the development (secured via the outline application) and any uplift 
captured in additional planning gain as required by the AAP further weigh in favour of this 
application. 
 
There is the ability to commence development on Longbridge East which is welcomed.  
This approach would allow the first phase of development to proceed and deliver new 
housing and the new park.  The viability of subsequent phases on the back of the outline 
application will be re-appraised using the approved base cost information to establish if 
enhanced Section 106 contributions/affordable housing numbers and LIT contributions 
could be made if market conditions improve.  This should provide Members with some 
comfort on the future of the site. 
 
Main Issues 
 
The main issue in determining the application is whether the site should be released for 
development, in the context of relevant Development Plan policies, and other material 
considerations such as changes in national policy (including the National Planning Policy 
Framework), the Draft Core Strategy 2 and housing supply. 
 
Other issues to be considered include: 

• Sustainability issues 
• Design, form and layout 
• Density 
• Whether the type, tenure and form of accommodation proposed is suitable 
• The affect on residential amenity 
• Landscaping and tree issues 
• Traffic and highway implications 
• Open space and play space (with direct reference to the creation of Arrow Park) 
• Ground conditions, flood risk and drainage issues 
• Ecological and biodiversity Issues 
• Noise 
• Air quality 
• Archaeological issues 
• Impact on the setting of Listed Buildings 
• Crime prevention 
• Climate change 
• Educational and services infrastructure 
• Construction matters 
• Planning Obligation 

 
Housing Supply 
 
In terms of policy for new housing, the NPPF seeks to significantly boost the supply of 
housing and reiterates the principles of the policy it replaced (PPS3), in that it calls for 
there to be an identified and annually updated five year housing land supply. It advises 
that where a Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of land for 
housing, its policies for housing should be considered out of date. The development at 
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Longbridge East will go in some way to meeting local housing needs and contribute to the 
supply of housing in the District. 
 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF determines that Local Planning Authorities should use their 
evidence base to ensure that their local plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs 
for housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies as set out 
in the NPPF. This includes identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the 
housing strategy over the plan period.  
Paragraph 49 of the NPPF also determines that the “presumption in favour” of 
sustainable development should be the context for consideration of housing applications.  
 
I would refer Members to the appeal decision at the ADR site at Brook Crescent, Hagley 
(APP/P1805/A/10/2136206) (application reference 10/0378) whereby the Inspector 
placed weight on the absence of a five year supply of housing and the ability of the 
proposal to meet some of the urgent housing need of the District. As such I am of the 
view there is an undisputed need for housing and the housing supply situation is in crisis.  
This stance was taken by the Inspector in the recent appeal decision for Norton Lane, 
Wythall (APP/P1805/A/11/2150938) (application reference 10/0931).  For context, 
amongst other scheme Members accepted this position in resolving to approve the 
residential development for 80 dwellings on the Church Road Catshill ADR in October 
2011 (application reference 11/0343) and the residential development for 88 dwellings on 
the Barnt Green White Land in January 2012 (application reference 11/0741).  This 
proposal should again begin to address the identified shortfall in housing supply.   
 
Sustainability Issues 
 
Longbridge East is currently served by four bus routes within 250 metres of the site 
access (August 2011): 
• 47 – Cofton Hackett to Birmingham (six buses an hour) 
• 145 – Cotteridge to Bromsgrove (one bus every two hours in off-peak) 
• 204 – Bromsgrove to Halesowen (one AM and one PM peak service); and 
• 625 – Cofton Hackett to Rubery Great Park (one bus an hour in off-peak) 
 
These services provide links to employment, education and retail/leisure land uses, with 
additional services available across the wider Longbridge development including 
interchange opportunities at Longbridge Railway Station, from service 47 (within an 
adequate interchange distance of 500 metres). The existing network and bus stops 
(Groveley Lane) provides good levels of access to the closest parts of phase one of the 
development (within 250 metres of bus stop), and most have satisfactory access 
 
Longbridge Railway Station is located on Longbridge Lane, approximately two kilometers 
from Longbridge East. Rail services that stop at Longbridge Railway Station are the 
Cross-City services (London Midland) from Redditch to Lichfield via Birmingham New 
Street. Services to and from Birmingham New Street achieve a frequency of six trains per 
hour during daytime and peak periods on weekdays. Services to and from Redditch 
achieve a half-hourly frequency.  Pedestrian access to the station is via Longbridge Lane, 
a demand-responsive pedestrian crossing is located immediately outside the station 
entrance. The station is also within cycling distance via the advisory and local cycle 
routes along Thurlestone Road, with cycle parking provided at the station.  Bus service 
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47 calls at Longbridge (500m walk) and Kings Norton (direct interchange) railway 
stations. 
 
There are good walking and cycling links within the vicinity of Longbridge East, as well as 
the wider Longbridge area; provided by a combination of signed and surfaced on- and off-
road routes. National Cycle Network Route 5 is within two kilometres of the site.  
Birmingham Greenway and the North Worcestershire Path are both located within 200 
metres of Longbridge East.  Local footpaths surrounding Longbridge East are of a good 
standard, providing links to local bus stops, Cofton Park, the wider Longbridge area and 
the north Worcestershire countryside.  The nearest shops are located at the junction of 
Groveley Lane and Parsonage Drive. They include a newsagent, post office, electrical 
store and takeaways. The provision serves only the immediate neighbourhood. A range 
of new facilities including a new supermarket are to be developed as part of the wider 
Longbridge regeneration proposals. 
 
A Residential Travel Plan Agreement (TPA) has been produced, outlining the sustainable 
travel options available to residents of Longbridge East and the obligations for the 
provision of sustainable transport infrastructure.  Worcestershire Highways has raised no 
objection to the content of this document. 
 
As such I am of the view that the site is in a sustainable location and I raise no concern 
on this issue.  The scheme would thus comply with the key sustainability aims of national 
policy aims detailed in the NPPF.  Policies SD.4, SD.8 and T.1 of the WCSP and Policy 
DS13 of the BDLP support this approach.   
 
Design, Form and Layout 
 
It is a core planning principle of the NPPF that development is of a good design and 
reflects the amenity of existing and future occupants of land and buildings (paragraph 
17).  Good design is also a requirement of paragraph 56-68 of the NPPF.  I therefore 
consider that Policy S7 of the BDLP and the advice contained in SPG1 is consistent with 
the NPPF and thus carry weight in the determination of this application. 
 
Policy CTC.1 of the WCSP sets out a general requirement that the Local Planning 
Authority in considering development proposals should take every opportunity to 
safeguard, restore or enhance, as appropriate, the landscape character of the area in 
which they are proposed.  Proposals for development and associated land use change or 
land management must demonstrate that they are informed by, and sympathetic to, the 
landscape character of the area in which they are proposed to take place.  Policy SD.5 
states that development proposals should help to sustain and improve the balance of 
housing, employment, community and social facilities in settlements, and should 
maximise the use of existing infrastructure and self-containment and the building of 
communities. 
 
Policy DS13 of the BDLP requires development to protect the Plan area’s essential 
character and main environmental assets, including the open and undeveloped nature of 
the countryside and the Green Belt.  Policy C4 states that development will not be 
permitted where it would have a materially detrimental effect on the landscape. 
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Local Plan Policy S7 states that proposals involving development of new dwellings 
outside the Green Belt will be considered favourably providing that they meet the 
following criteria: 
 

• the proposal does not lead to development at a density inappropriate for the site; 
• the form and layout of the development is appropriate to the area; 
• the proposal minimises the loss of mature hedges, trees and landscaping; 
• the proposal does not adversely affect the existing amenities of adjoining 

occupiers; 
• the proposal does not involve a loss of open space, allotments or other amenity 

areas which it is desirable to maintain; 
• the development can be appropriately serviced; 
• the proposal would not have unacceptable traffic implications or perpetuate a 

traffic hazard; 
• it conforms with other relevant policies of the Plan. 

   
SPG1 states that residential layouts should make a positive contribution to the local 
environment and respect the character of the surrounding area. Paragraph 5.10 sets out 
a series of design objectives including adequate daylight and sunlight, adequate privacy 
and outlook for new and existing dwellings, and provision of private and shared amenity 
space. 
 
The key principles set out in the AAP on design and layout for this aspect of the site are: 
 
Density 
Phase One falls within medium to low densities within a range of 30-45 dwellings per 
hectare. 
 
Building Heights 
Within Phase One the majority of dwellings should follow the 2 to 3 storeys maximum 
heights. At key locations and to terminate vistas, the higher buildings can be used. Up to 
4 storey buildings could be located at the northern edge of this phase. 
 
Street Hierarchy 
Phase One includes the two vehicular entrances to the site. The entrance from Groveley 
Lane will be the main access to the site, whereas the Parsonage Drive access will serve 
up to 50 dwellings only. Emergency access should be created between the two access 
points.  The street hierarchy creates a legible network of streets, including streets with the 
potential for bus use. Pedestrian and cyclist requirements have been considered with 
traffic calming and shared surfaces. 
 
Landscape 
A new neighbourhood park is included. This proposed park, referred to as Arrow Park, 
will feature the partial opening up of the River Arrow and recreation facilities for children. 
Site levels will be reprofiled and all boundaries will be carefully designed to maintain the 
privacy of existing properties in the vicinity and mitigate against noise from the railway. 
 
The AAP defines Phase One as Cofton Hackett Character.  The application therefore 
design references for its appearance and massing are drawn from the existing built form 
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across Cofton Hackett. Generally, lower densities and a more vernacular architecture is 
used to integrate the site with its immediate context. 
 
Features: 
• Built form: Mix of short terraces, semi-detached and detached dwellings. 
• A limited number of flats should be used. Use of gabled frontages is encouraged for 

key corners and gateways. 
• Building height range: From 2 to 3 storeys high. Raised eaves heights to create a 

better sense of enclosure along main streets. 
• Boundary treatments suggested: metal railings for boundary treatments along the 

main corridors, possibly hedges for dwellings fronting open spaces and low planting 
for minor roads. Tree planting in front gardens along the primary street. 

• Density range: 30 to 45 dwellings per hectare. 
• Materials: Simple use of a limited palette of local materials. Predominant use of red 

brick with red/brown pan tiles for the roof. 
 
The following design principles have been incorporated within the layout: 
 
• Primary visual corridors link key destination points in the layout. 
• Feature buildings are located on corners to address both streets and architecturally 

enhanced gateway buildings are located to mark the entrance to the development 
from Groveley Lane and Parsonage Drive and other important street corners within 
the site. 

• Feature buildings are also located at strategic points to provide legibility within the 
townscape. They generally terminate a visual axis or street vista. 

• An entrance square is proposed to mark an arrival space to the development. It is 
formed by active frontages, change of paving materials and tree planting. 

• Typical blocks are formed by buildings on the perimeter and gardens behind. This 
creates a clear distinction between private and public realm.  

• Uniform streetscapes are achieved by locating house types with similar architectural 
detailing either side of the streets. The location of gable features and bay windows will 
create a repetition of building elements to provide street rhythm within the elevations 
and help to form features to mark the ends of the terraces. 

• Indentation along the building line of secondary streets and side streets prevents the 
monotony of the linear alignment and offers the opportunity to introduce different 
typologies and garden planting. 

• Houses overlooking open spaces have active frontages (front doors and windows 
facing the streets) to ensure natural surveillance over the public realm. 

• Careful consideration to respect the privacy of existing properties along the western 
boundary is achieved by locating private gardens that back onto this boundary. 

 
The site is clearly visible from existing residential properties located on the western 
boundary from Parsonage Drive/Oakfield Drive/The Grove, in addition to the wider Green 
Belt landscape to the east beyond the railway line.  The Design and Access Statement 
refers to the application site as identified as having a Cofton Hackett character. The 
neighbouring housing area typifies the twentieth century suburban densities at 
approximately 20-30 dwellings per hectare. Built between 1930’s and 1950’s, Cofton 
Hackett is a low density residential area with a typical building height of 2-storeys.  The 
housing is typically provided in semi-detached or detached, bay fronted dwellings set 
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within large plots with driveways or garages. A few short terraces are found.  Along 
Groveley Lane and fronting Cofton Park, housing is generally detached and located 
within a landscape setting. Mature tree planting within verges along the street contributes 
to the green character and aspect.  Recurring architectural elements along Groveley 
Lane frontage are the use of wide frontages, gables and the use of white render. 
 
I accept the site is visually prominent in a wider sense, given the views afforded by the 
expanse of the site boundary fronting Groveley Lane, the additional site entrance off 
Parsonage Drive and the available views of the site from those utilising the railway line 
that runs to the eastern boundary and the public right of way that touches the western 
boundary.  Views from Parsonage Drive and The Grove would be, for the most part, 
masked by a combination of the existing houses, mature vegetation and the 
topographical features of the site.  Views of the site from Cofton Church Lane would be 
largely screened from the existing landscaped buffer to the southern boundary.  The 
development would only result in the loss of an open site due to the recent demolition of 
the former industrial buildings.  I am thus of the view that the impact of the development 
on the landscape and visual character would low and there would no material loss of any 
attractive landscape.  Furthermore, the re-development of the site is advocated by the 
parameters of the LAAP. 
 
Whilst I accept the scheme provides a range of house types and sizes, the Strategic 
Planning Manager does raise concern that the generic and uninspiring architectural 
approach taken with the application is in direct contrast to the original vision for 
Longbridge East set out in the AAP. 
 
As such the site would fit into the context of the surrounding urban landscape and provide 
a sensitive extension to the existing urban area of Cofton Hackett.  Furthermore, I am of 
the view that the containment of the development benefits from the strong boundaries 
and physical features that enclose the site, with particular reference to the existing 
established residential development to the western boundary and the eastern boundary 
formed by the defined railway line and associated cutting.  The western and southern 
boundary contains screening of varying amounts and this would remain following 
development of the site, with enhancement created by additional planting.  This would 
serve to further filter views both of and toward the site, to the benefit of both existing and 
future residents.  As such I am of the view that the proposals can be accommodated 
without detriment to the Green Belt setting (with particular regard to the eastern and 
western aspects of the site) in compliance with the NPPF.   
 
Members will note the views of the Urban Designer.  These comments do not present me 
with any concerns to warrant refusing the application on design, layout or setting out 
grounds. 
 
Density 
 
In the AAP, development at East Works is predominantly addressed by Policy H2.  There 
are also a number of supporting policies which set the overall framework for development 
at Longbridge and which also need to be considered. In simple terms the application 
conforms with the overall requirements of Policy H2. The land is allocated for 
predominantly residential land (minimum 700 units) with other associated uses such as 
nursing/care homes, neighbourhood centre and open space.  The submitted application 
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allows for the policy objectives to be met.  One of the key elements of the residential 
development at Longbridge East works relates to the range of units and densities to be 
provided across the site. The AAP requires that an overall density of 40-50 dwellings per 
hectare is achieved and that the northern end of the site is developed at higher densities 
which in turn allows for the southern section of the site to be developed at lower 
densities, where the impact of new development on the surrounding rural areas is likely to 
be greater if high density development is allowed. 
 
Members will note the density on this application equates to 30 dwellings per hectare.  I 
note the concern raised by the Strategic Planning Manager on this issue.  I accept that 
the density is lower than the range of densities set out at Paragraph 3.106 of the LAAP.  
However, to give some comfort to Members the Master Plan accompanying the outline 
application envisages a higher density mix could be delivered as part of subsequent 
phases. Whilst density thresholds are not apparent in the NPPF, there is still a 
requirement to make the most efficient use of land.  Given the mix of house and plot 
types/sizes (including larger housing) within the development, I am reasonably 
comfortable that the range of house types proposed that will deliver a right mix of homes 
in this location.  Additionally, the mechanism to review densities on subsequent phases 
for the entire site via the outline application provides an opportunity to revisit this issue in 
latter developments.  Weighing all these factors, I subsequently raise no concern over the 
density proposed. 
 
Type of Accommodation 
 
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF determines that developments should deliver a wide choice of 
high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, 
inclusive and mixed communities.  This includes a mix of open market housing and the 
provision of affordable housing with the potential to also provide elderly care 
accommodation which will support these specific housing and care needs.  Paragraph 50 
goes on to state that LPA’s should set policies for meeting affordable housing needs but 
that these policies should be sufficiently flexible to take account of changing market 
conditions. 
 
Members will note that the site contains an anticipated mix of dwelling types, with an 
emphasis on smaller house types of 2 and 3 bed dwellings.  The development also 
contains a proportion of 4 bed dwellings and FOG units.  The proposed mix is reasonably 
acceptable.    
 
The level of affordable housing will equate to 16% of the total number of units built within 
Phase One (36 units in total).  18 of the affordable units will be affordable rented tenure 
and 18 will be shared ownership.  All of the units will be family housing.  The level of 
provision has been the subject of extensive discussions, with the Council having regard 
to scheme viability.  For the reference of Members, the LAAP has a target of 35% 
affordable housing (LAAP proposal H2 paragraph 3.106) and for that reason the 16% 
affordable housing offer is therefore clearly not compliant with the LAAP.   
 
I accept that the higher target was inspirational and is not meant to be a minimum or 
absolute figure.  This point was acknowledged by the Inspector who presided over the 
LAAP Inquiry: 
 



Plan reference 

“The Council’s have proposed changes to emphasise that site specific characteristics and 
market conditions may effect the exact number of affordable houses that can be provided 
on each site. Negotiation not just the 35% target will determine the outcome” (Paragraph 
3.48 of the Inspector’s Report). 
 
The LAAP recognises that market conditions are subject to change and that these can 
impact on the viability of development.  It states at Paragraph 4.25 that, if it can be shown 
through a development appraisal, that not all of the LAAP’s policies can be applied in full, 
then the Local Authority will enter into negotiations to determine what is appropriate to 
enable the scheme to proceed.  It should be noted that the applicant has completed a 
detailed review of scheme viability and the results of that assessment have been 
scrutinised by the District Council and taken into account in negotiations on the Section 
106 Agreement. 
 
The work which has been completed on scheme viability shows that the proposed level of 
affordable housing indicated can be delivered.  Eighteen of the dwellings (the affordable 
rent properties) will be designed to Lifetime Homes Standard (whereby the design of 
each unit must have in built flexibility to suit all lifestyles and to respond to changing 
circumstances of the family unit from first time home to retirement).  It has been agreed 
that prior to the occupation of the 101st open market housing unit 18 (50%) of the 
affordable units will be build complete and prior to the occupation of the 193rd open 
market housing unit, the remaining 18 affordable units (100%) will be build complete.  
The level and delivery of affordable housing provision can be filtered into the Section 106 
Agreement to ensure compliance.    
 
The Strategic Housing Manager has raised no objection to the scheme given the 
proposed review mechanism to further assess affordable housing provision for future 
phases at the Reserved Matters stage on the outline planning application. 
 
Impact on the Amenity of Adjacent Occupiers 
 
SPG1 sets out design guidance for residential development including separation 
distances to existing dwellings so as to avoid detriment to residential amenity due to 
overlooking, overshadowing and overbearing affects.  The Guidelines suggests that new 
development with main windows overlooking existing private spaces should be set back 
by a distance of 5 metres per storey from the site boundary where it adjoins a private 
garden area.  A minimum separation of 21 metres is required to achieve a degree of 
privacy within conventional two-storey dwellings.   
 
I note the views arising from the consultation process with regard to overlooking issues, 
with particular reference to a resultant loss of privacy for the occupiers of those dwellings 
in Parsonage Drive.  For the reference of Members, re-profiling works are proposed 
adjacent the rear boundaries of properties fronting Parsonage Drive in order to provide 
suitable access points and gradients across the site.  The existing rear garden fences to 
the properties of Parsonage Drive will be retained and a new 1.8m high timber close 
boarded fence erected to the site side with all existing trees within the rear gardens of the 
properties to Parsonage Drive being retained.  A retaining structure has been proposed 
within the site to allow a 2m wide landscaped zone adjacent to the new fence-line along 
the Parsonage Drive boundary to soften the boundary and provide a landscape buffer 
zone.  Additional specimen tree planting comprising species such as Silver Birch, Ash 
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and Alder has been proposed to the rear gardens of plots 20-22, 24-25, 27 and 31 to 
coincide with gaps in the existing trees to the rear gardens of the Parsonage Drive 
properties to enhance the buffer between the properties.  The re-profiled topography will 
result in the new houses being situated lower than existing houses on Parsonage Drive.  
This is detailed on the site sectional drawings accompanying the application. 
 
I am thus satisfied that the majority of the scheme has been designed to comply with the 
guidance in SPG1.  The relationship between the proposed and existing dwellings is such 
so as to avoid any significant harm to residential amenity and complies with the 
separation distances set out in SPG1.  This includes the interface between the proposed 
and existing dwellings on Parsonage Drive and The Grove to the west.  The boundary 
treatment and re-profiling works to the rear of the dwellings in Parsonage Drive will also 
serve to maintain and enhance privacy levels.  
 
I would also advise Members that I intend to impose an hours of construction condition, 
which will help reduce concerns raised by nearby residential properties with regards to 
the potential nuisance generated by the construction of the site  
 
Landscaping and Tree Issues 
 
The landscape design for the scheme responds to the Landscape & Visual Impact 
Assessment, Ecological Assessments and Urban Design boundary treatment hierarchy 
for the site, and utilises a robust strategy to inform the design. A holistic approach to 
landscape design has been adopted throughout the development, creating a strong 
sense of place and coherent landscape character. A comprehensive palette of soft 
landscape materials throughout the site ensures that the future residents of Longbridge 
East will benefit from an attractive and sustainable environment.  The landscape design 
incorporates all feature areas at key nodal points, and plot landscaping. 
 
The landscape design responds to and reinforces the street characters established within 
the development masterplans and urban design boundary treatment hierarchy. Tree 
planting is utilised to enhance legibility throughout the development and highlight key 
feature areas by the use of avenues of single species and feature trees at the termination 
of prominent vistas. 
 
The scheme includes a tree planting schedule to primary and secondary streets.  Tree 
planting has been an integral consideration within the design from the earliest conception 
allowing for a distance of 5m from adjacent buildings and avoiding vehicular vision-
splays. At nodes and focal points along the principle route, specific tree specimens are 
proposed.  The boundary treatment hierarchy along the primary and secondary streets is 
defined by brick piers and railings which are reinforced by low level shrub planting behind 
the railings. Robust shrub planting has been proposed to provide year round interest with 
occasional ornamental accent plants at feature corners. Where space is limited behind 
the boundary planting leaving insufficient space to mow a lawn decorative gravel areas 
have been proposed.  Perimeter planting to the eastern and western boundaries is also 
proposed. 
 
In relation to hard landscaping, the roads within the primary and secondary streets will be 
finished in tarmac with the exception of nodes and traffic calming zones which will be 
finished in PCC block paving to emphasise the difference and slow down traffic 
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movement. Marshalls ‘Keyblock’ herringbone paving (or similar approved) has been 
proposed and will also be used to finish the shared surfaces within the side streets, lanes 
and parking courtyards. All on-street parking areas and those within the parking 
courtyards will be finished in Tarmac to allow for oil spillage and parking delineation.  All 
footpaths within the residential area will be finished in Tarmac to match the existing 
streets adjacent to the site with standard kerbs to standard heights and radii. Standard 
drop kerbs and tactile paving in a contrasting colour will be provided at appropriate 
locations. 
 
The Tree Officer has raised no objection to the scheme, subject to the imposition of 
suitable Conditions.  I raise no objection to the soft and hard landscaping measures. 
 
Traffic and Highway Implications 
 
The NPPF sets out the objectives of promoting sustainable transport choices for people, 
promoting accessibility choices to destinations by public transport and walking and 
cycling as well as reducing the need to travel by car. These objectives are supported by 
policies in the WMRSS and Structure plan polices. The Bromsgrove District Local Plan 
sets out the need for applicants to incorporate safe access and egress and provide 
sufficient off street parking (TR11), incorporate traffic calming (TR6) and promote the use 
of variety of transport means (TR13). 
 
The development will be served by Groveley Lane as the main entrance serving 203 
dwellings and Parsonage Drive as secondary access, serving only 26 dwellings. A link 
between the two access points is provided for emergency access only.  Provision has 
been made for pedestrian, cycle and vehicle links to future development phases north 
and south.   
 
The site will be subject to a 20 mph speed limit and the internal road network is designed 
to reduce speeds through the development.  This will be achieved through the use of 
narrowing carriageways in specific locations, limited forward visibility and other traffic 
calming features. Shared surfaces will also be used to reduce traffic speeds. 
 
A bus loop along the Primary and Secondary roads has been accommodated within the 
highway design. It is proposed that buses will enter and leave the development from 
Groveley Lane. It is proposed that there will be a series of bus stops along its route. 
 
It is intended that the majority of the dwellings will be within 400m walking distance of the 
existing bus stop on Groveley Lane. It is intended that the proposed new bus stops within 
the development will enable all dwellings to be within less than 400m walking distance.  
Side streets and Private Drives will be treated as primarily pedestrian priority routes. 
Contrasting surface materials such as block paving and the layout of the street create low 
speed routes.  Arrow Park will provide segregated pedestrian routes that connect to the 
surrounding network of footpaths. 
 
In relation to car-parking provision, the scheme has been designed with a combination of 
off-street, on-plot, grouped parking areas and shared. Visitors parking will be provided 
on-street or within the shared courtyard.  In relation to cycle parking, garages will 
accommodate cycle storage. If no garage is provided then cycle storage will either be 
provided in a shed or by a cycle stand or other secure fixing point.  
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No third party comments have been received in relation to highway safety or resultant 
traffic congestion.  Cofton Hackett Parish Council is particularly in favour of the proposed 
traffic calming around the new entrance to the site and also the submission for 
consideration of further traffic calming on Groveley Lane from Parsonage Drive towards 
the Oak Tree island.  These comprise: road narrowings; coloured or textured surfacing; 
street furniture and signage.  To reduce the severance that Groveley Lane creates for 
non motorised users, the proposals also includes a toucan pedestrian crossing linking the 
site with Cofton Park. 
 
Members will note that a full Transport Assessment has accompanied the application.   
Members will note this document demonstrates that there will be no adverse impact on 
highway capacity as a result of the development traffic and the scheme will have a 
negligible impact on the operations of the junctions in the locality, including Groveley 
Lane and Parsonage Drive. The proposed improvements to Groveley Lane will be 
beneficial both for vehicular traffic and for improved connectivity to the facilities and 
functions located on Cofton Park.   
 
Given the consideration of all highway related matters, including the views from 
Worcestershire Highways, I am of the view that there would not be any material harm to 
the safety or free flow of traffic on Groveley Lane and that there would be capacity within 
the existing network to cope with the development proposal, including Parsonage Drive.  
The connection afforded by the Arrow Park to the wider locality for walking and cycling 
opportunities, would also promote sustainable transport choices for future residents.  This 
would also enable greater permeability.   
 
Members will note Worcestershire Highways has raised no objection to the scheme 
subject to the imposition of Conditions.  As such Members are thus reminded that there is 
no technical objection to the scheme on the grounds of adverse impacts on highway 
network grounds.  
 
The site benefits from good public transport opportunities, with a number of alternative 
modes of transport available to future occupiers of the development. 
 
Open Space and Play Space: Arrow Park 
 
The course of the River Arrow is proposed to be re-opened through Arrow Park to create 
an attractive water course feature providing both recreational and ecological benefits, 
reminiscent of the original River Arrow source. The profile of the river has been carefully 
designed to maximise safe access and egress points, with flows fully contained within the 
banks. The bed of the open channel includes a sequence of pools and riffles, achieved 
through the inclusion of a cascading rock profiles.  The new park will provide recreational 
facilities for residents whilst also enhancing and supporting biodiversity through the 
provision of native and wildlife attracting tree and shrub planting. The recreational focus 
of the park is to the north, with a wildlife focus to the south. The park will provide a semi-
natural habitat and wildlife corridor linking east to west between the two areas of housing. 
To the north of the river the focus is on recreational activity with a children’s play facility 
following a naturalised play theme. To the south of the river the focus is on wildlife habitat 
creation.  A new area of woodland planting located outside the application site (equating 
to 4695 square metres) is also proposed to the western boundary, to the south of the 
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existing woodland provision.  The formation of this feature can be secured through 
Condition. 
 
The street furniture within and adjacent to the Arrow Park will focus on timber products 
including timber litter bins, birds mouth timber knee rails, timber bollards, timber 
wayfinding and signage posts, timber cycle storage, timber play area features, timber 
interpretation signs and the timber footbridge crossing the re-opened culvert. There will 
be opportunities to explore the use of historical reference points such as emblems, 
insignias and interpretation panels (subject to copyright approval) to reflect the heritage of 
Longbridge and the Longbridge East Works.  The Arrow Park footbridge will be 
constructed in timber with a hi-grip finish to the surface. 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance Note 11 (SPG11) which uses a standard formula for 
the calculation of contributions and is used as a starting point for negotiation.  SPG11 
relates to the assessment of the need to make contributions towards the maintenance of 
on-site open space and commuted payments in lieu of on-site provision.  Such monies 
are thus made available for the capital expenditure towards the quantitative and 
qualitative improvement of areas of open space which residents of the development could 
then make use of.   
 
The proposed Arrow Park provides 1.15 hectares of on-site public open space.  This falls 
short of the on-site requirement set out in SP11.  The following issues are thus important 
for Members to consider in light of this shortfall: 
 
(a) There is a significant benefit arising from the scheme since the open space will be 

publically accessible both to residents of the application site and the wider 
community 

(b) The nature of the open space is derived from a consideration of the site 
opportunities and constraints, most notably the de-culverting of the River Arrow, 
flood risk and drainage and ecology 

(c) The traffic calming proposals to Groveley Lane contains a toucan crossing which will 
facilitate a safe pedestrian crossing to Cofton Park to the north-west of the site.  
Cofton Park provides a range of recreational facilities, including three full-size 
football pitches and three senior cricket ovals with some changing facilities. 

(d) The NPPF makes clear that the development industry should be on the front-foot in 
promoting growth and investment including that arising from housing development, 
and that barriers should not be placed in the way of proposals which are in 
accordance with up to date Development Plans.  The NPPF also makes clear that 
Councils should adopt a flexible approach to Section 106 contributions in order not 
to stymie development.  The issue of viability is also contained in the Ministerial 
Statement: Planning for Growth.  

(e) The applications needs be viewed in the context of a deliverable housing scheme in 
order to assist in making good the Council’s 3.5 year deficit in the supply of 
deliverable sites compared with the minimum five year requirement.  

 
Management to deliver the long-term protection and maximise the wildlife and amenity 
benefits of habitats within the application site will be implemented as a Landscape 
Management Plan and Maintenance Schedule for the proposed Arrow Park.  This will be 
undertaken via the formation of a management company. This will be secured by 
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Condition to ensure full management and maintenance continues for the life of the 
development. 
 
Given the above points (with particular regard to viability issues and the growth agenda 
and the proximity of Cofton Park to the application site), I consider the shortfall in on-site 
open space to be justified in this instance.  I thus raise no objection on this issue.  The 
views of the Head of Leisure Services are noted.  
  
Ground Conditions, Flood Risk and Drainage Issues 
  
Members will note the Contaminated Land Officer has raised no objection to the scheme, 
subject to the imposition of suitable Conditions. 
 
Policy ES2 of the Bromsgrove District Local Plan states that proposals involving new 
development will not normally be permitted where there is a known risk of flooding, or 
where the Environment Agency indicates there are potential problems.  A Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) and Drainage Strategy has accompanied the application.   
 
The NPPF sets out a sequential approach to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest probability of flooding.  This gives preference to sites within Flood Zone 1 (lowest 
risk), before Flood Zone 2 and finally Flood Zone 3a (high risk).  Where development is 
proposed in Flood Zones 2 and 3, it must usually be demonstrated that there are no 
available sites at a lesser risk of flooding, in order to direct development to areas that are 
at the lowest risk. 
 
The FRA indicates that the site is located in Flood Zone 1, which indicates that the site is 
at little or no risk of flooding with an estimated annual probability or river flooding of less 
than 1 in 1000 years (i.e. a less than 0.1% chance in any given year), and therefore has 
the lowest category of flood risk attributable.  However, the River Arrow is culverted 
through the site and there is no floodplain associated with the watercourse in this location 
due to its small catchment size.  The submitted FRA details hydraulic modelling works for 
the upper River Arrow to determine the flood risk to the site.  The results show that the 
proposed development would be sited outside the current 1% (1 in 100 year) plus climate 
change floodplain. 
 
The development proposals include measures to improve the River Arrow through the 
site, providing flood risk betterment and enhancing the river corridor, for biodiversity and 
water quality matters.  The proposals include the removal of the old culverting and 
replacement with an open section of watercourse through the proposed River Arrow Park. 
It will not be possible to open up the entire watercourse through the site due to the 
topography.  This will be replaced by a section of new culvert. The FRA confirms that the 
proposed channel works would not result in any out of bank flooding through the site 
during the 1% plus climate change flood event and that any built development would be 
located outside the 0.1% flood extent within Flood Zone.   
 
The development will not have any adverse flooding impact on the watercourse and 
surrounding environment.  The proposed works will not increase the risk of flooding 
upstream or downstream of the site.  I thus raise no objection on flooding grounds.  In 
order to ensure that new dwellings are not affected by overland flow it is recommended 
that the finished floor levels of new houses should, wherever possible, be set 0.60m 
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above surrounding finished ground levels.  This can be secured via the imposition of a 
suitable Condition. 
 
In relation to surface water run-off, it is noted that there will be a reduction in the 
impermeable area, providing betterment in surface water run-off rates post-development.  
This includes the partial opening of the River Arrow and the inclusion of landscaping 
areas throughout the site.  Surface water will be have unrestricted discharge into the 
River Arrow to ensure flows are maintained for downstream receptors. British Waterways 
have requested this happens in order to provide sufficient flows to support the Bittell 
reservoirs downstream.  Ground remediation works are ongoing to remove potential 
sources of contamination from the former car manufacturing plant. This will inevitably 
restrict the appropriateness of SUDS. 
 
The public foul sewer will require diverting through the development.  This has been 
agreed in principle with Severn Trent Water and will be subject to Section 185 of the 
Water Industry Act. The proposal is to discharge foul sewage by gravity into the public 
sewer at location MH 1801. 
 
The Council’s Drainage Engineer, the Environment Agency, Severn Trent Water and 
British Waterways have raised no objection to the scheme, subject to the imposition of 
suitably worded conditions. 
 
Ecological and Biodiversity Issues 
 
The Habitats Regulations implements the requirements of the Habitats Directive for 
species listed in Annexe IV of the Directive (European protected species). Stricter 
provisions than those contained in the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 apply for these 
species and regulation 3(4) of the Habitats Regulations places a duty on Local Planning 
Authorities, in the exercise of their functions, to have regard to the requirements of the 
Directive so far as they might be affected by those functions. All European protected 
species are also separately protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  
 
The application site has been assessed through ecological survey work between 2005, 
2006, 2007 and 2011 and background data searches in 2007 and 2011. There is one 
statutory conservation site within the zone of influence with the potential to be affected by 
the proposed development, namely Bittell Reservoirs SSSI which is of national ecological 
value. There are four non-statutory sites within the potential zone of influence of the 
proposed development: Cofton Plantation ‘Cabbage Patch’ SWS, Cofton Reservoir SWS 
and Bittell Reservoir (associated ponds) SWS (County Value) and a site of Borough value 
(Cofton Park SLINC). 
 
The following habitats are recorded across the site: 

• Hardstanding 
• Woodland and scrub 
• Individual trees 
• Tall ruderal vegetation 
• Semi-improved grassland 
• Open water  
• Swamp 
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Surveys found a low level of use of site as commuting habitat for common and soprano 
pipistrelle and noctule bat.  Badgers have been identified as active within the site.  Great 
crested newts and reptiles are not a constraint to the proposed development.   
 
Overall, the ecological interest of the site has been assessed as being of between within 
the immediate zone of influence only and local value. The assemblage of protected 
species within and adjacent to the application site, such as bats, are assessed as being 
no greater than local value. Impacts considered include those relating to loss and 
fragmentation of habitats and disturbance, both during construction and operational 
phases.  Construction will be controlled by means of the CEMP, which will prevent 
damage to valuable habitats and harm and disturbance to protected species. Where 
protected species impacts have been identified mitigation will include method statements 
to be developed within Natural England licence applications, where required, and the 
implementation of mitigation to minimise potential impacts. 
 
Management to deliver the long-term protection and maximise the wildlife and amenity 
benefits of habitats within the application site will be implemented as a Landscape 
Management Plan and Maintenance Schedule for the proposed Arrow Park. By these 
means the potential for significant adverse impacts to valuable resources such as 
protected sites and species should be avoided. Overall, provided the mitigation and 
compensation strategy is implemented, the scheme will avoid, mitigate or compensate for 
all potentially significant adverse impacts. There will be significant positive impacts as a 
result of de-culverting part of the River Arrow and the landscaping of its associated green 
space. 
 
The site will ensure that biodiversity is maintained and enhanced, in particular through the 
retention of features that are of biodiversity value.  Where features of biodiversity value 
are to be lost, these are to be mitigated for through new planting and enhancement of 
retained habitats.  There will be significant positive impacts as a result of de-culverting 
part of the River Arrow and the landscaping of its associated green space.  Natural 
England and Worcestershire Wildlife Trust have raised no objection to the scheme. 
 
I am thus of the view that the outline application should meet with the requirements of the 
NPPF and the relevant Policies set out in the WCSP and the BDLP relating to 
biodiversity, subject to the imposition of suitable Conditions relating to the implementation 
of mitigation measures.   
 
Noise Issues 
 
Policy ES14A of the BDLP states that proposals for noise-sensitive developments (for 
example, housing) must be located away from existing sources of significant noise. 
Proposals potentially noisy developments must be located in areas where noise will not 
such an important consideration or where its impact can be minimised.  The NPPF 
requires significant effects to be avoided and adverse effects to be mitigated or reduced, 
but no thresholds are defined in the NPPF or the Noise Policy Statement for England 
(NPSE).  Members will be aware that the impact of noise is a material planning 
consideration and the impact of this issue can have a significant effect on environment 
and on the quality of life enjoyed.   
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The key dominant noise sources affecting the site include road and rail traffic.  A detailed 
assessment of the site and its potential impact upon noise and vibration levels has 
accompanied the application.    The assessment details that the site predominantly falls 
into noise exposure categories A and B which are generally considered suitable for 
residential development.  The report concludes that the site would be suitable for 
residential development, with the recommendation of noise mitigation measures to those 
properties adjacent the railway line to the eastern boundary.  The presence of the 
proposed buildings themselves would further reduce noise across the site ensuring that 
the properties away from the perimeters are exposed to lower noise levels. 
 
The mitigation measures include the installation of a 2 metre high noise barrier along the 
boundary of the site with the railway line (consisting of a landscaped bund or a solid 
fence constructed from solid sheet with no gaps between or around adjacent panels, or a 
combination of the two).  The report also suggests the use of acoustic glazing and 
ventilation measures. 
 
Subject to such mitigation measures to be secured through appropriate Conditions, I 
raise no concern on this issue.  WRS has raised no objection to the scheme subject to 
the imposition of Conditions to ensure the mitigation measures are implemented. 
 
Construction noise can be controlled through working hours restrictions covered in the 
Construction Environmental Management Plan accompanying the application. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Members will note the views of WRS.  I thus raise no issue on this point.  The 
Construction Environmental Management Plan will enable mitigation of any potential dust 
nuisance during construction phase. This can be secured through Condition.  
 
Archaeological Issues 
 
The views of the County Archaeologist are noted.  The WCC(CA) has raised no objection 
to the scheme.  No Conditions are requested. 
 
Other Issues 
 
Crime Prevention 
 
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 states that a LPA has a duty “to exercise 
its various functions with due regard to the likely effect of the exercise of those functions 
on, and the need to do all that it reasonably can to prevent, crime and disorder in its 
area”.  Policy DS13 is a general policy relating to sustainable development.  Amongst 
other things it sets out a requirement for all development to reflect the need to safeguard 
and improve the quality of life of residents by ensuring social progress which recognises 
the needs of everyone and by protecting the area’s character and environmental assets, 
including the character of settlements. 
 
The NPPF equates good design and the promotion of healthy communities to the 
creation of safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of 
crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. 
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The views of the Crime Risk Manager are noted.  I note the concerns regarding the layout 
of the development, with particular regard to the security of courtyard parking features.  
The CRM has suggested preventative measures through gates, with particular regard to 
courtyards that border onto the railway line should be gated.  I acknowledge these views 
and these have been put to the applicant.  The applicant has responded and considers 
the orientation of the units around the courtyard areas will provide obvious natural 
surveillance.  In this respect it is considered that the suggested gated entrances to the 
courtyard features are considered unnecessary.  I raise no further issue on this point. 
 
Climate Change 
 
Local Plan Policy DS13 states that the Council will take full account of the need for future 
development to be sustainable so that present demands do not compromise the ability of 
future generations to meet their own demands or enjoy a high quality environment.  
 
The sustainability of these properties is well below that which the AAP had envisaged, 
with the development proposed being the minimum standards as required by Building 
Regulations, rather than the more aspirational targets as set out in the AAP. The AAP 
also encourages homes to be built to Lifetime Homes Standards.  This can be reviewed 
through the subsequent viability assessments linked to any Reserved Matters application. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the following measures are detailed in the Design and Access 
Statement: 
 
• The layout has been partly developed to facilitate air flows through the site so 

enabling cooling between and within buildings. 
• Shading and vegetation has been incorporated around the site and along pedestrian 

routes. 
• Buildings will adopt a natural ventilation strategy integrated with glazing and shading 

design. 
• Glazing specification to use double-glazed systems with low-emissivity glass. 
• In built ability to incorporate future renewable generation where appropriate, with 

particular focus on solar (PV and thermal hot water) technologies. 
• To minimise water demand efficient sanitary fittings will be installed to all buildings. 
• All gardens to include water butt to collect rainwater for irrigation and other external 

purposes. This will be directly connected to house downpipes and will offer up to 200 
litres of rainwater storage per garden 

 
Further strategies can be employed to deal with this issue, from layout and urban form 
(for example, optimising solar exposure through block orientation and architecture to 
promote good levels of natural daylight), building design and energy strategy (to include 
water drainage measures, construction and materials, waste and transport). 
 
Although I note the current scheme falls short of the level set out in the AAP, I consider 
on balance that regard has been paid in the submission to matters of climate change 
mitigation and adaptation measures.  Furthermore there is an opportunity to review these 
measures at the Reserved Matters stage.   I am therefore of the view that the proposal 
complies with Local Plan Policy DS13 and the thrust of the NPPF. 
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Educational and Services Infrastructure 
 
Members will note that Worcestershire County Council Education Services has 
commented that in recognition of the viability issues surrounding the redevelopment of 
the site, the only contribution sought relates to the replacement of temporary 
accommodation at Lickey Hills Primary School with a permanent extension.  No other 
financial contributions are being requested.  The County has confirmed this equates to a 
financial figure of £500,000. 
 
The Education Service has confirmed that the extension to the school is not required until 
after the completion of Phase One.  Notwithstanding this, the applicant has confirmed a 
willingness to make a financial commitment to provide this during the first phase (payable 
on occupation of the 100th dwelling) to enable the County to complete the works in good 
time to accommodate within the school the additional children who will live within the 
Longbridge East development in Phase 2 and beyond.  It has been agreed in principle 
that the payment of £500,000 for the school improvements will be made as a Local 
Infrastructure Tariff payment (index linked).  It is also agreed that the payment is to be 
spent within 5 years from the date of payment.  If the payment is not used for Lickey Hills 
Primary School, the sum will be targeted for education within the County or for general 
LIT purposes if no required subsequently for education.  The sum and payment criteria 
will be secured through the Section 106 Agreement mechanism.   
 
Other Matters 
 
Construction Matters 
 
The development is to progress in accordance with a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) and this is included in the application.  The CEMP will ensure 
that site works are progressed sympathetically and to agreed good practice to ensure that 
the potential, adverse impacts of the construction period, albeit being temporary, are 
minimised as much as possible. 
 
The CEMP gives consideration to the following matters, amongst others, and sets out 
appropriate mitigations in relation to: 

• Hours of construction and site working activities 
• Means of access to the site 
• Arrangements for construction works 
• Noise and dust mitigation measures 
• Protection measures for ecological interests and trees 
• Routing plans and timing arrangements for construction and site fill materials 

 
Deliveries to the development site during the construction phase are also able to be 
controlled through a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP).  This could include 
the following: 
 

• The prohibition of the movement of construction vehicles on the local highway 
network in the vicinity of the development site during the morning and evening 
peak hour periods 

• Restricting construction vehicles to designated routes 
• Restrictions of the hours of working on site 
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I intend to impose a suitable Condition to ensure the development accords with an 
agreed CEMP and CTMP. 
 
Section 106 Agreement 
 
Members will be aware that Section 106 obligations are legal agreements negotiated 
between Local Planning Authorities and developers in the context of a grant of planning 
permission.  Such agreements are intended to make development proposals acceptable, 
which might otherwise be unacceptable, and provide a means to ensure that a proposed 
development contributes to the creation of sustainable communities, particularly by 
securing contributions towards the provision of infrastructure and facilities. 
 
Circular 05/05 has now been cancelled following the publication of the NPPF.  Paragraph 
173 of the Framework relates to “careful attention to viability”, and states “the 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.” It 
goes on: “To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 
development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure 
contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of 
development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and 
willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.”  
 
Paragraphs 203 to 206 are all that remains of Circular 05/2005. Three of the five key 
policy tests remain: (Section 106 obligations must be: necessary to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly 
and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development) but the 2008 CIL 
Regulations are now key. Critically, "Where obligations are being sought or revised, Local 
Planning Authorities should take account of changes in market conditions over time and, 
wherever appropriate, be sufficiently flexible to prevent planned development being 
stalled.”  The issue of viability is also contained in the Ministerial Statement: Planning for 
Growth as detailed previously. 

Following an accepted position of viability matters, Members will note the following 
agreed Heads of Terms breakdown of contributions for inclusion in the Section 106 
Agreement: 
 
• 15% affordable housing (equates to 36 dwellings); 50% affordable rent, 50% shared 

ownership ie 18 rented and 18 shared ownership in a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bed houses 
with 18 to be built completed by the sale occupation of the 100th open market 
dwelling and the remainder by the sale occupation of the 193rd open market dwelling 

• £500,000 specifically towards the replacement of temporary accommodation at Lickey 
Hills primary school with a permanent extension, payable on occupation of the 100th 
dwelling – such sums to be used on education within the County if not used for Lickey 
Hills School or for general Longbridge Infrastructure Tariff purposes if not required 
subsequently for education. 

• Construct and complete new public Park including River Arrow works by completion of 
200th dwelling and to be managed and maintained as a public park in perpetuity. 
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Members are reminded that the only committed LIT contribution at this stage relates to 
the £500,000 for predominantly education infrastructure provision detailed above.  The 
Groveley Lane scheme of traffic calming will be provided via Condition, subject to Traffic 
Regulation Order being obtained and delivered through a Section 278 Agreement. 
   
It is considered that the agreed level of contribution detailed above meets the three key 
policy tests set out in the NPPF. 
 
This approach will drive the ability to commence development on Longbridge East and 
on-site improvements to the highway infrastructure and public realm. This approach 
would allow the first phase of the development to proceed and deliver new housing and 
the new park. The viability of subsequent phases will be re-appraised using the approved 
base cost information to establish if enhanced Section 106 contributions/affordable 
housing numbers could be made, if market conditions improve.  This review mechanism 
for subsequent phases will be secured in the Section 106 Agreement attached to the 
outline planning application as detailed elsewhere on your agenda. 
 
The Section 106 Agreement is currently being drafted.  I will update Members at your 
Committee on the progress of this document. 
 
Conclusions 
 
In planning policy terms, this site needs to be judged on its own merits and in line with 
existing policies and relevant material considerations.  Whilst the mainstay of appraising 
the application relates to the LAAP and the NPPF, Local Plan Policies still form the 
Development Plan for the area, and any decision needs to be made in accordance with 
these policies unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
The issue of viability is also a material consideration in decision making. The weighting 
attached to viability issues needs to be balanced with the specific circumstances of the 
development site at Longbridge East, the underlying policy basis and all other relevant 
material planning considerations. 
 
In planning policy terms, this site needs to be judged on its own merits and in line with 
existing policies and relevant material considerations.  This includes the LAAP.  
Bromsgrove requires additional housing across the district to attempt to rebalance its 
housing market, and there is not currently a 5 year supply of housing land in Bromsgrove 
as required by national policy. In weighing up all the issues, including compliance with 
other adopted policies in the Local Plan and meeting the housing crisis the District is 
facing, the proposal should begin to address the serious shortfall in housing land supply.  
The proposal would additionally assist with the Council’s task “….to maintain a flexible 
and responsive supply of land for key sectors, including housing…” as urged in the 
Ministerial Statement ‘Planning for Growth’. 
 
The NPPF retains the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  The 
development of this site would comply with the key sustainability aims of the NPPF, thus 
contributing to housing in a sustainable location in addition to addressing (albeit in a 
limited way), the shortage of affordable housing in the District by supporting a an element 
of such dwellings.   
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Advice within the NPPF, the WCSP and BDLP makes it clear that the impact upon the 
character of the locality, as well as the relationship of proposed developments to the 
surrounding area to be legitimate material factors to take into account in the 
determination of planning proposals.  Indeed, the NPPF advocates the rejection of poorly 
designed developments, including those that are clearly incompatible with their 
surroundings. 
 
The partial de-culverting of the River Arrow, the proposed on-site public open space, the 
approach to high quality design advocated by the Design and Access Statement, the 
improvements to highway safety and new landscaping would be of local benefit which are 
factors that weigh in favour of the proposals.  Fundamentally, the scheme forms part of 
the wider regeneration agenda for Longbridge and thus in turn would contribute to the 
wider vision and objectives for Longbridge established within the AAP. 
  
I am content that the site is able to support the erection of 229 residential units in a well-
designed manner, which will integrate well with surrounding development and the use of 
existing natural features.  The scheme will provide a density considered to be appropriate 
in order to balance the need to make more efficient use of land with the acknowledged 
constraints of the site (with particular reference to topography, the watercourse and the 
adjacent railway).  Furthermore, the scheme offers an opportunity for the provision of 
some on-site affordable housing units, together with elements of landscaping and 
ecological enhancement works that will reinforce such elements both within the site and 
to the boundaries of the development site (with particular regard to the Arrow Park).  The 
site is sustainable and this factor weighs in favour of the application.  Members will note 
WH have raised no objection to the scheme and furthermore I am not in receipt of any 
technical objections to the proposals.  Having considered all material considerations, I am 
thus minded to approve planning permission. 
 
What is clear from both the discussions and the financial modelling work which informed 
the discussions is that a fully AAP compliant scheme is unviable.  I thus accept that the 
scheme falls short of some of the requirements of the AAP, with direct reference to the 
LIT and affordable housing provision.  If is acknowledged that it may not be feasible for all 
developments to meet all of the requirements set out in national, regional and local 
planning policies and still be financially viable and therefore the balance of contributions 
that are being sought has been carefully considered.  In this respect I am content that 
viability has been thoroughly assessed.  The Section 106 Agreement will inherently 
permit the Local Planning Authority to review the viability of the scheme as the 
development of the site progresses in order to reassess the level of future contributions 
as a response to changing economic stability. 
 
The applicant is in the process of submitting a legal agreement to deal with the matters 
detailed above.  I am thus seeking delegated powers from Members to deal with this 
matter upon completion. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
(a) MINDED to APPROVE FULL PLANNING PERMISSION 
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(b) That DELEGATED POWERS be granted to the Head of Planning and Regeneration 
to determine the full planning application following the receipt of a suitable and 
satisfactory legal mechanism in relation to: 

 
(i) The securing of 36 affordable housing units (with a tenure mix of 50% 

affordable rent and 50% shared ownership) with 18 to be built completed by the 
occupation of the 100th open market dwelling and the remainder by the 
occupation of the 193rd market dwelling 

(ii) A LIT contribution of £500,000 to improve education facilities at Lickey Hills 
Primary School to be made prior to the occupation of the 100th dwelling – with 
such sums to be used on education within the County if not used for Lickey 
Hills Primary School or for general Longbridge Infrastructure Tariff purposes if 
not required subsequently for education. 

(iii) Construct and complete the new public park including River Arrow works by 
completion of 200th dwelling and to be managed and maintained as a public 
park in perpetuity. 

 
For the reference of Members I intend to impose suitable Conditions relating to: 
 
• Commencement of development  
 
• Compliance with approved drawings 
 
• Materials and external appearance finish 
• Finished floor levels (set at least 600mm above the 1% AEP + CC flood level) 
• External lighting 
• Number and location of the affordable housing units to be provided.   
 
• Soft and hard landscaping 
• Footbridge design 
• Landscape Management Plan 
• Boundary treatments 
• Details of the treatment and finishes to the Arrow Park 
• Tree and Landscape Protection Plan 
 
• Habitat Management Plan 
• Details of bat and bird boxes 
 
• Noise mitigation measures 
 
• Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 
• Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) 
 
• Contamination investigation and remediation programme as applicable 
 
• Surface water drainage scheme 
• Foul drainage disposal 
 
• Highway matters (access/turning/parking, highway alignment works) 


