e’ ?- '
2017 Celebrating ,45Years harrls E aﬂﬁb
PROPERTY CONSULTANCY

G{,’ clear thi nfu’ng

Grosvenor House

Our Ref; P1086/JP/clw 75-76 Francis Road

d SEp
Date: 8" September 2017 201y Edgbaston
Birmingham B16 8SP

Black Country Core Strategy Review T 0121 455 9455
Planning Policy F 0121 455 6595
Dudley MBC

Council House

Priory Road

Dudley

DY1 1HL

Dear Sir/Madam,

BLACK COUNTRY CORE STRATEGY REVIEW - ISSUES AND OPTIONS
RESPONSE BY BARBERRY DEVELOPMENTS LTD.

We are instructed by Barberry Developments Ltd. to submit a response to the Black Country
Core Strategy Review — Issues and Options consultation. We welcome the opportunity to
comment and to input into the preparation of the Core Strategy at the outset. We have
responded to the questions as per the consultation document and have submitted the comments
via the online consultation website. We trust you take our comments into consideration and look
forward to being notified of future stages of consultation on the Core Strategy.

Question 1 — Do you agree that the Core Strategy Review should be a partial review,
retaining and stretching the existing spatial strategy and updating existing policies?
Yes/No. If not, what do you think should be the scope of the review?

No, we consider that the review needs to go further than a partial review. Whilst the overall
strategy of supporting further housing and employment growth with an emphasis on regeneration
should be supported, it is clear that the desire to achieve major regeneration of identified areas
has failed, for a variety of reasons relating to ownership, viability, market perceptions, site
suitability etc.

The approach of the BCCS is based upon the revoked West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy
and it was produced prior to the adoption of the Framework. Furthermore, there was a
significant shift in the amount of housing and employment land that is required that the Black
Country Core Strategy needs to respond to. The emerging Core Strategy is also being prepared
in a significantly different economic climate to the adopted document. These factors clearly
indicate that a new approach should be taken to the development through the Core Strategy
review.

The adopted Core Strategy seeks to deliver development by focusing the majority of new
housing employment land requirements through a Growth Network and a series of Regeneration
Corridors. It is, however, advised in the “delivery” section of the emerging Core Strategy
(paragraphs 2.5 to 2.11) that the level of concentration in the growth corridors is “less than
participated”. One of the reasons for this is that more windfall sites will come forward than
LonoGpected outgideefithe Growth NetwBi k. These windfall sites have assisted in housmg delivery,
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8" September 2017

Appendix C — Black Country Monitoring Summary, of the emerging plan advises that there is
currently a shortfall of 3,039 dwellings in the Black Country to meet the housing requirement set
by the adopted Core Strategy for the plan period to date. The windfall developments have
effectively bolstered housing delivery whilst the housing allocations within the Regeneration
Corridors and Growth Network generally have under delivered.

The Growth Network and Regeneration Corridor approach in the adopted Core Strategy is based
upon the delivery of a significant quantum of housing on surplus employment land. The
emerging plan advises in paragraph 2.5 that it is transpired that there is “not as much surplus
employment land suitable for housing as anticipated”. This is partly because the economy has
strengthened and local firms are more robust than expected and partly because the sites are
more affected by constraints than expected.

It is, therefore, our view that the approach of the adopted Core Strategy seeking to focus new
residential development on poor quality employment land will not deliver the housing numbers
required. In addition, as referred to in response to Question 4, new evidence identifies a
significant requirement for additional employment land. As a consequence, the emerging Core
Strategy should prepare an approach that places less reliance on the delivery of housing on
employment land.

This means that the trajectory of the current plan is unlikely to be met since it now relies heavily
on windfall sites, some of which are not suited to market requirements or are also subject to
contribution and viability problems.

A new strategy is required which will provide a range of sites on both brownfield and greenfield
(Green Belt) opportunities which are capable of being delivered in the new plan period and which
will be attractive to the market.

We consider that a portfolio of new strategic sites would be identified in the emerging plan with
capacities of 150 to 500 units plus. Such sites are more likely to be deliverable in the plan period
although we do see the opportunity for a major mixed use urban extension to the south west of
Junction 3 of the M5.

The identification of a range of sites will ensure that there is adequacy of supply and will avoid
reliance on major urban extensions which can experience difficulties in terms of funding and
timing.

We also consider that a realistic approach needs to be taken to sites coming forward and that a
non implementation rate needs to be identified in respect of the windfall element of the housing
requirement. This is particularly important given the considerable reliance given to windfall sites
in the current supply figure and the acknowledgement with Review department that there have
been problems experienced in bring forward brownfield sites.

We also believe that the strategy needs to encompass wider discussions with the adjoining
Authorities to the Black Country, including South Staffordshire, Wyre Forest and Bromsgrove
whose administrative boundaries adjoin or are close to the Black Country and where there are
functional and geographical linkages.

We believe it is important that the Green Belt releases are phased for the early part of the plan
period so that a mix of sites can be made available to meet the needs of the market. This will
also help with early delivery and will help Local Authorities to maintain a five year housing land
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date; 8" September 2017

supply and also to boost significantly the supply of housing in accordance with the requirements
of paragraph 47 of the Framework.

This approach is entirely consistent with the requirement of the Framework. The Framework
requires Local Authorities to “be significantly” for supply of housing land. In accordance with the
requirements of footnotes 11 and 12 of the Framework, housing sites would be “deliverable and
available” in order to be allocated. The employment led regeneration approach of the emerging
Core Strategy has failed this test at least to some degree.

Indeed, it is specifically advised that the higher than anticipated levels of windfall development do
“conceal a delivery challenge”. There is a large number of major housing sites concentrating the
Growth Network. However, many of these sites have multiple constraints and financial
assistance is required for them to come forward (paragraph 2.10). This includes 300 hectares of
occupied employment land which has been allocated for housing. This approach brings issues
of viability due to the cost of land assembly, business relocation and land remediation.
Significant amounts of external funding are required to deliver this. Whilst some funding is
available, it is not sufficient to cover the costs of compulsory purchase, which may be necessary
on many sites. The sites are clearly not “deliverable” or “developable” in the context of the
allocations test put in place by paragraph 47 of the Framework. To be considered deliverable,
sites should be available for development now and be achievable for a realistic prospect that
housing will be delivered on the site. To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable
location for housing development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is
available and could be viably developed at the point envisaged. This is not the case with a
significant number of the employment allocations within the adopted development plan, by the
emerging Core Strategies own omission.

Finally, we consider that a more robust SHMA should be undertaken focusing on the Black
Country and the adjoining Authorities. The housing market areas should not be confined to the
administrative boundaries of the Black Country Authorities. (HL to review)

Question 2 — Do you think that the key evidence set out in table 1 is sufficient to support
the key stages of the Core Strategy Review? Yes/No.

If not, what further evidence is required and, if there are any particular issues that should
be taken into account in considering development on any particular sites or any particular
areas, please provide details.

We consider that a more in depth analysis needs to be undertaken of the brownfield windfall
sites which make up the housing supply and, in particular, their ability to be brought forward. It is
not clear to the development industry, given the current rates of completions and the need for a
significant step up in delivery rates, that the windfall sites will come forward at the rate required.

A study needs to be undertaken regarding the true capacity likely to be obtained from brownfield
windfalls. This will help to identify an appropriate non completion allowance.

As noted in the response to Question 1, we also believe that the SHMA needs to be reviewed so
that it follows the housing market area and not simply Local Authority boundaries.

We further support the intention identified at paragraph 3.11 that the Council intends to explore
new means of providing housing beyond the housing market area used for the BCCS review
where there are clear migration or commuting links with Local Authorities. This strengthens our
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8" September 2017

view that the SHLLA may have to be reviewed because of the linkages with surrounding
authorities.

We also note that there appears to be no acknowledgement that the current shortfall provision,
identified at some 3,000 units, has been taken into account in the housing requirement figure.

We are also of a view that the Black Country Green Belt review should prioritised. It is noted that
it is suggested that the Green Belt review will not be completed until mid 2018. It is, however,
anticipated that the preferred options consultation will be undertaken in September 2018. There
is going to be a clear reliance on Green Belt sites in delivering the emerging housing
requirement. We are concerned that there is insufficient time for the Authorities to properly
digest the findings of the Green Belt review and identify strategy for new development based
upon Green Belt land release in and around the Authority area in the time allowed between the
completion of a Green Belt study and the publication of a consultation document.

Finally, we believe that further research should be undertaken regarding the effect of
Government grant regimes in bringing sites forward. Our experience to date has been that the
programmes have been time consuming, costly and unwieldly and have had limited benefit in
helping to increase the supply of housing land.

Question 3 — Do you agree that the housing need identified for the Black Country over the
period 2014 to 2036 in the SHMA, and the anticipated amount of supply, are appropriate
and in line with national guidance? Yes/No.

If not, please explain why they are not appropriate and in line with national guidance.

National guidance requires Local Authorities to meet the full, objectively assessed needs in the
market and affordable housing in their housing market area, as far is consistent with policies set
out in the Framework. The objective is to boost significantly the supply of housing.

We have already commented in respect of our responses to Questions 1 and 2 that the SHMA
needs to be reviewed and this could lead to an increase in the overall requirement for the Black
Country Authorities.

As a starting point, we are concerned with the approach the SHMA has undertaken towards the
HMA. It is advised that the SHMA does not seek to visit the HMA but build upon the work
undertaken in establishing the Greater Birmingham HMA part of the preparation of the
Birmingham Development Plan. HMAs overlap. The HMA for Birmingham will not be exactly the
same as that for the Black Country. The emerging SHMA should have at least tested whether
the HMA boundary remains valid for the purposes of its assessment. This approach is, however,
entirely missing.

It should also be noted that the SHMA does not fully address affordable housing requirements. It
is confirmed in paragraphs 7.26 to 7.29 of the SHMA that the National Planning Practice Guide
requires a “policy on” calculation of the housing needs for certain groups of people. Affordable
housing need is not a direct component of the demographic part of the objectively assessed
needs assessment. As such, an updated calculation of this nature is not included in the SHMA.
It is for the client Authorities to consider whether more new homes over and above the objectively
assessed housing needs figure identified in the SHMA should be provided in the plan area to
address more affordable housing need through policy adjustments.
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8" September 2017

The Framework advises that paragraph 159 that Local Authorities should develop SHMAs to
inform their local plans. The SHMA should, amongst other things, “address the need for all types
of housing, including affordable housing and the need for different groups in the community”.
This process has not been completed by the SHMA. It does not, therefore, provide a complete
picture of housing need within the subject Authority areas.

The SHMA is not, therefore, in accordance with national guidance in this regard. The SHMA
needs to be supplemented with additional information that factor in affordable housing
requirements to establish a true objectively assessed housing needs figure.

Furthermore, there is a difference between the objectively assessed housing needs figure and
the quantum of housing which should be allocated for development by the plan. Not all housing
sites deliver as expected. This is clearly evidenced by the existing Core Strategy where there
has been significant under delivery in the Growth Network. As referred to in our response to
Question 1, there is clear uncertainty regarding for delivery of a significant number of the housing
sites identified on the existing employment land by the current development plan documents. |t
is necessary for the emerging Core Strategy to identify housing requirement notably above the
objectively assessed housing needs figure take account of non-delivery of proposed housing
allocations. At the present time the Black Country Core Strategy has undelivered its housing
requirement by approximately 11.6% (Appendix C — Black Country Monitoring Summary). It is,
therefore, our view that the finalised objectively assessed housing needs figure should be
increased by a minimum of 11.6% of flexibility to supply and to take account of the delivery in
delivering the urban regeneration sites.

The current completion rates are significantly below what is required for even the current local
plan figure and are significantly below the figure of 3,690 units per annum identified above. Even
at 78,190 units over the plan period, this produces an annual requirement of 3,554 units per
annum which is also far in excess of what has ever been achieved annually in the BCCS. We
consider that this is a challenging figure in terms of the current supply, over half of which is
dependent upon existing housing supply in the urban area and is largely made up of brownfield
windfalls.

In this context we believe that it is going to be important to significantly change the balance of the
current supply with a far greater reliance on greenfield/Green Belt sites than the 25,000 units
identified.

We note that the overall supply from the urban area depends upon some 42,507 units from
existing sites in the urban area and a further 8,335 units from the urban area, much of which
appears to come from former employment sites.

Given the problems in releasing employment sites in the current strategy (see paragraph 3.16
and paragraph 2.5, the latter identifying the problems in releasing employment sites), we
consider that the local plan strategy which relies on some 65% of provision on urban
brownfield/windfall sites (using the draft figure of 78,190) is wholly unrealistic given that, to date,
the current local plan has failed to meet existing requirements.

The components of the supply in the urban area (completions plus existing housing supply plus
estimated further housing supply) total some 56,520 units which equates to a requirement of
2,569 units per annum over the new plan period. However, that required completion figure is in
excess of what has been achieved to date through the current local plan, which relies entirely
upon brownfield windfalls in the urban area, that figure being 2,325 units per annum.
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8t September 2017

It is apparent, therefore, that the current supply of brownfield/windfall sites is unlikely to produce
sufficient units to meet its share of the housing requirement and, therefore, the contribution which
this makes to the overall requirement should be reduced (this will be consistent with our
argument about adopting a non completion rate) and the contribution from greenfield/Green Belt
sites outside the existing urban boundary should be increased. This will require contributions to
be made from greenfield/Green Belt sites within the BCCS administrative area and also from
sites in sustainable locations which are well related to the Black Country in neighbouring
authorities.

Although we reserve our position on this point, we would expect that the contribution from the
existing brownfield windfalls to be reduced by some 25%, to reflect the problems of market
attractiveness, viability, delivery etc and with a consequent increase in the greenfield/Green Belt
allocations.

In summary, the SHMA does not properly identify the housing requirement for the HMA. In
addition, the reliance upon brownfield urban sites is not supported by evidence. There is,
therefore, a requirement for a fundamental shift in the plan strategy with greater reliance placed
upon Green Belt/greenfield land release in and around the wider HMA area of sustainable
locations in order to ensure delivery.

Question 4 — Do you consider the employment land requirement identified to the Black
Country up to 2036 in the EDNA is appropriate and in line with national guidance?
Yes/No. If not, please explain why they are not appropriate and in line with national
guidance.

It is not clear if the land requirement fully encompasses land to be lost to residential development
and other uses. The current supply of housing identified in the emerging plan requires a
significant contribution to be made from former employment sites. It has been noted, however, in
the Issues and Options document that employment sites have failed to come forward at the rate
expected, partly owing to problems in site delivery but also partly because of recovery in the
demand for the stock of existing employment sites.

We expect that demand to continue for local and sub regional requirements on appropriate sites.

In addition, we believe there will be a demand for large, greenfield sites to encourage inward
investment and we consider that sites should be identified to the north and south of the Black
Country which are well connected to the existing motorway network.

We consider that the employment requirement should be based on a net addition in order to take
account of any losses to alternative land uses.

We agree that a range of sites will need to be allocated including, as noted above, high quality
sites to attract inward investment.

We also question whether the figure of 394 hectares of employment land can be regarded as
being realistically deliverable and we believe that further assessment about the delivery of this
land should be undertaken.

Question 5 — Do you agree with the proposed approach to the Black Country Green Belt
Review? Yes/No. If not, what additional work do you think is necessary?
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8" September 2017

We agree that a review of the Green Belt is an imperative element of the new strategy. This
needs to be completed in time to inform the Core Strategy Review to be published in September
2018.

We consider the review will need to assess the implications of land release in adjoining
Authorities including South Staffordshire, Wyre Forest and Bromsgrove.

Green Belt sites in both the Black Country Authority area and in these other authorities will have
a vital role to play in providing the necessary housing supply to meet the housing requirement
over the plan period. They will need to make an early contribution to housing supply and should
not be phased for delivery in the latter part of the plan period.

We also think it is important that the Green Belt Review extends beyond the current plan period
in order to provide a lasting Green Belt boundary in accordance with the advice set out in
paragraphs 83 and 85 of the Framework. That advice suggests that the boundaries should be
set so that they are capable of enduring beyond the plan period. If necessary, safeguarded land
between the urban area and the Green Belt should be identified in order to meet long term
development needs “stretching well beyond the plan period’.

We would suggest that the Green Belt Review should be conducted in order to provide for
development needs up to 2051.

Question 6 — Do you agree that the key issues set out in part 3 are key issues that need to
be taken into account through the Core Strategy Review? Yes/No. If not, what other key
issues should be taken into account.

We believe that an extensive review needs to be undertaken in order to ensure that an
appropriate strategy is arrived at. Clearly, reliance upon the existing strategy will fail to meet the
housing requirement and employment land requirement identified.

We believe that elements of the evidence base require further examination including the SHMA
and also the likely delivery of housing and employment from existing brownfield windfalls and
existing sites.

There appears to be some confusion in the plan as to the extent of the gap identified. The policy
talks about 22,000 homes but then also identifies a further 3,000 units as a shortfall in the
housing area. It is unclear if the current shortfall of 3,000 units has been addressed.

In this context there may be a need to identify a further 28,000 homes over and above the
existing, alleged, capacity in the urban area.

There is a need to continue to plan for a growing population. However, the SHMA
underestimates delivery, this is not taken into account affordable housing needs. Furthermore,
the emerging plan housing requirement will need to take into account the fact that not all housing
allocations deliver. As a consequence the housing requirement will need to be significantly
above the objectively assessed housing needs figure within the SHMA. The suggested “gap”
between supply and need of 22,000 dwellings is, therefore, less than that actually required.

This figure may increase further when proper account is taken of the true delivery capabilities of
the land in the existing urban area. So far, the current local plan has failed to deliver
development rates which would meet with the housing requirement for the new plan period and
indeed do not even meet the requirement which will be needed from the current supply identified.
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8" September 2017

This suggests that the contribution from greenfield/Green Belt sites from within the BCCS area
and from Authorities adjoining it will need to be increased significantly.

The Green Belt release should not be seen as a matter of a last resort but needs to be part of an
overall strategy with early releases needed to ensure supply of housing sites in the early part of
the plan period.

Question 7 — Do you think that the Core Strategy Vision and Sustainability principles
remain appropriate? Yes/No. If not, what alternative would you suggest?

We are content with four of the five Core Strategy Vision and Sustainability principles but the
fourth bullet point, ‘Brownfield first’ is no longer relevant. As we have explained in our responses
to previous questions, the reliance on Brownfield development needs to be significantly reduced.
It is already acknowledged that a significant number of homes, 22,000 — 25,000 may have to be
allocated on Greenfield / Green Belt sites (these could be still higher if the current shortfall is to
be rectified) and if an update to the SHMA reveals the need to release new land to meet
affordable housing needs. We have already explained that we are concerned that there is an
over reliance on Brownfield sites and that this could, overall, increase the requirement for new
development on Green Field / Green Belt sites to some 40,000 units which will be approximately
half of the overall housing requirement, once account is taken of the shortfall from the early part
of the current local plan period.

For these reasons, Greenfield / Green Belt sites will have to be released at the same time as the
Brownfield supply in order to ensure an adequate supply in the early part of the planning period.
This is entirely consistent with paragraph 17 of the Framework which, whilst encouraging the
reuse of brownfield sites, does not seek to prioritise their use over greenfield sites.

We would also question whether or not the reference to ‘comprehensive approach to
development’ has any real meaning in terms of delivery of individual sites. We consider that if
‘comprehensive’ development is required this can still take place on a phased basis so long as
new development achieves a comprehensive approach in due course.

Question 8 — Do you think that the Core Strategy Spatial objectives remain appropriate?
Yes/No. If not, what alternative would you suggest and how might these changes impact
on the individual Core Strategy policies?

We consider that spatial objectives two and three need to be reviewed. Whilst we would continue
to support the delivery of high quality employment and within the regeneration corridors, which
will also be helpful to local business, it should be recognised that inward investment may require
high quality Greenfield sites on the edge of the Black Country. The availability of land 6a54 was a
considerable benefit in bringing JLR to the Black Country and the opportunity for similar scale
developments should be seized through the local plan review process. In particular, we consider
that further strategic employment development on the north side of the Black Country and also to
the south east, adjoining Junction 3 of the M5, should be identified.

We also have concerns that the regeneration corridors have failed to deliver wide spread change
throughout the Black Country and that they may not provide a basis for sustainable communities
in the new plan. In this context, we believe that this particular objective should be replaced with
the following:
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To: Black Country Core Strategy — Dudley MBC Date: 8" September 2017

‘Identification of a series of deliverable housing sites on Brownfield and Greenfield within,
adjoining and well connected to the Black Country which will meet the BCCS requirement over
the plan period. These sites will be of differing scales and will provide different market
opportunities to delivering housing over the planning period.’

Question 9 — Do you agree that Policies CSP1 and CSP2 should be retained and updated
to reflect new evidence and growth proposals outside the growth network? Yes/No. If not,
what changes do you think should be made to Policies CSP1 and CSP2 in response to
new challenges and opportunities?

We agree that the policies should be changed. The growth network strategy will not provide for
the new housing and employment requirements for the Emerging Local Plan and need to be
amended to reflect the fact that a significant proportion of both housing and strategic
employment sites will have to take place on Greenfield / Green Belt sites outside of the current
urban boundary and indeed on sites outsides of the BCCS administrative area.

The presumption in favour of using Brownfield sites first also needs to be altered so that an
appropriate portfolio of residential and employment sites can be developed over the planning
period.

Question 10 — In continuing to promote growth within the growth network, is there a need
to amend the boundaries of any of the regeneration corridors in the existing Core
Strategy? Yes/No.

If so which boundaries and why?

We do not comment upon specific regeneration corridors but we believe that they will all need to
be reviewed to see if they are fit for purpose. In particular, they should be examined to see if the
employment elements are still likely to be required by the existing and new local businesses.
Where it is clear that significant change in the regeneration corridor are unlikely to happen during
the new planning period, alternative provision should be made.

Question 11A — Do you support Strategic Option 1A? Yes/No.

We consider that Option 1A is to be preferred to Strategic Option 1B. That said, we believe there
continues to be an overreliance upon Brownfield / windfall sites in the existing supply and there is
also an over reliance on Brownfield windfalls in the estimated further housing supply.

We consider, therefore, that overall the Greenfield requirement should provide some 40,000
units of the overall requirement which itself should be increased to 81,290 units.

Question 11A — Do you support Option 1B? Yes/No.

We do not support Option 1B. We believe that there is a considerable overreliance on Brownfield
/ windfall sites and that there is no real certainty that further employment land can be released
over the plan period to provide housing opportunities. Indeed some of the existing housing
allocations need to be reviewed as they will remain in employment use.

In this context, we consider that the Option 1B would not meet the objectives of the housing
policies of the Framework particularly those which require the planning system to deliver
significantly increased supply of housing land.
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Paragraph 47 of the Framework requires housing opportunities to be deliverable and to meet the
full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area.

A review of the current local plan strategy has demonstrated that there is considerable
uncertainty about reliance on a portfolio of Brownfield windfall sites we consider that strategic
Option 1B, which is largely reliant upon such a source of housing opportunities, will not provide
any certainty to the development industry regarding the provision of housing through the plan
period.

Question 12A — Do you support spatial Option H1? Yes/No. What criteria should be used
to select suitable sites? Eg. Ability to create a defensible new Green Belt boundary, size,
access to existing residential services.

We believe that spatial Option H1 — Rounding off is to be preferred to spatial Option H2 —
sustainable urban extensions. We believe that the ‘rounding off' approach is more likely to deliver
a series of well-planned and well located developments throughout the plan period thereby
maintaining a deliverable supply of housing land for the house building industry. This could
include sites of approximately 150 — 750 units.

Question 12B — Do you think there are any potential locations that should be
considered? Yes/No.

Yes, we specifically consider that land at Kingswinford bordered by the B4178, the A449
Kidderminster Road and the A4101 should be released for development. The site
extends to 26 hectares and could provide a mix of market and affordable housing and
supporting open space and landscaping. Further details have been submitted through
the “Call for Sites”.

Question 13A — Do you support Spatial Option H2? Yes/No.

What should the characteristics of Sustainable Urban Areas (SUEs) B? E.g. a
minimum/maximum size, mix of uses, mix of housing types, accessibility to other areas.
What criteria should be used to select suitable sites? E.g. proximity to a rail station,
availability of existing infrastructure, easy access to jobs, potential to support existing
settlement/services, proximity to the existing growth network, potential to support urban
regeneration.

In general terms we do not support Spatial Option H2 in that we believe a range of smaller
strategic sites should be provided in the Green Belt in order to ensure a deliverable supply of
housing land in the plan period.

We consider that some modest size sustainable urban extensions could be provided. These
should have the capacity to support a primary school and local facilities.

We would not favour sustainable urban area extensions of greater size than this as we do not
consider that they would be deliverable in the plan period. In this context we believe that modest
scale SUEs could be provided as part of a blended Spatial Option H1.
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Question 15A — If all housing need cannot be met within the Black Country, do you
support the “export” of housing growth to neighbouring Authorities within the HMA?
Yes/No.

What factors should be taken into account in an assessment of the opportunities in
neighbouring Authorities e.g. proximity to the edge of the urban area, proximity to a rail
station, availability of existing infrastructure, easy access to jobs?

We believe that it will be necessary for sites to be released outside of the Black Country
administrative area in order to meet the housing requirements of the BCCS.

In particular, we believe that sites should be identified in South Staffordshire, Wyre Forest and
Bromsgrove districts which could accommodate some of the overspill.

We consider that locations should be selected which could fulfil the following criteria.

A.  Be situated immediately adjoining the Black Country administrative boundary and with the
ability to achieve easy access to the existing urban area: or

B. Be located in settlements in close proximity to the Black Country.

By these means people from the Black Country will be able to find suitable housing in locations
which still afford them the opportunity to support the economic growth of the Black Country and
will remain in employment in the Black Country area.

Question 21 — Do you think that changes are required to Policy DEL1 to ensure it covers
both development within the existing urban area and any within the Green Belt? Yes/No.

Policy DEL1 may need to be reviewed to ensure it is compliant with the policies of the
Framework and the PPG. Otherwise, it will be important for the BCCS Authorities to work with
neighbouring Authorities to ensure that sites which are released to meet the Black Country’s
needs outside of the BCCS area are also supported by appropriate infrastructure. Some of this
may also have to be outside of the BCCS area, particularly for the larger urban expansion sites
which may provide local facilities, green space, primary schools etc.

The important point here is to ensure that statutory undertakers are involved with the local plan
process at an early stage in order to ensure that necessary infrastructure including highways,
drainage and power are available for the development envisaged.

Question 25 — Will there be any new social infrastructure requirements necessary to serve
large new housing developments? Yes/No. If yes, please explain the type and scale of
any new social infrastructure required.

We suspect that, generally speaking, there will need to be incremental improvements in social
infrastructure provision to meet the requirements for the occupants of new development over the
plan period. This will need to be assessed in detail with social infrastructure providers and it will
be necessary for the BCCS Authorities to work with landowners and developers in this regard
together with the relevant strategy consultees.

We should state from the outset that the provision of doctor’s surgeries should be regarded as a
“private sector” matter. Doctor's surgeries are generally self-funding and do not need to be the
subject of Section 106/CIL contributions.
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We believe it is likely that some new infrastructure will have to be provided for individual schemes
in terms of local highway improvements but this will have to be assessed on a case by case
basis. This will probably be best assessed at the local level.

Question 29 — Do you think there are any other tools or interventions that could be used to
ensure enough infrastructure is provided by developments? Yes/No.

At this stage we have no comment to make other than to confirm that viability is an important
issue which needs to be addressed when dealing with sites. We would say at this stage that the
Authorities should adopt realistic expectations as to what social and environmental infrastructure
can be borne by individual developments.

Question 30 — Do you have any suggestions around how the strategy can be developed in
order to maintain the urban regeneration focus of the Black Country while at the same
time bringing forward sites in the Green Belt? Yes/No.

We have commented previously that the new plan will need to shift the emphasis away from
urban regeneration to a more balanced provision of brownfield and greenfield sites. Part of a
problem with the delivery of brownfield sites in the urban area are that they are returning to an
active employment use. The adopted Core Strategy sought to direct new residential
development to what was, at the time of its preparation, redundant employment land. These
employment sites are now developing a new lease of life. As such, the capacity for residential
development on brownfield land is highly limited and these areas are self regenerating into active
employment sites.

Furthermore, given the problems in bringing forward any brownfield sites for a variety of reasons,
it will be necessary to ensure that greenfield opportunities can be brought forward in the early
part of the plan period in order to ensure an appropriate supply of land.

We should add that our experience of working in the Black Country is that Local Authorities do
need to understand the constraints of developing in the Black Country, particularly in respect of
highway and urban design standards. Many of the sites are difficult to develop and the Council’s
will need to apply development management considerations flexibly in order to ensure that sites
can come forward. Many brownfield sites present physical and topographic challenges which
can influence the formation of layout and design solutions. All of these factors need to be taken
into account when individual planning applications are assessed and Council’'s should apply
flexibility when discussing design solutions, including transportation solutions, with applicants.

Question 31 — Do you think that the right scale in the form of funding is available to
support the delivery of the Core Strategy Review? Yes/No. If no, what alternative source
of the funding or delivery mechanisms should be investigated?

Our concern is that it takes a considerable amount of time to make funding available for new
development and this is holding back sites from being released.

Furthermore, it cannot be guaranteed that the funding which is provided now will continue to be
available during the plan period.

In this context it is important to ensure that there is a balance portfolio of housing provided, some
of which will be less dependent upon intervention funding. It is for this reason that we endorse a
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higher proportion of development on greenfield/Green Belt sites that is currently in the plan (see
response to Question 3).

Question 34A — Do you agree that the Health and Wellbeing impacts of large development
proposals should be considered at the preferred Spatial Option stage of the Core Strategy
Review through a Health Impact Assessment approach? Yes/No.

Our response is that such matters will be better addressed at the development management
stage when it will be possible to assess the specific impacts on individual schemes. The
locational criteria to be applied to the inspection of sites should suffice for development plan
purposes. Some of this will reflect matters such as proximity to local services.

Question 34B — What design features do you think are key to ensuring new development
encourages healthy living, which could be assessed through the HIA process? Yes/No.

We make no formal comment at this stage but we participate in the next stage of the plan when
more details of this approach are given. We would stress, however, that given the likely
constraints which will exist on many of the Black Country sites, care should be taken to ensure
that overly restrictive policies are not introduced which could further reduce the attractiveness of
sites for development.

Question 35 — Do you support the proposed approach to housing land supply? Yes/No.

We agree that HOU1 of the adopted Core Strategy needs to be reviewed. We agree that the
proportion of housing to be built on previously developed land will need to be significantly
changed and we have indicated elsewhere that the plan should provide approximately 50%
provision of the overall requirement on greenfield/Green Belt sites.

We do not favour the prioritisation of brownfield land over greenfield land. Given the
considerable amount of housing required across the BCCS, it will be necessary for both
greenfield and brownfield sites to be released at the same time. Indeed, the greenfield/Green
Belt sites are likely to serve different areas of the housing market and so it is important that a
range of sites are made available for all sectors of the housing market at the same time.
Furthermore, the current strategy has failed to deliver the required level of housing from former
employment sites.

In terms of a discount rate we note that there have been problems in meeting the housing
requirement in the plan period. This is of particular concern given that the housing trajectory for
the adopted Core Strategy starts at a relatively low rate. The extent of the shortfall is already
3,000 units. Given the problems of bringing forward brownfield sites, acknowledged elsewhere in
the Issues and Options document and including matters such as viability, ground conditions,
failure to release employment sites, we believe that a discount rate of 25% should be applied.
We consider that the proportion of a greenfield land as an element of the overall supply should
be increased to provide more certainty about provision across the plan period and to ensure that
the housing strategy accords with paragraph 47 of the Framework. It should be noted that the
requirement to boost significantly the supply of housing land became national policy after the
adoption of the BCCS.

We make no comment at this stage about proposals for high density allocations within strategic
centres, particularly in Walsall, until more market research has been carried out to ensure that
there is both demand and an appetite from the house building industry to provide this type of
product.
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Question 36 — If you think that the current accessibility and density standards set out in
Policy HOU2 and Table 8 should be changed, what standards should be applied instead,
for example, should the minimum net density of 35 dph be increased to maximise
brownfield housing delivery? Yes/No.

The calculation of density standards is a difficult subject. It is always important to start first with
an understanding of what the net developable area of a site may be irrespective of whether it is
brownfield or greenfield. It will be necessary to have regard to site constraints, parking
requirements, offset distances, green infrastructure requirements, drainage requirements etc. All
these factors can significantly limit the net developable area on a site. It is important not to
overestimate densities which could be achieved when identifying sites to be released for
development. Once schemes provide more than 40 dwellings per net developable acre the
density will usually require some element of flatted development.

The insistence on 35 dph as a minimum could well be problematic on greenfield sites, particularly
if these are expected to accommodate significant areas of green infrastructure.

We would suggest that the policy should be targeted to provide densities of 30 to 40 dph
depending upon site specific circumstances. High densities could be achieved in more
centralised locations adjoining transport hubs, again subject to achieving acceptable design
standards. We have explained elsewhere the importance of ensuring that development
management expectations need to be married to strategic housing requirement delivery
objectives.

Question 37A — Do you think that the existing Policy HOU2 site size threshold should be
kept at 15 homes or more? Yes/No.

We would keep the threshold at 15 homes or more. This will help to assist smaller house
builders to provide schemes on smaller sites which tend to have more exacting development
management issues such as overlooking, relationship with existing uses etc and which can limit
the ability to increase densities.

Question 38 — Do you think that the current accessibility and density standards are
appropriate for Green Belt release locations? Yes/No.

In our response to Question 36, we identify the fact that greenfield sites may have more exacting
requirements in terms of green infrastructure and that density standards may well have to be
reduced. We suggest that density standards of 35 dph net developable should be considered.

Question 39 — Do you think separate accessibility standards are needed for particular
types of housing, e.g. housing for the elderly or affordable housing (as occupiers may be
less mobile and more dependent on public transport)? Yes/No.

Generally speaking we believe that provision for the housing for the elderly will be demand
driven. Occupiers will understand their markets and we would not welcome a restrictive policy
regarding the location of either accommodation for the elderly or affordable housing.

Question 40 — Do you agree that the 2017 SHMA findings should be used to set general
house type targets for the plan period? Yes/No.
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No. The SHLAA does not fully assesses affordable housing requirements as referred to above;
as such it should not dictate an overall mix. House builders will provide housing to meet their
assessment of the localised market. Setting general standards across such a large area can be
difficult and can cause problems with housing delivery. Furthermore, it is important to
understand the likelihood that new housing will also generate movements from existing stock to
new stock thereby freeing up smaller properties for first time buyers and younger families.

Question 41A — Do you support the introduction of a policy approach towards self and
custom built housing in the Core Strategy? Yes/No.

No, we do not support this approach. This is not a significant sector of the housing market.
Given the need to encourage housing on a variety of sites, many of which will have problems in
terms of delivery, we would not favour a policy which could create problems for delivery and
viability which would arise if self and custom built housing were introduced into any housing
requirement.

Question 42 — Do you agree that the annual affordable homes target should be increased
to reflect the 2017 Black Country Strategic Housing Market Assessment? Yes/No.

We believe it would be prudent to keep the affordable homes target as originally set. Otherwise
this will cause problems for delivery of brownfield sites.

Question 43A — Do you think that the existing Policy HOU3 site size threshold should be
kept at 15 homes or more? Yes/No.

Yes, we believe that the site size threshold should be retained at 15 homes. Again this will assist
in the delivery of smaller sites by smaller house builders. It will also be more attractive to the
registered providers who do wait to manage a few plots on smaller schemes.

Question 44A - Do you think that the affordable housing requirement for eligible sites in
Question 43 should be kept at 25% of the total number of homes on site? Yes/No.

Yes, we agree that the figure should be retained at 25%, subject to viability.

Question 45 — Should an increase in affordable housing requirement beset for Green Belt
release sites, to reflect the likely financial viability of these sites? Yes/No.

The release of greenfield/Green Belt land also has significant costs associated with it. It is more
likely to require new below ground infrastructure to be provided such as drains, power supply etc.
Other physical and social infrastructure contributions will also be required such as education,
transport etc. Therefore, greenfield sites are not necessarily more able to contribute more
significantly to affordable housing than brownfield sites. We believe, therefore, that a flat rate of
25% across the BCCS area should be adopted.

Question 47 — Do you think that Policy HOU5 should be expanded to cover other types of
built social infrastructure and set out standards of built social infrastructure to serve
major housing developments? Yes/No.

We should first comment that the provision of medical facilities relating to new developments
should be funded through the clinical commissioning groups. In most cases this will involve new
or extended doctor’s surgeries. Doctor's surgeries can be provided through the private sector
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since the surgeries generate a rental income so that there is a development/investment market
ready to provide the product. It does not need to be funded from contributions from residential
development.

Education provision will need to be carefully researched so that a capacity in schools is identified
in order to avoid unnecessary contributions being sought. The funding implications of the
Education Funding Agency also need to be taken into account when assessing education
requirements.

In terms of new community facilities, we agree that these need to be carefully assessed in order
to ensure that they will in fact be used and also maintained by the local community. In some
circumstances it may be better for contributions to be made to upgrade and expand existing
facilities rather than create new ones which will simply put a drain on revenue resources.

Question 49A — Is there a need for the existing Policy DEL2 in order to manage the release
of poorer quality employment land for housing? Yes/No.

We believe that the policy does need to be refined in order to ensure that land which is not
necessary to be retained can be released quickly and easily without the need for extensive
marketing. Also we see no reason for the policy to be applied where land has been allocated in
an action area plan or similar alternative plan for alternative use.

Question 50 — Do you think that the Core Strategy should continue to set a target for the
total employment land stock in Policy EMP1? Yes/No.

We believe that this should be included and that a net target should be set in order to allow for
losses to alternative uses.

Question 55 — Do you agree with the proposed proposal to obtain Policy EMP5? Yes/No.

Generally we do not favour contributions which seek to restrict jobs to existing residents. This
can cause problems for companies who have their own training and apprenticeship programmes.
Whilst it is clearly desirable for Local Authorities to work alongside employers in trying to get local
residents into work opportunities, this should be on a voluntary basis and there should not be a
requirement to impose what is, in effect, a restrictive trade practice.

Question 94 - Do you support the proposed changes relating to environmental
infrastructure and place making? Yes/No.

We appreciate that it will be necessary to review environmental infrastructure in the light of
changing circumstances and updated guidance and standards. We will comment further on this
issue at the next stage of the plan.

Question 95A — Do you think Garden City principles should be applied at the Black
Country? Yes/No.

We would not encourage this as a design approach in the Black Country. Garden City proposals
were developed expressly for new settlements. The Black Country has a different history and
heritage as do the settlements which are geographically and functionally close to the Black
Country. We do not consider that the vernacular of the existing urban area and adjoining
settlements is appropriate for Garden City principles.
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Question 96 — Do you support the proposed changes relating to nature conversation?
Yes/No.

It should be noted that the inclusion of new natural green space and new development will have
implications for net developable areas and consequently, the amount of land which will need to
be identified for development. It will also impact upon the viability of schemes and these factors
need to be taken into account when assessing overall development requirements.

Question 98 — Do you support the proposed changes relating to design quality? Yes/No.

The introduction of National Space standard does have implications for viability since it
introduces a significant additional cost to new house building without any necessary uplift in
values. It can, therefore, have a significant impact upon the delivery of schemes.

Question 99C — Do you think that National Space standards for housing development
should be introduced in the Black Country. Yes/No.

In the context of our response to Question 98, we do not agree that National Space standards
should be introduced.

Question 99D — Do you think that the standards should be different for brownfield and
greenfield sites? Yes/No.

Given that greenfield sites have their own viability concerns, we would not agree that the
standards should vary between brownfield and greenfield sites. In any event we do not support
the introduction of National Space standards.

Question 101A — Do you support the proposed changes relating to flood risk, sustainable
drainage and urban heat island effects? Yes/No.

Whilst we appreciate the need to have regard to new standards regarding SuDS provision, the
implications upon site layout and viability do need to be considered. A flexible approach will be
required from the Local Authorities when assessing individual schemes. In particular, a joined up
approach is needed by strategy undertakers to ensure that SuDS areas will be adopted if they
are part of wider open space areas.

Question 103A — Do you think that Policy ENV7 should be changed to allow increased
energy efficiency standards to be accepted in lieu of renewable energy provision for non-
domestic buildings? Yes/No.

We consider that the benefits of higher energy efficiency, as opposed to renewable energy
should be considered in the planning balance, particularly when this has an implication for
viability. Although this may not be capable of being a policy requirement there is no reason why
it should not be capable of being taken into account. The residential sector has spent a
considerable amount of money investing in improved materials which improve the energy
efficiency of buildings and these factors need to be taken into account of both domestic and non-
domestic schemes.
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Yours sincerely

L_O\- .
) \ Director
patrick.downes@harrislamb.com

DIRECT DIAL: 0121-213-6023
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The following questions ask about the location of the site. You are required to map the
location of the site using a link on the consultation website once you have completed this
guestionnaire.

Site Name: The Triangle, Lodge Lane / Swindon Road, Kingswinford

Site Address: Lodge Lane / Swindon Road / Kidderminster Road, Kingswinford, Dudley

Site Postcode:

Site Area in Hectares: 26 hectares

Site Area in Hectares of land suitable for development, if different to above

Please provide a brief summaryf the current use(s) of this site or last known lawfu'}
use(s)

The site is currently in agricultural use.

What use or mix of uses do you propose for this site? Please tick all that apply.

<

Private Market Housing

K

Affordable Housing

Industry or Storage (Use Classes B1b/c, B2 or B8)
Offices (Use Class B1a)

Gypsy and Traveller/ Travelling Showpeople Site
Waste Management

Mineral Extraction

Retail

Open Space or Sports Pitches

Community Facilities (including health or education)

d 0 o L O & o 0O o

Sports / Leisure



I Any other use or a more specific proposed use for the site e.g. type of employment or
type of open space please specify

If housing or employment is proposed, please specify how many homes or how many
hectares of employment land you think could be accommodated on the site.

400 dwellings

What services are currently available at this site? Please tick all that apply.

e Mains water supply

Mains sewage

<

Electricity
Gas

Oil

= 1 T

Broadband internet

-

None
™ Not known

What constraints, if any, affect this site? Please provide details below for each
constraint.

™ Land in other ownership must be acquired to develop the site
Restrictive covenants - what land uses do these prevent or require?

Current use needs to be relocated

W

Rights of way (public or otherwise) across the site

¥ Contamination known or suspected see attached report from Messrs. Atkins.
This is no considered to be an impediment to development.

" Previous mining activity known or suspected
" Public Open Space

™ Flood risk / drainage problems The site is in flood zone 1. See Messrs. Atkins
report for further details

" Ground instability (not linked to mining)
I Watercourse / culvert / other water body
I Area of mature woodland / tree preservation order

L Undulating or steeply sloping ground in part and can be accommodated in
masterplan layout, not regarded as an impediment to development

r Underground services
r Pylons crossing the site / sub — station
I Constraints on adjoining land e.g. railway line, noisy industry



™ Protected species / habitats
™ Historic building / landscapes
" None of these

Please provide supporting details for each constraint identified above.

N/A

If there is a current use of the site that needs to be relocated what arrangements are
required to achieve this relocation? e.g. manufacturer currently on the site needs to
move to a building of xx square meters with good access to the motorway.

What new infrastructure do you think will be required to support the development of
the site?

Major Roads

Flood mitigation system

Primary School

Secondary School

Local shops

A new local centre (check) This can be provided on site

A new park / open space Connections can be made to existing networks

Footpaths and cycleways Off site contribution can be made in respect if transport and
education.

Other



Please provide supporting details for the above.

Are there any existing or historic planning permissions on the site? If yes please
include any details e.g. application reference number.

Yes

No (check)

Don't know

If yes, please provide details.

Is the land available immediately for development (subject to obtaining any necessary
planning permissions)?

Yes (check)

No

Don't know

If no, please explain why not and give an estimated timescale for when it will become
available.

Is there any current market interest in the site, other than from you / your client? Tick
all that apply.



Owned by developer

Under option to developer (check)

Enquiries received from prospective purchasers / developers (check)

Site being marketed

None

Not known

Please provide further details of the market interest in this site.

The site is controlled by an experience land promoter who has been promoting the site for
the last three years. The promoters have received interest from a national housebuilder who
Is acquiring and developing the site.

Once started how many years do you think it would take to develop the site?
4-5 years

Do you think it is likely that there will be viability issues with developing the site that
will require the use of external funding?

Not aware of any issues that would create a viability problem.

Have you previously contacted a Black Country or neighbouring authority about this
site?

Yes (check)
No

If yes, please provide brief details e.g. who you contacted and when and the current
position of discussions.

Discussions have been held on several occasions with Martin Dando in order to explain the
availability and suitability of the site for allocation in the Revised BCCS. There concerned in
March 2014. The site was promoted through the Dudley Borough Development Strategy
conurbation on the basis that it would be released if Green Belt sites were required.



Please provide any additional comments you may have that are relevant to the site
you are putting forward.

The Representor has carried out an initial assessment of the suitability of the site for
development. The assessment by Messrs. Atkins is attached for reference.

The following questions ask what you think the site could potentially be used for, what
services are available and any related constraints on the site.

Each site will need to be visited to enable an assessment of the site. By completing
this form you consent to Council employees (or their representatives) visiting the site.
Visits will be conducted unaccompanied wherever possible. Where there are reasons
why an unaccompanied site visit would not be practical please indicate below so that
alternative arrangements can be made.



Technical note

ATKINS

Project: The Triangle, Kingswinford To: Barberry Summer Hill Ltd.
Subject: Preliminary Site Appraisal From: Atkins
Date: 4 Sep 2015 cc:

Introduction

This Technical Note presents the findings from a Preliminary Site Appraisal relating to land referred to as
The Triangle, Kingswinford, hereafter referred to as "the Site”, and indicated in Figure 1 below. The intention
of this document is to inform the further promotion of the Site as a Preferred Option in the Dudley Borough

Development Strategy.
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This appraisal has reviewed a number of areas that have the potential to influence the future development of
the Site and, as a consequence, will require further consideration and investigation as the plans for the Site
progress. The areas considered are:

‘ﬂ

Figure 1. Site location plan (not to scale)

Access
Topography
Flooding

Drainage

Ground conditions
Ecology

Noise

This appraisal is based on a site visit undertaken on 27 August 2015 and publically available data sources.
At this stage, no consultations with authorities such as the Environment Agency, Dudley Borough Council or
Severn Trent Water have been undertaken.
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Figure 2. Site topography

Ground Conditions

The soils on the Site, according to Soilscape (England), are described as freely draining, slightly acid, sand
soils. According to the British Geological Survey, the superficial deposits underlying the Site comprise Sand
and Gravel. These are shown to cover the majority of the site with the exception of areas along the western
boundary and the most northerly corner. The bedrock beneath the site is Sandstone.

Old Ordnance Survey maps show that the Site has been agricultural land since, and probably before, the
late 19™ century. There is no evidence of potentially contaminating land uses either within or adjacent to the
Site. A risk remains of some localised, agricultural-related contamination from machinery and other farming
chemicals used in the recent past.

The Environment Agency website shows that the Site is located within groundwater Source Protection Zone
3 (Total Catchment). This is defined as the recharge area for any underlying aquifer hence any run-off
resulting from rainfall over this area has the potential to enter groundwater and possibly water supply. The
superficial deposits beneath the site are classified as a Secondary A aquifer (permeable layers capable of
supporting local water supplies) while the bedrock is classified as a Principal aquifer (layers providing a high
level of water storage capable of supporting strategic water supplies). These aquifers are identified as being
at high risk of pollution due to the high permeability of the overlying geology.

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above information:

¢ The soils and underlying geology are potentially permeable hence it may be possible to use infiltration
(e.g. soakaways) to dispose of surface water run-off from any proposed development, increasing the
scope for using a wider range of sustainable drainage (SuDS) technigues. The infiltration capacity of the
ground should be confirmed by permeability testing in accordance with BRE Digest 365 Soakaway
Design.

o The risk of ground contamination is potentially low; however, this is subject to confirmation following
more detailed, intrusive site investigations.
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confirmation. The Black Country Strategic Flood Risk Assessment suggests that sewer flooding is an issue in
some areas; however, the locations are not disclosed.

ATKINS

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above information:

« The Site is at low risk of fluvial (river) flooding; however, the floodplain extents in the vicinity of the
northern corner of the Site should be confirmed with data that can be obtained from the Environment
Agency.

e Surface water flooding, originating from both beyond and within the Site, has the potential to affect any
proposed development. Allowance for all overland flow paths must be made within any future
development masterplan for the Site. Further analysis is required to determine the location of all the
existing flow paths that may be present and the space that each could occupy so these can be
appropriately managed.

« As groundwater emergence could occur on the site, the likelihood of this should be assessed through
appropriate monitoring during any ground investigation works that are undertaken. The most vulnerable
areas are likely to be at the bottom of existing valley lines through the Site. It is expected that any
emerging groundwater could be managed by the proposed surface water drainage system that would be
constructed to serve a future development.

Drainage

The existing surface water drainage regime is expected to be a combination of overland flow towards the
northern corner of the Site and the Dawley Brook and infiltration. Based on local topography, the Dawley
Brook is the only natural outfall for any surface water run-off from the Site; there is no evidence of other
positive drainage systems serving the Site. Preliminary calculations suggest that the annual average run-off
flow rate for the Site towards the Dawley Brook is 47.4l/s (1.8l/s/ha). This low flow rate is due to the high
permeability of the ground.

It is anticipated that the maximum permitted surface water discharge rate from the Site into the Dawley Brook
will be limited to the existing annual average run-off flow rate. There is an expectation that SuDS will be
distributed throughout any proposed development to provide flow control, water treatment and amenity
functions. The potentially high permeahility of the ground means that these features can also provide
infiltration pathways and the necessary water treatment to meet any quality requirements imposed by the
Environment Agency for the protection of groundwater,

At this time, no sewer records have been obtained from Severn Trent Water. Due to the nature of the area
surrounding the Site and its location on the urban edge, public sewers are anticipated to be present within or
alongside the A4101 and the B4178. It is unclear whether any sewers are present within the A449
Kidderminster Road. During the site visit, a pumping station (assumed to be foul water), was identified
immediately adjacent to the junction between the A4101 Lodge Lane and B4178 Swindon Road. Based on
local topography it is assumed that this serves existing development to the south and east. It is considered
unlikely, due to topography, that any proposed development on the Site will discharge flows into the network
draining to this pumping station.

The topography of the Site is such that a wholly gravity-driven foul water system should be possible within
any proposed development. The location of a suitable foul water outfall cannot be established at this stage
hence it cannot be determined whether a gravity or pumped outfall will be required.

Foul water flows from the area surrounding the Site are treated at either Lower Gornal or Wombourne
wastewater treatment works. According to the Black Country Water Cycle Study both works have sufficient
headroom to accommodate additional flows from new development; however, the availability of capacity in
the local sewerage network to convey flows to the works is unknown.

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above information:

o There will be a single surface water outfall from the proposed development into the Dawley Brook.
Ground conditions are such that infiltration may also be a viable means of surface water disposal,
permeability testing is required to confirm this.

e The proposed development layout will include space for SuDS features. It is likely that these would be
located in any corridors retained for the management of overland flows. The SuDS will be needed to
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ATKINS

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above information:

There is the potential for some parts of the Site to be affected by noise from adjacent roads; however, it
is expected that this can be mitigated.

Suitable mitigation measures are likely to include a buffer zone along the boundary. In addition to noise
benefits, this would also provide opportunities for screening any new development and habitat creation.

Conclusions

Based on the appraisal results presented above, it is concluded that development of the Site is technically
deliverable. The following issues will require further consideration to inform the scale and layout of any future

development:

The impact of topography on the developable area available on the site.

Permeability of the ground and hence whether infiltration is a viable mean of surface water disposal so
surface water storage land take requirements can be established.

Location of the foul water outfall, whether a pumping station is required, and the extents of any off-site
sewerage reinforcement,

The presence of any utilities within or adjacent to the Site.
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H&S, CDM Regulations: all products and materials to be used and handled in accordance

with manufacturer’s recommendations/instructions, and in accordance with good health
and safety practice.

These drawings have been prepared to the stated scale and, provided they are reproduced
to the same scale using accurately calibrated equipment and suitable media which are not
unduly susceptible to changes in humidity and temperature, they are sufficiently accurate
for the purpose for which they have been prepared, being the planning application
purpose. They should not be used for other purposes.

All dimensions and levels to be checked on site, and discrepancies reported before works
commence,

FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY
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