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11th November 2011
Dear Mr. Bayliss,
SWDP Preferred Options Document, October 2011.
The following response to the above document has the unanimous approval of the Lower Broadheath Parish Council, as recorded at their meeting on 7 November 2011. The response is subdivided into three main issues:
1. The impact of the proposals on the Village;
2. The impact of the proposals on the Parish;
3. The impact of the proposals on South Worcestershire.
I have also been asked to confirm the Parish Council’s support for the detailed document submitted by SaEV; the issues raised in their response have not been repeated in detail here.
1. The Village of Lower Broadheath.  (Defined as the area within, or adjacent to the current Settlement Boundary). 
1.1 Our current Parish Plan, updated last year, envisages up to 60 new dwellings within the village. To build 67 new homes on the sites identified in the SWDP is too many. 
1.2 The proposal to build 55 new dwellings to the west (not the north as stated in SWDP 23/10) of Bell Lane would result in overdevelopment. This site is situated at a dangerous road junction; the junction should be realigned and a green space introduced adjacent to The Bell to create a ‘village focus’, which is currently lacking. A maximum of 40 homes should be built on this site, and they should have adequate incurtilage parking; the designs should reflect the rural character of the area. The shortfall in numbers could be partly made up on site MHLB06 (as described in the SHLAA report dated May 2011), and also on potential windfall sites. This would result in 40 homes in Bell Lane, 6 homes at Peachley Court Farm, 6 homes at Strand (please note the correct spelling) Cottages and 8 homes at Heath Nurseries (MHLB06) making a total of 60 dwellings, as envisaged in the Parish Plan.      

1.3 The other smaller sites are acceptable, but we feel they are not suitable for Affordable Housing, which tends to result in an increase in the asking price for the remaining homes. 
2. Parish of Lower Broadheath.
2.1 Although the proposed development at Temple Laugherne includes a small provision of Employment Land, the likelihood of this producing a significant number of new jobs is small. Therefore, the increase in population of 2076 (calculated at 2.13 persons per dwelling, quoted by DCLG) on this development will have to find work elsewhere. If, in the face of our concerns, this development is to go ahead, then it is vital that it is “infrastructure-led” (in the words of the preface to the SWDP). There must be no road link to Martley Road, to prevent new “rat-running”, and to maintain the “Strategic Gap” between the new edge of Worcester City and our village.
2.2 The Gypsy and Travellers Site (SWDP 33) at Temple Laugherne should be located to give easy access to Worcester City facilities, such as schools, transport, health facilities, shops and pubs without the use of motor vehicles. Access to the site should be from a main distributor road (Oldbury Road) and not via an estate road. The site should make provision for the transfer of occupants from the existing unauthorized site at Temple Laugherne.

2.3 Serious concerns remain regarding the inadequate road transport infrastructure serving the west of Worcester. We gain no comfort from the Worcester Local Transport Plan (LTP3), which only includes for “junction improvements” on the A4440. This will in no way redress the chronic under capacity (which already exists) of this route, and fails to offer any remedy for any future flooding problems. The Parish Council has always been of the view that no large scale development should be undertaken until a substantial improvement to the transport infrastructure is completed.
2.4 Lower Broadheath Parish Council, since the publication of the 2007 Parish Plan, has always felt the completion of the NWLR (Flood Relief Road) is essential to the future prosperity of this region, and this view is still held. It should be remembered that significant development is already taking place to the west of Worcester. As the asking prices for properties being built on Earls Court Farm are £250,000 plus, and as this makes them unaffordable for most people working in Worcester, more commuting is the inevitable result, and this will further overload the A4440.
2.5 Please note that “Upper Broadheath”, which is listed as a Category 3 settlement (Table 29 SWDP 1) does not exist as an entity. The name results from a past mistake by the Ordinance Survey, and was corrected in correspondence between this Parish Council and MDHC some 10 years ago. In our view, it would be wholly wrong to resurrect a Category 3 settlement which does not even have a Settlement Boundary. Please delete this from the document.
3. South Worcestershire. 

Comments on the housing proposals.

3.1 More thought needs to be given to housing distribution in rural locations (SWDP 23 refers) to reduce travel distances to employment, schools, and hospitals. For example, we feel it is illogical to allocate significant new development to distant Clifton-on-Teme (connected to Worcester only by the B4204), and ignore closer settlements such as Leigh Sinton and Bransford, which sit astride the A4103, and are convenient to Malvern as well as Worcester.
3.2 Planning consents should be phased, first using Brownfield and City sites, before embarking on urban extensions as described in SWDP2. This will avoid the creation of wastelands waiting for better times, and reduce, or eliminate, the removal of valuable agricultural land from production.
3.3 It is noted that 15,600 homes (SWDP table 1) are for single-person occupancy; this seems a remarkably high proportion of the total (77%). It would be a mistake to assume these will be willingly provided either by Developers, or by registered social landlords, since such homes are very unpopular and therefore hard to sell. Densities for housing sites should therefore, not be based on such small households. There are also significant opportunities to use empty spaces above existing shops to create such accommodation at a reasonable price.   

3.4 The Needs Survey for Lower Broadheath indicates a requirement for 2, 3 and 4 bedroom houses together with 3 and 4 bedroom bungalows. These must be at an affordable price, in the region of £200 - £400000, mainly for the benefit of people wishing to up- or downsize from their current homes in the village. It should be noted that no Need was expressed for single-person households described in (3.3) above.
Comments in respect of Employment and Wealth Creation. 
3.5 It is the task of the Planners to maximize the opportunity for employment. Indeed we have been assured that the SWDP will be “economics led”. As currently drafted, the SWDP fails to do this with respect to Worcester.

3.6 It has been comprehensively shown elsewhere that, over the past 10 years, Worcester has suffered from a lack of inward investment. By comparison, surrounding towns such as Evesham, Malvern, Droitwich, Gloucester and Tewkesbury have all offered prime employment land, and have been rewarded with new employment. The small area of prime employment land included for Worcester (SWDP8/5, east of the M5) is just inadequate; it cannot possibly generate enough inward investment to boost the local economy. Attempts to attract new employment to other sites in the City (e.g. at Brickfields) and in St Johns (e.g. the Kays site) have failed in the past, when times were relatively good; there can be no chance of success for such sites in the foreseeable future. There is a large area of vacant land to the west of the M5, between junctions 6 & 7, which could, and should, be allocated as employment land together with a further land allocation to the east of the motorway. Transport links could hardly be better! If some of the new housing was to be relocated, either to this area, or to the east of the M5, the pressure of new traffic movements could be substantially reduced. The beneficial effects on the infrastructure for the future of this region need hardly be stated.
3.7 Ignoring the prime opportunity of development at Norton, adjacent to the proposed Parkway station (see 3.15 below), further compounds the Plan’s lack of vision to make the best use of current resources and opportunities. Additional housing development in this area would be strategically well placed to access new employment in the areas mentioned in 3.6 above.
3.8 The SWDP places far too much emphasis on the hopes for a Retail-led economic recovery. It is hard to see the justification for another 10 000m² of non-food retail space in the City. A significant number of shop units in Worcester and St John’s currently stand empty; more retail space is under construction on the ASDA site off Pheasant Street; the inexorable growth of Internet Shopping with home delivery shows no signs of slowing. The 8,402 extra homes planned for Worcester City between 2006 and 2026 cannot be financed by an enhanced shopping experience!
3.9 Tourism is a major contributor to the wealth of South Worcestershire, and every opportunity should be taken to increase this source of growth and wealth creation. However, the lack of investment in an adequate transport infrastructure is already a brake on this vital aspect of the local economy and must be redressed with urgency.     

3.10 Failure to attract any substantial form of new ‘wealth creation’ will result in the ultimate decline of Worcester City and South Worcestershire. 
3.11 Numerous papers have been submitted by both the Parish Council and SaEV, demonstrating the over-provision of homes planned in South Worcestershire. The current document submitted by SaEV as part of this consultation process, underlines the point. This matter must be reconsidered before final proposals are published.

Comments in respect of Infrastructure. 
3.12 The SWDP proposals claim that the plan will be “economy and infrastructure-led”. However, there is little of substance to indicate how the very large costs of the essential improvements can be met. Your representatives at the Road Show held here on 3 October were equally vague. The statement by David Hughes, planning portfolio holder, that the A4440 must be a dual-carriageway without junctions, all the way to Junction 7 was encouraging, but seems little more than a pipe-dream.
3.13 LTP3 up to 2016 only deals with current transportation needs, at an estimated cost of £46m. However, only £21m of this sum has received Government approval. Therefore, any housing development that takes place before 2016 will only increase the already severe congestion felt for much of the time, both in the City and on the A4440. This will almost certainly deter potential employers from locating anywhere except adjacent to the M5.

3.14 The emphasis placed on improvements to pedestrian and cycle ways in LTP3 will have little or no impact on the problems of congestion. Just as with the recently completed bus lanes, they will be an incorrect use of limited public finance.

3.15 Norton Parkway has always been seen as an important potential link in the growth of South Worcestershire. The apparent lack of support for this proposal by the Rail Industry needs to be tackled head-on by Local Government. Otherwise this important expansion in transport links for South Worcestershire will become another lost opportunity. Improvements to stations at Foregate Street and Shrub Hill will be of little benefit unless the ‘line’ capacity can be increased at peak times, and a better service provided at weekends.

3.16 Since 40% of the planned new dwellings are to be “Affordable”, it is unrealistic to expect that development contributions from the remaining 60% will amount to more than a fraction of the funds needed to improve the Infrastructure. This is even before the question of the phasing of the release of such funds is taken into account. It will be another case of “too little, too late”.

3.17 The completion of the North West orbital road (Flood Relief Road) and a further river crossing is not contemplated within the Plan period. This will almost certainly result in the decline of Worcester as a ‘sub-regional’ centre, as it becomes ever more ‘gridlocked’, with up to 25,000 additional traffic movements converging on the City each day. Being a predominately rural area, it is unrealistic to believe people will forgo their cars for other forms of transport.

3.18 Infrastructure includes health care, schools, leisure, police, fire and rescue, ambulance, water, sewage, gas and electricity as well as transport. Bearing in mind that all are under extreme pressure to reduce costs, yet will be expected to meet the demands from a huge increase in population, concrete proposals are needed on how this will be funded. The SWDP is silent on this issue. There is no mention of the need to upgrade ‘broadband’, essential if more people are expected to work from home.

3.19 Infrastructure is the ‘keystone’ to the South Worcestershire Development Plan. Already seriously in deficit, if it cannot be upgraded ahead of the increased demands from this Plan, then the Plan is destined to fail. 

Whilst it has already been stated, the importance of undertaking infrastructure improvements before development takes place cannot be over-emphasized.

These comments draw on the views of the Parish Council, and on those of the Community  from research undertaken in preparing our Parish Plans and on responses to questionnaires received following the ‘Preferred Options’ exhibition road show held on the 3rd October 2011 in Lower Broadheath Village Hall. We regret that our comments made on the SWJCS ‘Preferred Options’ were almost totally ignored. It is hoped that with the forthcoming ‘localism bill’ in mind these comments will be given much more attention.

Yours sincerely,
MikeDavis
Clerk to Lower Broadheath Parish Council.

(Copies to all Members of Malvern Hills, Worcester City and Wychavon, District Councils, Worcestershire County Council, Gary Williams, Head of Housing and Planning M.H.D.C., Peter Blake, Head of Integrated Transport, WCC, M.P.s Harriett Baldwin, Peter Luff, Robin Walker)
