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INSPECTORS ISSUE 4: SPATIAL STRATEGY AND HOUSING NEED: 
 
4.1 Is the overall spatial strategy of the Plan based on a sound 

assessment of Tamworth’s demographic, economic and social 
needs, environmental characteristics, physical constraints and 
relationships with surrounding areas, in accordance with national 
policy? 

 
The Spatial Strategy provides a sound assessment of Tamworth’s characteristics 
and constraints. However, Lichfield District Council have some reservations about 
the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) included within the plan. This will 
be considered in detail in further representations. 
 
4.2 Is the Plan’s assessment of the household needs for Tamworth 

over the plan period (to 2031), which is explained in paragraphs 
3.6- 3.16, as equating to 250 dwellings pa, based on the most up-
to- date and robust objective assessment of housing need (OAHN) 
for the Borough? 

 
The South-East Staffordshire Housing Needs Study 2014 (B10) provides the most 
recent evidence in relation to Tamworth Borough’s objectively assessed housing 
need (OAHN). This document concludes that Tamworth’s OAHN is within the 
range of 240-265 dwellings per annum. The Local Plan (A1) uses the mid point of 
this range and sets an annual requirement of 250 dwellings per annum (6,250 
within the plan period). This requirement is consistent with the evidence within 
the most recently published housing needs study (B10). These findings are 
consistent with those of previous iterations of the housing needs study which 
have informed earlier versions of the plan. During the Lichfield District Local Plan 
Examination in Public two additional pieces of evidence were produced which 
updated the South-East Staffordshire Districts Housing Needs Study & SHMA 
Update 2012 (B4). ‘The Implications of the 2011-based CLG Household 
Projections’ and it’s addendum (extract at Appendix 1) conclude that given 
constraints and changes in data a figure toward the lower end of the range 
identified for Tamworth Borough would be suggested.  
 
Paragraph 3.7 of the Local Plan (A1) states that a figure of 250 dwellings per 
annum has been selected to ensure there is no decline in Tamworth’s working age 
population, to address a high affordability ratio and the plan anticipates an 
accelerated level of household formation after 2021 in response to an improved 
economic climate. Recent population and household projections cast doubt on the 
assumption that household formation rates will return to pre-recession levels in 
the long term. It is suggested that the implications of the latest household 
projections are considered (see below) in order to ascertain if this provides a 
suitable basis for the policy choice to opt of the mid point of the housing range for 
Tamworth Borough. This is particularly important when considered in the context 
of NPPF paragraph 14 (Inc footnote 9) which states that Local Authorities should 
meet their objectively assessed needs unless specific policies within the 
Framework suggest otherwise. Such policies are outlined in footnote 9 which 
highlights designated Green Belt and areas of flood risk as constraints which may 
impair a Local Authority from delivering their objectively assessed needs.  
 
A further consideration is the constraints in Neighbouring Districts on whom 
Tamworth are reliant on delivering a proportion of their OAHN. Clearly there are 
significant constraints within and adjacent to Tamworth Borough which 
necessitates the consideration of an OAHN at the lower end of the range identified 

2



in the South-East Staffordshire Housing Needs Study 2014 (B10) in line with 
paragraph 14, footnote 9 of the NPPF. 
 
4.3 Does the figure in paragraph 4.2 above need to be amended in the 

light of the 2012 based household projections? In particular, are 
the Plan’s demographic and migration change assumptions 
realistic? Has any allowance for existing unmet housing need been 
factored in? 

 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) makes clear that household 
projections published by the Department for Communities and Local Government 
(DCLG) should provide the starting point in estimating the OAHN (Paragraph: 015 
ID: 2a-015-20140306). The PPG is clear that these projections may require 
adjustment to reflect local characteristics which may have not been reflected 
within the projections.  
 
Whilst it is accepted that the PPG makes it clear that the publication of new 
household projections doesn’t render previous assessments out of date clearly the 
implications of the most recent household projections should be considered. The 
South-East Staffordshire Housing Needs Study Update 2014 (B10) provides the 
most recent assessment of housing need within the South-East Staffordshire 
Housing Market Area (HMA). This study uses the 2012 based ONS Sub-national 
Population Projections (May 2014) as the source of demographic data. Clearly this 
predates the publication of the latest household projections (published February 
2015) which are based on the population projections. As such the implications of 
the new household projections (2012 based) should be considered to determine if 
there is a level of consistency with the figures contained within the evidence base. 
 
4.6 Should the Plan include a policy which states that, should the 

Plan’s monitoring indicate that an on-going 5 year deliverable and 
a subsequent 10 year supply of developable housing land can no 
longer be sustained to meet Tamworth’s needs, the Council will 
review its housing land provision and negotiate with neighbouring 
authorities if appropriate, to bring on-stream additional housing as 
required? 

 
It is not necessary to include a specific policy which requires the authority to 
review its housing land provision. There is no requirement for such a policy within 
National Guidance. Indeed the NPPF states at Paragraph 153 that Local Plans can 
be “reviewed either in whole or in part to respond flexibly to changing 
circumstances”. This is further supported by the PPG which states that Local Plans 
should be reviewed at regular intervals to assess whether some or all of the plan 
may need updating and that this process is likely to be required at least every 5 
years (Paragraph: 008 Ref ID: 12-008-20140306). As such there is already a 
requirement within National Guidance for the continued monitoring of the 
Tamworth Local Plan and the mechanism for this to be reviewed either wholly or 
in part should monitoring indicate that any of the policies are failing to achieve 
their objectives. This requires a robust approach to the possible review of all 
policies within the plan, not just those relating to housing supply. 
 
 
4.8 In terms of previous rates of housing delivery and the delivery 

target(s) that have been in place over the last 10 years, should the 
appropriate ‘buffer’ to ensure choice and competition (as set out in 
the Framework, paragraph 47[2]) be 5% or 20%? Should this 
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buffer be factored in over the first 5 year period or for the plan 
period as a whole? 

 
The SHLAA October 2012 (B2) states that a 5% buffer should be applied within 
Tamworth Borough. The SHLAA makes reference to the Tamworth Housing Needs 
and Supply Topic Paper to provide the detailed evidence as to why the 5% buffer 
is considered as appropriate. However, this document does not seem to appear as 
one of the Core Documents before the Examination in Public. 
 
4.9 Bearing in mind the relatively tight boundaries around Tamworth, 

what should be the appropriate area in which to consider and plan 
for the provision of housing and other development to meet the 
Borough’s needs? 

 
The NPPF states at paragraph 179 that Joint working between Local Planning 
Authorities should be undertaken where development requirements cannot be 
wholly met within an authority’s administrative boundary. Paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF makes it clear that Local Plans should aim to meet housing needs within the 
Housing Market Area (HMA). As such the appropriate area for the provision of 
housing to meet Tamworth Boroughs needs would be the HMA in which Tamworth 
is located. 

 

4.10 With reference to the concept of a Housing Market Area (HMA) in 
the Framework, paragraph 47[1], and the work undertaken in the 
Southern Staffordshire Districts Housing Needs Study, does the 
appropriate area for the consideration of Tamworth’s housing 
needs comprise the Borough of Tamworth and the adjoining areas 
of North Warwickshire Borough and Lichfield District? 

 

The South East Staffordshire Housing Needs Study (B10) identifies Cannock 
Chase District, Lichfield District and Tamworth Borough as a self contained 
localised HMA due to the strong migratory links between the three authorities. 
The Inspectors Report into the Lichfield District Local plan Strategy concludes that 
this is a sound and pragmatic approach at paragraphs 38-40 (Appendix 2). 
However the Inspector also provides comment at paragraphs 11-13 in relation to 
the delivery of additional housing growth for Tamworth. Here he concludes that 
there is “no merit” to the suggestion that Tamworth’s housing shortfall should be 
met entirely within the Cannock, Lichfield and Tamworth HMA as this would ignore 
the “undisputed links that exist between North Warwickshire and Tamworth and 
the fact the North Warwickshire has agreed to take a proportion of Tamworth’s 
housing needs”.  

 
4.11 What roles should other areas within the West Midlands HMA, such 

as Cannock Chase and Birmingham, play in relation to either 
meeting part of Tamworth’s housing needs or in Tamworth meeting 
part of their housing needs? 

 
Cannock, Lichfield and Tamworth sit within the Greater Birmingham and Solihull 
Local Enterprise Partnership (GBSLEP) area, which has a cumulative housing 
shortfall of around 30,000 homes where Local authorities (mainly Birmingham but 
also Tamworth) cannot accommodate their OAN within their own boundaries. This 
shortfall will need to be delivered having regard to the wider housing market 
area, which incorporates Cannock Chase, Birmingham and North Warwickshire 
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amongst others and technical work is ongoing in relation to this issue to inform 
the GBSLEP spatial Plan. 
 
This technical work has been progressing through the GBSLEP and Black Country 
Authorities Strategic Housing Study which is considering housing requirements 
across the GBSLEP and Black Country geography (and beyond where Housing 
Market Areas (HMAs) show a relationship with the GBSLEP area).  Phases 1 and 2 
of this work have been completed by the appointed consultants Peter Brett 
Associates (PBA) and concludes that there is an under provision of housing being 
planned for against Objectively Assessed Needs (as discussed above). The 
GBSLEP Spatial Plan is evolving to take account of this cumulative shortfall at a 
strategic level but is not sufficiently advanced to say how much growth each Local 
Authority should take as this forms Stage 3 of the Joint Housing Study.  
 
Work on Stage 3 of this study is ongoing.  This will assess a number of strategic 
scenarios for accommodating the unmet growth. The scenarios are: 
 

 Intensification 
 Urban Extensions 
 Public Transport Corridors 
 Future Jobs and the Enterprise Option 
 Dispersed Growth 
 New Towns/New Settlements 

 
The Joint Housing Study is one of three key pieces of evidence intended to inform 
the development of the GBSLEP Spatial Plan, with the others being the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal, and a Strategic Employment 
Sites study. These pieces of evidence will all need to be considered together 
before decisions can be made in terms of the most appropriate solutions to 
address the distribution of growth as part of the next iteration of the GBSLEP 
Spatial Plan. 
 
Subject to the outcomes of this work, Local Authorities may have to 
accommodate a proportion of further growth which could trigger an early review 
or partial review of their Local Plans. To enable this to happen, Lichfield district 
(and other authorities) have committed to this via modifications to their Plans. In 
Lichfield’s case, para 4.6 of the Local Plan strategy was a Main Modification which 
reads: 
 
“In the event that the work identifies that further provision is needed in Lichfield 
District, an early review or partial review of the Lichfield District Local Plan will be 
brought forward to address this matter. Should the matter result in a small scale 
and more localised issue directly in relation to Tamworth then this will be dealt 
with through the Local Plan Allocations document” 
 

This ongoing work shows that there is a strategic issue which is being considered 
which may require a number of authorities to play a role in meeting unmet 
housing need from with the GBSLEP area. 

 
4.12 The Plan states that the Borough relies on neighbouring authorities 

to provide about 2,000 houses out of the total OAHN of 6,250 
dwellings (paragraph 3.10 of the Local Plan).  With this in mind: 

(i) Is this quantum objectively based in terms of the 
amount of OAHN that could be developed on 
available land free of constraints within the 
Borough? 

5



 
The OAHN selected within the plan is objectively based in terms of the level of 
growth that can be accommodated within Tamworth on land free of constraints. 
The PPG is clear that constraints should not be applied when calculating the full 
OAHN within the Plans evidence. However, paragraph 004 reference ID 2a-004-
20140306 does state that constraints “will need to be addressed when bringing 
evidence bases together to identify specific policies within development plans”. 
Clearly this indicates that where there are significant constraints the LPA should 
consider what effect these constraints have on the deliverability of the OAHN. This 
is further supported by paragraph 045 (ID: 3-045-0141006) of the PPG which 
clearly states that “assessing need is just the first stage in developing a local 
plan”. The PPG goes further and provides guidance that using the SHLAA 
authorities should establish realistic assumptions about the availability and 
viability of land to meet the OAHN and in doing so take account of any constraints 
which indicate that development should be restricted and which may restrain the 
ability of the authority to meet its need. 
 
The Plan (A1) seeks to deliver a mid-point of the OAHN range identified within the 
evidence (B10) and provides detail on how the housing requirement was selected 
at paragraphs 3.6-3.16 however this does not take into account the constraints 
which exist within the Borough (or neighbouring authorities). As discussed earlier 
in this statement there are significant physical and policy constraints affecting 
Tamworth Borough and there is little evidence within the explanatory text of the 
plan or its evidence base as to have these have been taken into account when 
selecting the housing requirement of 6,250 homes. The plan seeks to deliver 
2,000 homes (32%) of its total OAHN outside of its administrative boundaries, 
which clearly illustrates the degree to which the constraints have limited the 
potential growth of the Borough. 

 
(ii) Is its delivery within the plan period realistic in 

terms of the commitments by the relevant 
adjoining authorities, and the overall viability 
of sites?  

 
The adopted Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy allocates the North of 
Tamworth Broad Development Location (BDL) which seeks to deliver 500 
homes to meet the needs of Tamworth Borough. During the examination of 
the Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy it emerged that Tamworth Borough 
were seeking to deliver a further 1000 homes outside of the Borough 
boundaries. Lichfield District Council, Tamworth and North Warwickshire 
Borough Councils agreed a Memorandum of Understanding (dated 
01/10/2014) which states that Lichfield District and North Warwickshire 
Borough Councils each agree to deliver a proportion of the additional 1,000 
homes required to meet Tamworth’s housing need. As such there is a clear 
commitment to deliver a proportion of Tamworth’s growth within Lichfield 
District within the Plan period. Paragraph 4.6 of the Lichfield District Local Plan 
Strategy provides greater explanation on this issue, and this is also covered 
under ‘Matter 2: Duty to Co-operate’. 

(iii) Are the broad locations of the sites for 
Tamworth-related development outside the 
Borough sustainable in terms of their 
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relationship to the town of Tamworth and other 
considerations such as transport infrastructure 
and flood risk?  

 
The Tamworth BDL is allocated within the Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy. 
The Sustainability Appraisal: Submission Local Plan Strategy (including EiP 
modifications) concludes that the BDL within the Local Plan is a sustainable 
option and development will contribute to the sustainability of both Tamworth 
Borough and Lichfield District (Appendix 3). The Inspectors Report into the 
Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy provides conclusions on debates relating to 
the North of Tamworth BDL at pages 24-26 (Appendix 4). Paragraph 144 
concludes that the BDL is “a suitable and sustainable location that is deliverable 
or developable and that it is viable”. It should also be noted that planning 
permission has been granted for 165 dwellings within the BDL1 with an 
application also within the BDL for up to 1,000 dwellings currently under 
consideration2. Should it emerge that the BDL could not deliver 1,000 
dwellings, then this will be dealt with via the Local Plan Allocations or a review 
of the Plan (Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy Inspectors Report para 144, 
Appendix 4).  

eed of around 143 dpa? Is the Plan 
figure of 40 dpa deliverable? 

d would require 
development well in excess of what can realistically be delivered. 

                                           

 
4.13 Does the household needs assessment for Tamworth fully take 

into account the Borough’s affordable housing (AH) needs? The 
AH needs figure in the Plan (paragraph 5.21) of 183 dpa is 
clearly undeliverable. However, what is the reasoned basis for 
the significantly lower provision of 40 AH units pa in policy HG4, 
and what is the Council’s view regarding the likely consequences 
of the remaining ‘unmet’ AH n

 
NPPF paragraph 154 states that “Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic”. 
Tamworth Borough has taken an aspirational but realistic approach to the delivery 
of affordable housing within the Borough. It is clear that the objectively assessed 
need of 183 affordable dwellings per annum is undeliverable an

 
1 Ref: 14/00018/OUTM 
2 Ref: 14/00516/OUTMEI 
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MATTER 4: APPENDIX 
 

 Appendix 1 – Extract from The Implications of the 2011-based CLG 
Household Projections Addendum’ 

 Appendix 2 – Extract from Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy Inspectors 
Report (1) 

 Appendix 3 – Extract from The Sustainability Appraisal: Submission Local 
Plan Strategy (including EiP modifications) 

 Appendix 4 - Extract from Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy Inspectors 
Report (2) 
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Appendix 1 – Extract from The Implications of the 
2011-based CLG Household Projections Addendum 
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3.0 Conclusions 

3.1 Figure 3.1 demonstrates the extent to which the updated migration statistics 

underpinning Scenarios L and M compare with the previously modelled 

scenarios (excluding the less realistic/unsustainable projections) and the 

(updated) recommended range for each of the three districts.  It is re-iterated 

that the previous HEaDROOM report sought to balance the various economic, 

social and environmental sustainability criterion to inform a suitable housing 

requirement for each of the three districts, which is beyond the scope of this 

Addendum. 

Figure 3.1  Summary of Retained Scenarios, including 2011-based CLG Household Projections 
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Source: NLP Analysis of PopGroup Outputs 

3.2 As can be seen in Figure 3.1, the more recent estimates of migration trends 

demonstrate lower levels of housing requirement, associated with lower levels 

of net in-migration, in Lichfield.  The figures of 393 dpa and 379 dpa for 

Scenarios L and M respectively are both below the recommended range of 410-

450 dpa.  This lends further weight towards justifying a figure towards the lower 

end of this range. 

3.3 The Cannock Chase migration scenario figures of 233 dpa (K) and 220 dpa (L) 

sit either side of the 2011-based household projection scenario of 224 dpa.  

Furthermore, they are significantly below the original range of 250-280 dpa, 

which was subsequently reduced to 220-250 dpa in the 2013 HEaDROOM 

410 - 450 

220 - 250 

240 - 265 
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update.  The latest migration statistics therefore add further validity to the 

reduction in housing requirement, particularly towards the lower end of this 

revised range. 

3.4 The migration trend scenario figures of 237 dpa (K) and 246 dpa (L) for 

Tamworth are both lower than both the previous PopGroup Baseline (264 dpa) 

and the latest household projections (259 dpa for Scenario K).  The latest 

scenarios suggest a figure towards the lower end of the recommended range of 

240-265 dpa. 

3.5 For south-east Staffordshire as a whole, the migration-led scenarios both lend 

further weight towards the need for a lower range of housing requirements than 

was originally set out in the 2011 HEaDROOM report (900-995 dpa).  As such, 

they suggest that for the HMA as a whole, a range of 870-965 dpa (as set out 

in the 2013 Housing Needs Study Update) and particularly the lower end of that 

range, would be appropriate for the area moving forward to 2028. 

3.6 The overall 903 dpa figure that the three Councils are currently planning to 

provide to meet the needs of residents in their respective (emerging) Local 

Plans sits within this range. 
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34. The Housing Needs Study and its associated documents were subjected 
to detailed demographic and statistical scrutiny - particularly by those 

arguing for a lower housing figure than proposed in the Plan – with 
matters such as migration rates, household representation rates, the 

inherent model volatility when dealing with small areas and the accuracy 
of iterative models as the length of projection increases, all being 
thoroughly canvassed. 

 
35. At the initial hearings, however, it was accepted that detailed arguments 

about such matters would achieve little because in any forecast housing 
requirement, as opposed to a housing projection, policy considerations 
such as the need to boost significantly the supply of housing land17 would 

be the dominant factor.   
 

36. I regard this as a sensible approach.  Certainly when it came to the 
detailed arithmetical points that were pressed at the initial hearings there 
was little to indicate that these would significantly affect the housing 

figures in the Plan.  For example, I saw no compelling evidence to 
indicate that in its Employment Land Review18 the Council had overstated 

employment growth (a matter related to housing growth) because it had 
double counted inward migration19.   
 

37. Similarly, while it was accepted that the proportion of the 75+ age group 
who would live in institutional accommodation as opposed to in general 

housing was difficult to model, this would not be likely to have a 
significant effect on household forecasts in the early years of the Plan.  If 

it were to become significant in later years this could be dealt with 
through a review of the Plan. 
 

38. One further methodological point that needs to be dealt with is that while 
the Housing Needs Study covers South Eastern Staffordshire (Cannock 

Chase, Lichfield and Tamworth), it does not include Birmingham - with 
which Lichfield District has strong migratory links.  However, I do not 
regard this as a fundamental criticism.   

 
39. The Council prepared its Housing Needs Study with Cannock Chase and 

Tamworth not only because it had strong migratory links with them but 
also because it was expected to assist them in providing for their housing 
needs.  As has been established when discussing the duty to cooperate, it 

only became apparent late in the day that there might be a need to assist 
Birmingham in meeting its housing needs and, if this turns out to be the 

case, the plan will be reviewed.  I regard this as a pragmatic response to 
a developing situation and do not regard the Housing Needs Study as 
fundamentally flawed because it does not cover Birmingham.  

 
40. Overall I am satisfied that the Housing Need Study is a robust piece of 

evidence and that the broad range of housing figures it identifies provides 

                                       
17 National Planning Policy Framework.  Paragraph 47. 
18 CD2-32.  Employment Land Review. 
19 HD48 Employment.  This note contains the Council’s response on this point. 
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an appropriate basis for determining the objective assessment of housing 
need.  This was generally accepted at the initial hearings.  That said, 

there were those who argued that the housing figures should be lower or 
higher than those proposed in the Plan.  I will deal with these in turn. 

 
Lower Housing Figures   

41. Those who argued for lower housing figures mention the importance of 

not derailing the regeneration agenda in Birmingham and the Black 
Country.  They also referred to the increase in out commuting that would 

accompany housing growth in Lichfield District and the adverse 
consequences of this.  They drew attention to the effect of the 2011 CLG 
household projections20 and lower migration trends21.   

 
42. To my mind, however, while such factors may point to a figure towards 

the middle or lower end of the range of between 410 to 450 dpa 
ultimately selected in the Housing Needs Study, they do not provide 
evidence for a figure below that proposed in the Plan. 

 
43. There are three reasons for this.  Firstly, selecting a figure below that 

range would be to fly in the face of the policy of boosting significantly the 
supply of housing land, an aim that, as has already been established, 
should be a dominant consideration in any forecast housing requirement.   

 
44. Secondly, although the household representation rates in the 2011 CLG 

household projections are lower than those in the 2008 projections, this 
is, at least in part, a result of poor economic conditions that the latter 

projection took account of.  However, over the longer term household 
representation rates have been rising.  I see no compelling reason, 
therefore, to depart from the Council’s assumption that beyond 2021 (the 

end of the period covered by the 2011 projection) household 
representation rates will resume their long term rise.  

 
45. Thirdly, in migration is the key driver of population growth and hence 

household growth in Lichfield District.  There is limited evidence to 

suggest that migration levels over the Plan period will fall significantly 
below past levels.  Indeed the emerging evidence that Birmingham may 

not be able to accommodate its housing needs within its own borders 
gives credence to the argument that past in migration rates are likely to 
continue.   

 
46. It is also the case that Lichfield District is and will remain an attractive 

place to live for local people and in migrants.  In such a situation there 
would need to be strong evidence for abandoning long term migration 
rates with all of the implications this could have in terms of people who 

want a house not being able to afford one.  No such strong evidence has 
been put forward. 

 

                                       
20 CD5-5.  Lichfield, Tamworth and Cannock Chase Housing Requirement Update. 
21 CD5-5a.  Addendum. 
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is developable in the next 5-10 years58.  Any improvement in market 
conditions over that time would have a positive effect on that site’s 

viability as would any flexibility shown by the Council in affordable 
housing requirements. It cannot, therefore, be concluded that urban sites 

such as this will not come forward.   
 

130. There is, therefore, no clear advantage in the suggestion that one or 

other of the greenfield sites referred to above should be allocated for 
housing either to replace urban capacity sites or to provide additional 

capacity should the East of Burntwood By-pass SDA not deliver the 
number or type of housing anticipated. 
 

131. All of these other sites are in Green Belt and, to repeat a point made 
earlier, Green Belt boundaries should be altered only in exceptional 

circumstances.  Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
Moreover, one of the purposes of Green Belt is to assist in urban 
regeneration by encouraging the recycling of urban land.  It is difficult to 

see how releasing housing sites in the Green Belt as an alternative to 
developing urban sites or the East of Burntwood By-pass SDA would 

assist the regeneration of Burntwood, which is one of the Strategic 
Objectives of the Plan.   
 

132. The alternative sites put forward at Burntwood are not, therefore, 
preferable to the strategy proposed in the Plan of focussing development 

in the urban area.  
 

Conclusions on the East of Burntwood By-pass SDA   
133. The site is in a suitable and sustainable location, it is developable, it is or 

could be made to be viable and it is the most suitable having considered 

reasonable alternatives.   
 

North of Tamworth  
134. At the time of the initial hearings it was estimated that Tamworth’s 

housing shortfall amounted to 1,000 dwellings and it was proposed that 

500 of these would be accommodated in a Broad Development Location 
located to the north of Tamworth on land to the east and west of the 

railway.  This Broad Development Location, which would also 
accommodate 500 houses to meet Lichfield’s needs, was to be planned 
comprehensively with the adjoining Anker Valley Sustainable Urban 

Extension proposed in the emerging Tamworth Local Plan.  Both would 
rely on improvements to the local highway network - possibly involving 

the construction of the Anker Valley Link Road.   
 

135. As a result I concluded in my interim findings that while there was no 

certainty that the Anker Valley scheme would come forward there 
remained a reasonable prospect that it would - given Tamworth Borough 

Council’s firm commitment to it.  However, if this proved not to be the 
case then the Council (Lichfield Council that is) would need to reconsider 
its position when preparing the Lichfield District Local Plan: Allocations 

                                       
58 CD2.23. Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2012.  Table B.33, page 64. 
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document when it would be considering the Broad Development Location 
in more detail.   

 
136. As has been established earlier in this report (paragraph 11) the situation 

had changed radically by the time of the resumed hearings.  Tamworth’s 
estimated housing shortfall had increased from 1,000 to 2,000 dwellings 
and although the Council had agreed to take a proportion of the 

additional 1,000 dwellings it had yet to be determined how many that 
would amount to.  What is more, Tamworth Borough Council decided that 

the Anker Valley Relief Road was not viable and deleted it from its 
emerging plan as well as significantly reducing the extent and capacity of 
the Anker Valley scheme so that it would now accommodate only some 

500 dwellings or so.  Moreover, Tamworth Borough Council had resolved 
to grant outline planning permission59, subject to the signing of a section 

106 agreement, for 535 dwellings on the land in Anker Valley that it is 
proposing to allocate. 
 

137. The situation had also changed in Lichfield in that the Council had 
resolved to grant outline planning permission60, subject to the signing of 

a section 106 agreement, for 165 dwellings in the western part of the 
Broad Development Location at Browns Lane.  It was also considering an 
outline planning application61 for up to 1,000 dwellings on the eastern 

part of the Broad Development Location at Arkall Farm.  The Council 
confirmed at the resumed hearings that it had resolved all matters 

relating to this application, including concerns about the way 
development would relate to the surrounding countryside, and the only 

outstanding matter related to the effect that such a scheme would have 
on the local highway network. 
 

138. These various changes have not had an effect on the suitability and 
sustainability of the Broad Development Location in a number of respects 

as it is still, or has the potential to be, well related to the urban area of 
Tamworth with the range of facilities that this provides. Moreover, there 
was no suggestion at the resumed hearings that it was not deliverable or 

developable, subject to agreement on highway matters, or that it was not 
viable.  Nonetheless, the lack of agreement as to the effect that 

developing the Broad Development Location as a whole would have on 
the highway network raises the question of whether it is capable of being 
developed in full.  

 
139. Staffordshire County Council, supported by Tamworth Borough Council, is 

of the opinion that the Broad Development Location, other than Browns 
Lane, should be deleted from the Plan.  In its judgement the evidence 
indicates that the local roads have the capacity to accommodate 700 or 

so extra dwellings - and that capacity had been used up by the 
resolutions to grant planning permission for 535 dwellings in Anker Valley 

and 165 dwellings at Browns Lane.  The highway evidence produced by 

                                       
59 Ref: 0105/2014 
60 Ref: 14/00018/OUTM 
61 Ref: 14/00516/OUTMEI 
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the developer of the Arkall Farm site, on the other hand, indicates that 
the local roads could accommodate up to 1,000 more dwellings.   

 
140. The Council takes the view that the highways debate has far to go before 

it reaches its conclusion and that the Broad Development Location should 
be retained in the Plan as there is a reasonable prospect that some 
additional housing, over and above that which it has been resolved to 

permit, will be able to be accommodated. 
 

141. I share the Council’s view on this point.  While I have no doubt about the 
seriousness of the problems of congestion and highway safety that could 
result from the overdevelopment of this Broad Development Location, I 

consider that it is too soon to conclude that local roads can accommodate 
no more development.  I consider that, in principle, the ‘monitor and 

manage’ approach offers a way forward.  With such an approach the 
actual impact of various increments of development is monitored annually 
as it is brought forward with trigger points being built in to any planning 

permission granted to govern the amount of development.   
 

142. While I acknowledge that the County Council is wary of adopting such an 
approach in this instance, influenced no doubt by the breadth of the gap 
between its professional assessment of the capacity of the local roads 

and that of the developers professional advisers, I consider that there is 
still scope for discussion on the details of a ‘monitor and manage’ scheme 

insofar as it would apply to this site and on other matters which have yet 
to be agreed62. 

 
143. I accept that it would have been preferable if agreement had been 

reached on the principle of access to the Broad Development Location but 

in this instance the Council is reacting to major changes that have 
occurred late in the day and which are beyond its control.   Moreover, I 

agree with the Council that it is likely that the bulk of the Broad 
Development Location will not come forward until the later stages of the 
Plan so if alternative land needs to be found there will be time to do this.   

 
144. For these reasons I consider that the Broad Development Location is a 

suitable and sustainable location, that it is deliverable or developable and 
that it is viable.  If it transpires that the Broad Development Location as a 
whole is not capable of delivering something in the order of 1,000 

dwellings then MM1 provides the mechanism through which additional 
land could be identified either through a review of the Plan or through the 

preparation of the Lichfield District Local Plan: Allocations document. 
 
Alternative Sites at Tamworth   

145. An alternative approach suggested by representors  was to cater for 
development needs in the area by developing on the edge of Fazeley, a 

Key Rural Settlement a short distance to the west of Tamworth where the 
Council is promoting development within the defined urban area. It was 

                                       
62 RHD-02. Summary Statement – Land north of Ashby Road, Tamworth (Savills, Peter 
Brett & Staffordshire County Council). 
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pointed out that development on the edge of Fazeley has previously been 
assessed and found to be somewhat more sustainable than developing to 

the north of Tamworth63. Such an approach would not be dependent on 
development at Anker Valley.  

 
146. However, Fazeley, unlike the land north of Tamworth, is in Green Belt 

and development in the manner proposed would involve an alteration of 

Green Belt boundaries, something which should only be done in 
exceptional circumstances.  No such exceptional circumstances have been 

demonstrated.  It is quite legitimate for the Council, therefore, to select 
an option which - although somewhat less sustainable - avoids 
developing in Green Belt.  

 
Streethay SDA      

147. Streethay SDA is located on the eastern edge of Lichfield. It is within 
walking distance of a range of services and facilities within the City 
including Lichfield Trent Valley Station. Since the initial hearings the 

Council has passed a resolution to grant planning permission for 750 
houses, shops and a care village on the site together with additional 

parking for the nearby station64.  
 

148. Streethay SDA is well related to Lichfield City.  Of particular significance 

is its proximity to Lichfield Trent Valley Station and the opportunity it 
offers to improve on the existing limited provision of parking at that 

station.  Clearly if this station is to be used to its full potential then 
improvements to it will need to be made, including the provision of 

disabled access, and the Council is working with other interested bodies 
to this end. Nonetheless the proximity of this station to the SDA and the 
opportunity it would offer to the future occupants of the SDA to use the 

train is an important point in its favour.     
 

149. There are, however, no plans to improve the frequency of train services 
to Birmingham and the fact remains that future occupants of the site will 
be largely reliant on the private car. Access to the site would be onto 

Burton Road, a busy approach road to the City with a nearby junction 
onto the A38.  While Burton Road is undoubtedly congested at peak times 

neither Staffordshire County Council nor the Highways Agency have 
raised an objection in principle to the proposed SDA.  
 

150. Streethay is not administratively part of the City and concerns were 
expressed that its identity as a separate community would be submerged 

by the development of the SDA. This is a matter which, to a large extent 
could be addressed through the detailed design of the site.  Some sense 
of separation could, for example, be achieved by the suitable positioning 

of open space.   
 

                                       
63 CD2-31 Tamworth Future Development and Infrastructure Study. Table 9.1 page 78, 
Option F.   
64 Ref:12/00746/OUTME1. 
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