





DRAFT COMMENTS TO BRUTON KNOWLES ON SHROPSHIRE COUNCIL’S
PRE SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION.

1. Legal/Procedural Non Compliance

(a) Sustainability Appraisal

1.1 It is considered that Shropshire Council have failed to comply with legal
requirements on strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal
and so the process of producing the Pre- Submlssmn Plan |s Iegally flawed and
unsound.

1.2 The legal requirements are:

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004(PCPA) s19(5) requires a
Local Planning Authority (LPA) to carry out an appraisal of the sustainability of
the proposal in each plan and to prepare a report of the findings of the
appraisal.

The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
plan. Regulation 5(1) requires the LPA to carry out an environmental
assessment during the preparation of that plan. Further requirements are set
out in Regulation 12 Part 3, Regulation 12(3) and Scheduie 3.These
Regulations give effect to European Directive 2001/42/EC “on the assessment
of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment”. Recital
17 again refers to the environment report being taken into account during the
preparation of the plan.

Government guidance on Sustainability Appraisais and on the SEA regime is
contained in its Strategic Environmental Assessment and Sustainability
Appraisal guidance note. Paragraph 002 states that “sustainability appraisal
should be applied as an iterative process informing the development of the
plan”. Paragraph 018 states that “the sustainability appraisal needs to
consider and compare all reasonable alternatives as the plan evolves,
including the preferred approach, and assess these against the baseline
environmental, economic and social characteristics of the area” and must
“provide conclusions on the reasons the rejected options are not being taken
forward and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the
alternatives”.

Government guidance on Plan Making paragraph 037 says that the
sustainability appraisal plays an important part in demonstrating that the local
plan reflects sustainability objectives and has “consudered reasonable
alternatives” (emphasis added ).

There is strong emphasis in the law and guidance on the need for the
environmental assessment and draft pian preparation to be carried out in
parallel. The EU guidance on the SEA Directive states that the environmental
assessment should influence the way plans are drawn up. Case law supports
this principle. in Seaport Investments Lid 2002 NiQB 62 it was heid that there
must be parallel development of the environment report and draft plan. Where
the draft plan becomes largely settled before the environment report then the
fuifiiment of the Directive and Reguiations may be piaced in jeopardy as the
later public consultation may not be capable of exerting the appropriate
influence on the contents of the draft plan.
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e Case law also requires that such a report must constitute a single accessible
and easily comprehensible document and not a paper chase. in Berkeley v
SoS Others 2002 3 WLR, it was held that a paper chase cannot be treated as
the equivalent of an environmental statement. It should constitute a single
accessible compilation, produced at the very start of the process of the
relevant environmental information and the summary in non-technical
language. A disparate collection of documents cannot be treated as satisfying
the requirements to make the information available to the public. in Save
Historic Newmarket Ltd v Forest Heath DC (2011 EWHC 606, it was held that
in order to form an identifiable report, the relevant information must be
brought together: it should not be necessary to embark on a paper chase in
order to understand the environmental effects of a process. In Royal
Brompton & Harefield NHS Foundation Trust v Joint Committee of Primary
Care Trusts (2011) EWHC 2986, it was held that “the information contained in
a consultation document should not be as inaccurate or incomplete as to
mislead potential consultees in their responses. Inaccurate or incomplete
information may have the effect of precluding an informed and intelligent
response to the disadvantage of a party that may be affected by the decision.
This is especially important where that information is outside the knowledge of
those consulted and upon which they are therefore obliged to rely i in
formulating their response”.

e In R v Brent LBC Ex p Gunning (1985) 4 WLUK 200, it was held that to be
lawful, a consultation must include sufficient information for the consultees to
give intelligent consideration so as to provide an informed response.

1.3 It is considered that Shropshire Council have failed to comply with these
requirements in the following respects:

e As required by the regulations and guidance, the Council produced a Scoping
Report in January 2017. Table 5.2 set out the Council’s sustainable
objectives. These included SO5 - to encourage the use of sustainable’ means
of transport (including enabling more walking and cycling; SO6 — to reduce
the need for people to travel by car including reducing vehicle use on
Shropshire's roads; S012 — to reduce CO2 emissions; SO13 —to promote the
adaptation and mitigation to climate change.

¢ The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) submitted with the Preferred Sites
consultation in paragraph 1.5 says that site allocations have been assessed
against the Scoping Objectives in the Scoping Report and the results
presented in the report. Paragraph 1.18 says that this fulfils Stage B — testing
all sites in the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) against the SA
framework in the Scoping Report and evaluating the likely effects of allocating
different sites. Table 2.3 set out the criteria for sites, with 14 criteria set
related to specific Scoping Objectives. SO 5 and 6 were related to criteria 5
(proximity to community facilities) and SO 6 to criteria 6 (proximity to public
transport). But no criteria were given for SO 12 and 13 so the SA failed to
assess sites against these important objectives. in Table 2.4, the criteria are
given a scoring index. However, criteria 6 here is given as quality of
agricultural land not proximity to public transport as stated in Table 2.3. So the
SA failed to assess sites against SO6.

o Paragraph 2.14 of Preferred Sites SA, states that the SA rating is used to
inform Stage 3 of the site assessment process and so has directly informed
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the selection of the most appropriate sites for allocation in each settlement.
The law states that the SA process is iterative and informs each stage of the
process. The fact that this SA is materially flawed in its inconsistencies
between Tables and lack of assessment of key Scoping Objectives means
that the process has not met the legal requirements as subsequent decisions
based on the SA were based on inadeauate, incorrect and hence unintelligible
information (contrary to Gunning principle).

A further legal flaw is that the Preferred Site consuitation, the Council
allocated Shif18d for employment use, but this site was not included in the
SA. As the site was not assessed, it was not possible for the Council to
assess it against reasonable alternatives, nor to provide evidence to justify
why the site had been selected as opposed to alternative sites proposed by
the local community, as required by the law and Government guidance. The
Council also failed to provide reasons why they proposed Shif 18b rather than
Shif 18a, when the former had a higher negative sustainability score than the
latter Government guidance on Sustainability Appraisal states that the Council
must provide conclusions on the reasons the rejected options are not being
taken forward and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of
the alternatives. The Council have not stated why given the lower negative
score for the alternative site, they have rejected this site.

The allocation of Shif 18d without being sustainability appraised and without
considering reasonable alternatives and why they were dismissed, indicates
a pre-determination of allocating this site without first carrying out the legal
sustainability appraisal, which is contrary to the Gunning legal requirement
that proposals should be at a formative stage. As stated above Government
guidance on Sustainability Appraisal states that the Council must provide
conclusions on the reasons the rejected options are not being taken forward
and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the .
alternatives. The Council have not stated why they have rejected the
alternative site. especiallv as thev had not carried out anv appraisal on the

In paragraph 8.54 of the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Statement
Shropshire Council state that the Sustainability Appraisal was an integral part
of plan making informing the development of “...site allocations”. However,
site Shif 18d was allocated without any such sustainability appraisal and so
could not have informed this site allocation. Its allocation was, therefore,
contrary to legal and policy requirements relating to sustainability

development, sustainability appraisal and Green Belt requirements on taking
land out of the Green Belt,

I sl

There was a similar failure to comply with legal and policy reqwrements on
sustainability appraisal on the Strategic Sites consultation stage in July 2019.
Table 2.3 of the SA accompanying that consultation, related Scoping
Obijectives to scoring criteria. SOs 5 and 6 were related to criteria 6 on public
transport and there were 15 scoring criteria. However, table 2.4 listing the
criteria excluded public transport and criteria 6 was again noted as being
agricultural fand quality. There were only 14 criteria listed and not the 15 listed
in Table 2.3. The Council had, therefore, still used the same incorrect SA
criteria for scoring as in the previous consultation.
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» There was a further problem with Shropshire Counci's SA process. The SA
on the Preferred Scale and Distribution (PSD) consultation stage was
prepared for Shifnal on the basis that the town would have 16ha of
employment land. The SA says that this level of growth for Shifnal was likely
to minimise the need for additional car based transport. However, on the next
Preferred Sites (PS) stage the amount of proposed employment land for
Shifnal had been increased to 40ha, but as stated above, the SA failed to
assess the public transport criteria and failed to assess the proposed Shif 18d
site at all. There was an SA inconsistency between the various consultation
stages as at the PSD stage it was stated that the level of growth would be
likely to have minimal car based effect, but then failed to assess whether this
still applied with the increase in employment land growth and allocation of Shif
18d. The Council could not, therefore, show that the increase in growth level
of employment from 16 to 40ha and the allocation of Shif18d for employment
use, would be sustainable development, as they has not appraised these
changes at the appropriate time in the process. The fact that they had not
assessed the sustainability of these changes but still proceeded with these
proposal, means that the Council has failed to meet its legal responsibility
under S19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires
that an authority preparing a plan must do so “with the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development”.

e As noted in the legal cases above, the law requires that all information
comprise a single and accessible compilation and not require a paper chase.
it is considered that Shropshire Council have not complied with this
requirement and so the consultation process is legally flawed. The SLAA
report in 2018 did not have a map identifying the sites; these could only be
identified by going into residential/employment conclusion maps found
elsewhere on the website which were not cross referenced on the SLAA
report. Similarly there was no map with the Sustainability Appraisals for the
public to be able to identify the location and boundaries of the sites being
appraised. Case law states that a disparate collection of documents traceable
only by a person with a good deal of energy and persistence does not satisfy
legal requirements on making documents available to the public. The fact that
documents reiated to SLAA and SA were spread over different parts of the
website with no cross reference, shows that this did not comply with case law.

{b) Gunning Principles )

1.4 Common Law imposes specific requirements on public consultation. R.V Brent
LBC Ex p. Gunning {1985} 4 WLUK 200 set out four legal principles that
consultations have to comply with to be legal (known as the Gunning Principles):

(i) Plans must be at a formative stage (a final decision has not yet been made,
or predetermined, by the decision makers).

1.5 It is considered that there is evidence to imply as far as the public are concerned
‘that there has been pre-determination with some proposals in the Plan, such as the
aliocation of employment iand in Shifnal as stated in the relevant policy section
below (B2.2 paragraph 2.45). Similarly, Shropshire Council advertised RAF Cosford
as being a potential development site outside of the Green Belt in its Invest in
Shropshire brochure and website long before the Strategic Sites Consultation where
removal of the site from the Green Belt was first put out for public consultation. Also,
the fact that Shropshire Council have failed to respond in subsequent consultations
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to. objections submitted substantiated by detailed supporting technical, policy and
legal evidence implies that the Council proposals. in Plans have not been at a
formative stage but pre-determined hence the reason why Shropshire Council have
not been able to put forward evidence to rebut the objectors evidence.

(ii) There is sufficient information to give ‘intelligent consideration’ (the
information provided must relate to the consultation and must be available,
accessible, and easily interpretable for consultees to provide an informed
response).

1.6 As well as case law, Government advice (Planning Guidance Plan Making
paragraph 035) states that documents forming part of the evidence base should be
published on the website in an accessible format as soon as they are completed and
should not wait until options are published or a local plan is published for
representations, so that the community are kept informed and involved.

1.7 Shropshire Council state that an extensive evidence base has informed the
preparation on the Plan and that the evidence base can be viewed in their_Planning
Policy section. However, a number of key documents referred to in the Plan and its
Appendix 3 as informing policies have not been included in the Evidence Base
referred to and in many cases do not appear to be able to be viewed elsewhere on
the Council’'s website. These include:

Emerging Local Transport Plan

Public Health Strategy

Annual Monitoring Report

West Midlands Design Charter -

Shropshire Tree & Woodland Strategy

Black Country Plan Evidence

Police Secured by Design

Shropshire Council Health & Well Being Strategy
Shropshire Retail Study 2020

Community Led Plans

Estate Plans Prepared

Shropshire Tourism Economic Impact Assessment Report 2011 (2013)
Shropshire Landscape Characterisation Assessment 2006
Village and Town Plans

Shropshire Ecological Data Network

Shropshire Environmental Network and Guidance
Provisional Local Transport Plan Strategy 2011-2026

Thus, for example, in supporting its policy SP15 on Whole Estate Plans, Appendix
3 states that evidence used to inform and support this policy are “Estate Plans
prepared and in preparation”; and In supporting their proposals for taking housing
and employment overspill from the Black Country in policy SP2, the Council refer to
the emerging Black Country Plan and supporting evidence to show that housing and
employment needs there are constrained. Yet none of these plans or evidence are
available in the Council’s Evidence Base for the public to inspect to see what is in
them to justify these policies and proposals. How can the public be expected to
judge the soundness of policies and proposals in the Plan, when crucial parts of the
evidence quoted by the Council as informing the Plan, are unavailable for the public
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to view. This is especially important when these proposals are likely to impact on the
need to release Green Belt land. As well as going to the soundness of the plan and
compliance with Government guidance, the failure to make accessible to the public
evidence relied on by the Council, is contrary to the legal requirement in the Gunning
case that there is sufficient information to give ‘intelligent consideration’ and that the

information provided must relate to the consultation and must be available and
accessible. '

1.8 As set out in detail in the policy sections below, there is considerable .
inconsistency in the information put out by Shropshire Council, such as on amount of
land proposed for employment for the County and Shifnal, a lack of information on
size of sites and housing densities, inaccurate information on sustainability
appraisals, inconsistency in application of methodology to Shifnal compared to other
settlements, and double counting of assumptions used for increasing the
employment figure for Shifnal from 16ha to between 39-41ha (depending on which
part of the Plan is read). These inconsistencies, lack of information and response
and conflict of policies, result in the public not being able to give intelligent
consideration as they cannot be certain what is the correct information that they rae
being asked to comment on. It is also not possible for the public to be able to
comment on soundness when there are so many areas of the Plan that are
-ambiguous in the information and particularly evidence used.

1.9 The Town Council aiso question the reliability of some of the evidence. The
Green Infrastructure Strategy is one of the evidence documents quoted as
supporting the Plan. However, consultants did not commence this until February
2020. The Town Council was consulted to provide information and comments but
was only given 12 working days to respond. This was inadequate for the Town
Council to be able to consult the community, fully assess existing green
infrastructure in the town and then to prepare a detailed and considered response
on an important infrastructure issue; and for consultants to be able to produce a
strategy for the town that would take full account of the local community’s views.

(iii) There is adequate time for consideration and response (there must be
sufficient opportunity for consultees to participate in the consultation).

1.10 ltis considered that Shropshire Council has failed to comply with this
requirement in its consultations on the Draft Pre-Submission Plan and the current

Pre-Submission Plan, in that there has been inadequate time for consideration and
response.

1.11 On the Draft Pre Submission consultation, only 8 weeks was allowed and this
over the main summer holiday. This is the same as on the Preferred Scale and
Distribution consultation and the Issues and Options consultation, neither of which
was over a holiday period. It is less than either the Preferred Sites consultation or the
Strategic Sites consultations (9 and 10 weeks). The Strategic Sites consultation was
also only for 4 sites. The Draft Pre-Submission Plan consuitation not only covered
the whole County, but also included a number of new policies (35) and a huge
amount of evidence documents comprising in excess of 11000 pages, many of which
have not been available for the public to view before the consultation began. The
Plan itself referred to over 50 different pieces of evidence that it says have been
used to prepare the Plan and many of these had a number of appendices. The
amount of information and proposals that were beina consulted on, was sianificantly
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greater than that on any previous consultations, yet the period allowed for
consideration and response was less than previous consultations and the same as
much “smaller” consultation proposals outside a holiday period.

1.12 The period allowed was also reduced by the fact that several pieces of
evidence quoted in the Plan were not put on the evidence base website at the start
of the consultation period and nearly half was not put on the evidence base at all (
this included the Infrastructure and Implementation Plan, Economic Development
Needs Assessment, Transport Plan and Estate Plans). This is contrary to the
statement on the Councils website on this consultation that “An extensive evidence
base has informed the preparation on the Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan. The evidence base can be viewed in our_Planning Policy section “. Thus
although the Plan consultation stated that these pieces of evidence have been used
in the preparation of the Plan and its proposals, it was not possible to view a lot of
this evidence or to be able to access it without a detailed search of the Council's
website. This is contrary to Government advice (Planning Guidance Plan Making
paragraph 035) that documents forming part of the evidence base should be
published on the website in an accessible format as soon as they are completed and
should not wait until options are published or a local plan is published for
representations, so that the community are kept informed and involved..

1.13 The current consultation is only 7 weeks. The Council claimed that they added
a further week to the Regulation minimum of 6 weeks to cover the fact that the
consultation was over the Christmas period. It is considered that this is entirely
inadequate for such an important stage, especially taking account that the
consultation is over the Christmas period and at a time of severe Covid 19
restrictions on the ability of the public, especially those without easy connection or
use to the internet, to participate. A number of comments, including several from
County Councillors, were made to Shropshire Council’s Cabinet requesting that the
period be extended, but these comments were dismissed.

1.14 in their Statement of Community Involvement, Shropshire Council state in
paragraph 4.9 that Parish and Town Councils " play a particularly important part in
enabling an effective first point of contact with local communities. There is particular
value in using these local councils as a means to galvanise and express local issues
and concerns and, on a practical note, to promote consultation events in their
locality”. Most such Councils are closed for at least 2 weeks over the Christmas
period and have to give a week’s notice before a meeting to decide a response. As a
bare minimum in practical terms, therefore, such Councils will have less than 4
weeks to engage in meaningful communication with its own councillors let alone
seeking views from the community. Although Shropshire claim that the Plan has
been out to consultation previously, there are significant changes in the Plan, a
number of evidence documents were not available on the previous consultation, and
the basis for consultation responses is entirely different, being based solely on
soundness, legal and procedural issues which the general public are likely to be
unfamiliar with and need time to understand the significant difference in this
consultation response to previous ones. Shropshire Council planning officers were
also unavailable on leave for the first 2 weeks of the consultation period over the
Christmas period, so that queries raised about matters relating to the consultation
process could not be answered until well into the consuitation period, again



restricting the public’s ability to have access to information as required by the
Gunninc case law. -

1.15 Government Guidance on Pian iiaking paragrapis. 076-78 advise iocai pian
making authorities of the need to review their consultation arrangements and
Statements of Communitv Involvement to take account of Covid 19. Shropshire
Council have not reviewed their SCI; it is considered that the 7 week consultation
period fails to take account of the restrictions on public involvement created by Covid
19 and the current tiered controls on'movement: and so is contrarv to Government
Guidance on community involvement and Gunning principle on giving adequate time
for public consideration. One of the stated consultation means for people without
internet access is throuah public libraries. However. the librarv at Shifnal was closed
for nearly 2 weeks over Christmas thus limiting the effective consultation period to -
less than the prescribed minimum of 6 weeks in the Requlations.

1.16 The inadequacy of the consultation period is further evidenced by the
inconsistency in the Council’s time periods for consuttation on other public
consultations it has or is currentlv carrving out. These include a 12 week consultation
period on a revised Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) which is only 27
pages long; 8 weeks for a 22 page Community and Rural Strategy; and 12 weeks for
a 33 page Cultural Strategy. It is considered that this inconsistencyv is further
evidence that this consultation is legally unsustainable.

(iv) ‘Conscientious consideration’ must be given to the consultation responses
before a decision is made (decision-makers should be able to provide
evidence that they took consultation responses into account).

1.17 U is not considered that-evidence has been submitted to show that consultation
responses have been taken into account and why decisions have been taken
contrary to those responses. As well as this case law, Shropshire Council’s own
Statement of Community Involvement Paragraph 4.15 states that “...it is equally

important to show how the public's views have been incorporated lnto the plan
making process”.

1.18 The Consultation Plan paragraph 2.1 states that the Council has prepared a
detailed summary of issues raised under each consultation. However, the summary
of the Strategic Sites consultation failed to include most of the detailed objections the
Town Council raised. It just said that there was concern over the release of Green

Belt but failed to detail the supporting reasons given by obiectors to justify that
‘concern.

1.19 The Town Council and other objectors have raised detailed objections to many
aspects of the proposals at the Preferred Sites, Strategic Sites and Draft Pre
Submission Plan consutltation stages as set out in the Policy section comments
below. However, the Plan has in nearly all respects remain unchanged yet at no
time has the Council explained how it has taken these detailed objections into
account, why it has concluded not to consider reasonable alternatives put forward to
support those objections and why it has decided to proceed with its original
proposals without change.

1.20 As most of the objections relate to the release of Green Belt, this failure to
respond to objections and altenatives put forward is also contrary to national policy
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on release of Green Belt land. Paragraph 137 of the NPPF states that the “strategic
policy-making. authority should be able to.demonstrate that it has examined fully all
other reasonable options” before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to
remove land from the Green Belt. Shropshire Council have simply proposed the
removal of land without firstly, putting forward any evidence to show that they have
fully examined alternative options suggested by objectors and why those alternatives
have been discarded, and secondly, have continually put forward their own proposed
allocations for removing land without showing that they examined the detailed
objections raised in previous consultations to those allocations and why they have
dismissed those objections.

(c) Website Information not up to date

1.21 Particularly having regard to the restrictions of Covid-19 on the ability of the
public to engage in the Review, maintaining an up-to-date website and documents is
essential for the public to know the latest position on the process. In February 2020,
Shropshire Council decided to extend the period of the Review from 2036 to 2038.
However, up until the Draft Pre-Submission Plan in late July, the website still referred
to the period as 2016-36. No explanation was given on the website for the change
and the Draft PSP consultation simply stated the new end date without clarifying that
this had changed from the previous consultations. Further examples are given below
under Local Development Scheme and Annual Monitoring Report.

(d) Local Development Scheme

1.22 Shropshire Council have failed to comply with Government guidance on
keeping the public informed on the timetable of the Plan. Government guidance on
Plan Making paragraph 003 states that the Local Development Scheme must be
made available publicly and kept up-to-date. It says it is important that local
communities and interested parties can keep track of progress and that local
planning authorities should publish their Local Development Scheme on their
website. It goes on that up-to-date and accessible reporting on the Local
Development Scheme in an Authority’s Monitoring Report is also an important way in
which authorities can keep communities informed of plan making activity. Paragraph
035 again states that the timetable on preparing the Plan “must” be kept up-to-date. |t
states that the scheme may need updating more frequently than annually if there are
significant changes in timescales.

1.23 At the Cabinet meeting in February 2020, it was stated that the LDS will be
amended in view of the change in timetable approved at that meeting. A further
change to the timetable was agreed at Cabinet in May 2020. At the Cabinet meeting
in July 2020, further changes were made to the timescale, and it was again stated
that the LDS will be revised to capture this change. Yet since February 2020 and
checked on the Council’s website on 15" December, the LDS available for the
public to view on their website is June 2019. This still stated that submission to the
Secretary of State will be June 2020. Up until the middle of July, the Local Plan
Review website said that “the specific timescales for the partial review of the local
plan are documented within the Local Development Scheme”. In view of the
decisions taken in February and May, this was clearly incorrect and misleading to the
public. The fact that the LDS was not regularly updated despite the significant
changes made during 2020, was contrary to Government policy and misleading to
the public. This was especially important in view of Covid restrictions on the public’s
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access o information where the pubiic were more iikeiy to rely on the Councii's
website_for up-to-date information on the progress. of the iocal plan process.

-{e) Statement of Comimunity invoivemeini

.24 Government Guidance on Pian Making paragraph 071 states “i.ocai pianning
authorities must review their Statements of Community involvement every 5 years
from ihe adoption date. It is important that Statements of Community involvement
are kept up-to-date o ensure eiteciive community invoivement at aii stages of the
planning process. Therefore, a local planning authority should regularly review and
update their Statement of Community Involvement to reflect any changes to
engagement.” The Council’s Statement of Community invoivement (SCi) has not
been updated since 2011 to take account of changes in the process of local plan
making since then (a report to Cabinet on 7t September refers to a review in 2014
and that the SCI was approved then — however, the website only refers to the SCI
approved on 24th February 2011 and this is the only version that is on the website ).
The Council has failed, therefore, to comply with Government guidance on updating
its SCI to take account of changes since then, including greater use of electronic
communication and social media, especially to access hard to reach groups.

1.25 In May the Govemment issued guidance on the need for local planning
authorities to review and update their Statements of Community involvement to take
account of the restrictions imposed on effective public engagement from Covid-19
(Govemment Guidance on Plan Making paragraphs 76-79). The guidance suggested
various proposals for authorities to consider, including using online engagement to
its full potential, and that authorities will need to take reasonable steps to ensure
sections of the community that don't have internet access are involved and consider
alternative and creative ways to achieve this. The Councit has not updated its SCI
since 2011 and has not amended it to take account of the updated advice in May. it -
has not shown, therefore, that it has published an updated community involvement
plan for this consuitation that complies with Government advice on enabling effective

engagement in the process for all sectors of the public under the current Covid-19
restrictions. - ~

{f) Non Compliance Statement of Community involvement
1.26 As well as not updating their SCI as required, Shropshire Council have also
failed to comply with its published SCI in the following respects:

e Paragraph 2.3 Community involvement should be viewed as a means to
ensure an effective and meaningful dialogue with communities and
organisations on a range of locally relevant issues. The Town Council and
local community have submitted detailed comments on locally relevant issues
at each consultation stage, but Shropshire Council have failed to respond to
those concerns showing how they have taken these views into account and
why they have not accepted them. This does not constitute effective or
meaningful or a dialogue as the community involvement has been one way.

e Paragraph 2.5 - Provide information on how people’s views have been
handled, including reporting back to communities on a regular basis through
agreed means. The local community has submitted objections on each
consultation stage, supporting these concerns with detailed supporting and
technical evidence and proposing appropriate altematives. Shropshire Council
has changed very little in the Plan in subsequent consultations but has failed

10



[P Y P n‘f\rmnhr\n A ardheatantiata w |—ul 1] rhecﬂraor‘ uuﬂ'\ Hﬁc fcr\hnvngl

me e v s SsrasiiamMIML L L W Lsar sbinaLe v mmrmuagye.

objections put forward.

Paragraph 4.9 - the involvement of some key groups have been identified as
_pantral in tha continued develonment of Shronchire’s | DE including: Darich
and Town Counciis — these piay a particuiariy important part in enabiing an
effective ‘first point of contact’ with local communities. There is particular

|/ah'a ln uo:nn fhnon lnf\o’ r\r\unr\:lo a8 2 moans fn ncl\lanloo anrl exprass lf\r\ol
a A ] a rl [AVAYI*" T}

issues and concerns and, on a practical note, to promote consultation events
in their locality. The Town Council has consulted the local community on each
consultation and its objections reflect the local community’s views con local
issues and concerns. In not responding to the Town Council’'s concerns,
Shropshire Council have failed to support the “particular value” they place-on
this involvement in the SCI.

Paragraph 4.15 Whilst it is crucial to consult and involve a wide range of
people in a plan’s preparation it is equally important to show how the public’s
views have been incorporated into the plan making process. As well as
meeting national requirements, the council will use additional ways to report
on the findings of community involvement and how this has influenced plan
development. These will include: regular LDF updates throughout the pre-
submission stages; where workshops or other community events are used,
produce and publish ‘event summaries’ on the website. Shropshire Council
have not responded to objections raised by the Town Council and local
community so have failed to show how these views have been used in the
process; have not regularly updated the LDF or their website to reflect the
change in end date of the Plan or changes in the Plan timetable; and did not
produce and publish event summaries on their website following public
meetings they held at Shifnal on the Preferred Sites consultation and at
Albrighton on the Strategic Sites consultation.

Paragraph 6.4 - the SCI must remain sufficiently flexible in order to respond to
new ways of engaging the public in planning issues, and therefore the
document’s implementation will be monitored. the Council is committed to
reviewing its progress and responding, where necessary, to significant issues.
Government guidance issued in May 2020 asked Councils to update their
SCls and community involvement process to reflect Covid restrictions. The
Council failed to update their SCI or significantly amend their consultation
process or consultation periods to allow for the difficulties imposed on Town
Councils and the public on fully engaging in the process under Covid
restrictions.

Paragraph 6.5 - it is anticipated that revisions to the SCI could be made in
response to the following issues: New methods for informing and involving the
public, such as changes to technology or responding to emerging best
practice. As stated above, the Council failed to amend the SCI to reflect
emerging best practice set out in revised Government guidance. Also, Table
4.2 in the SCI on methods of informing the community includes “regular LDF
e-mail updates, a series of short regular updates used to inform the public on
news and progress on emerging planning documents” and that these will be
distributed to local libraries. As far as the Town Council is aware, no such
updated have been published or sent out to local libraries. The SCI also says
that the Council will respond to the emerging practices of locality working by
the council and in paragraph 4.9 states that one of key groups identified for
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consuitation are Local Joint Committees (LJC). However, the-LJC for Shifnal
had no meetings since 2017 and was later closed down. The Council failed to
respond to this emerging practioe of locality working and to show what
alternatives it was proposing as an alternative to the removal of what it
claimed was a “key” consultation group.

(q9) Annual Monitoring Report

1.27 Shropshire Council have quoted their Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) as part
of their evidence base behind the preparation of the Plan. However, the AMR has
not been updated since March 2018 and only covered the period 2016/17.
Govemment Guidance on Plan Making paragraph 073 states that AMRs must
publish information at least annually that shows progress with local plan preparation,
reports any activity relating to the duty to co-operate, any information which relates
to indicators in the plan and any policies which are not being implemented. This
shows the importance of an updated AMR during the local plan preparation in
keeping the public updated on these issues. The failure to update the plan is
prejudicial to the public’s involvement in the Plan process and by being out of date is
contrary to the Gunning legal principle that that there must be sufficient information
to give intelligent consideration. The public cannot be expected to be able to give

such consideration when an important part of the evidence basis for the Plan relies
on outdated information.

1.28 The Local Development Scheme June 2019 which was the most updated one
on the Council's website on 15t December 2020, stated that the Council will monitor
annually how effective its policies and proposals are. It says that the task of
monitoring and producing the AMR will in effect become part of the process of
maintaining an up-to-date evidence base and tracking the plan making progress. It
states that the latest AMR covers the financial year 2016/17 was published in March-
2018 and that the Council is currently preparing a new AMR covering the period

2017/18 and expects to publish it later in 2019. Despite this statement in the LDS, no
such update occurred in 2019.

1.29 At Cabinet on 7% December 2020 which approved the Pre-Submission Plan for
consutltation, a revised LDS was also approved. The revised LDS in Appendix 3 of
the Cabinet report still included the same reference that the AMR would be updated
solely for the period 2017/18 and that “it expects to publish this later in 2019". How
can the public accept the soundness and legality of a Plan when the Council is not
only relying on out of date data but is still saying in December 2020 that the AMR
will be published in 2019. (It is noteworthy that it was not until the revised December
2020 LDS approved by Cabinet on 7t December was eventually added to the
website after 15" December 2020 just before the consultation period on the Pre

Submission Plan, that the reference to pubhshlng an updated AMR later in 2019 was
revised to “early 2021).

(h) Statement of Common Ground

1.30 Shropshire Council have not complied with Government pohcy on the
submission of Statement of Common Ground. National Planning Policy Framework -
paragraph 27 says that such Statements should “be made publicly available
throughout the plan-making process to provide transparency”. This is reiterated i in
Government guidance on Plan Making paragraph 009 which also says that such
Statements should be maintained and updated “throughout the plan making
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process”. Paragraph 012 details the information a statement of common ground is
expected to contain about the distribution of identified development needs. One of
the tests of soundness is that a Plan must be “effective” and that cross boundary
matters dealt with are evidenced by the statement of common ground. This has not
been complied with and so the Plan is unsound.

1.31 At the Draft Pre-Submission Plan, Shropshire Council added a new proposal to
include 1500 houses of overspill from the Black Country within its own Plan’s overali
housing figures. No Statement of Common Ground was submitted with the
consultation to explain the reason for this late inclusion of such a significant
additional housing element, to enable the public to be able to intelligently comment
as required by the Gunning legal principles. Without the Statement, there was no
information on identified needs as required by paragraph 012 of the Plan Making
guidance for the public to understand the reasoning for this change — in particular, as
required by that paragraph, there was no information given on the capacity within the
Black Country authorities to meet their own identified needs; or evidence to
substantiate the extent of any unmet need within those authorities; and no details

about the extent to which these unmet needs were capable of being redistributed
within the wider area.

1.32 As required by the NPPF, the Statement should be provided “throughout” the
preparation of the plan not at the end. The failure to provide a Statement of Common
Ground, or to provide this information at the Draft Pre Submission plan consultation
when the inclusion of overspill Black Country housing was first proposed, was
contrary to Government policy and guidance and contrary to the Gunning legal
requirement that a consultation must include sufficient information for consultees to
be able to give intelligent consideration to the consultation and be able to make an
informed response.

1.33 No Statement of Common Ground has been submitted with the present
consultation on the Pre-Submission Plan. This is despite the Council now adding a
further 30ha of employment land as Black Country overspill to the 1500 houses
proposed on the previous consultation. This again shows that the process is legally
flawed and contrary to national policv.

A. Policy SP2 - Unsound
A1. Shropshire Housing Total

housing growth figure proposed and the proposed addition of 1500 houses to meet
Black Countrv needs are sustainable. Settlements are alreadv havina difficulty in
ensuring that infrastructure is being developed at a ievel and timescale to support
permitted and completed development. This is contrary to several of Shropshire
Council’s Strateaic Obiectives reauiring sustainable develooment and communities.
There shouid be a pre-requisite for settiements to be abie to deveiop their
infrastructure to meet existing needs before further growth is permitted. A moderate
level of arowth is more likelv to meet this obiective and ensure that communities can
develop in a sustainable wav in the future.



1.2 The iong ierm eiflecis of Covid are unceriain and the locai pian wiil be reviewed

Iong hafore 2038 _ It is considered that to reduce unnecessary pressure on greenfield

and green Deil and ensure infrastructure can keep up with growth to meet

-sustainable communities strategic objectives, a cautious approach should be taken
on this review.and a moderate growth figure adopted.

1.3 Shropshire Councii have failed to demonsirate how the increased provision of
housing above need, will lead to more affordable housing or how employment will
actually be developed to meet the housing growth. Past employment take-up in-the
County, together with the impact of Covid on the economic sector suggest that
Shropshire are being overly optimistic in expecting employment and infrastructure to
be developed at the same rate as housing to ensure sustainable development.

- 1.4 By proposing a significantly-higher housing figure than that-required to meet the
stated need for Shropshire, this will place considerable strain on the County’s ability
to meet national 5 year land supply and housing delivery targets, leading to pressure
for the future release of unallocated land. Shifnal has already experienced this
problem by having unplanned permissions granted for a 40% increase in the town
solely to meet a failure by Shropshire Council to meet these national requirements.
This has led to safeguarded land being removed from the Green Belt solely to meet
future local plan requirements and being developed for unplanned housing, requiring
even more Green Belt land to be removed for future requirements. Proposing such a
high housing growth figure would be likely to lead to a similar scenario in the future.

1.5 The addition of 1500 houses to meet a migrant need from the Black Country
would further exacerbate this problem. National Planning Policy Framework
paragraph 35(a) states that to be sound, any unmet need from neighbouring areas
should only be accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable development . Shropshire Council have simply stated that they
are accepting an additional 1500 houses on top of an already excessive housing
figure above need. They have not provided any evidence to justify how this figure
was arrived at, nor how it assessed whether such housing could be accommodated
to meet its sustainable communities objectives. By failing to give any details on how
and where this housing will be accommodated, Shropshire Council have failed to
demonstrate that it is practical for the County to absorb such a large increase and
that.the housing can be provided whilst still achieving sustainable development and

protection of Green Belt. Their proposal is, therefore, unsound as being contrary to
NPPF.

1.6 There is no evidence on the Council’'s Evidence Base showing that a detailed
analysis has been carried out by the Black Country to fully assess the availability of
land within the Black Country to meet its own needs. This is especially so in view of
recent Government announcements stressing the need to fully utilise brownfield sites
in urban locations and to protect Green Belt. Indeed, the Government has also

“recently provided significant financial help to the West Midlands for this purpose. The
Plan in policy SP2 refers to an emerging Black Country Plan and supporting
evidence showing housing constraints, but none of this evidence is on the Council’s
website for the public to properly assess this proposal.

1.7 The Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Statement specifically states that
Shifnal will play a key role in meeting this need. This is contrary to Green Belt policy
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as it will require the removal of Green Belt not to meet essential Shifnal needs and
when no alternative locations have been consideréd. Shropshire Council have stated
that Shifnal has infrastructure deficiencies to'meet already approved housing and is
a-commuter town. it aiso recognises the desire of residents in the town for it to retain
its viillage character. The addition of unmet migrant need from the Black Country
would-constitute unsustainable development and an unsustainable community, so
failing to meet-the_positively'prepared-‘sbpndness test, and contrary. to iegal
requirements that proposais in.the Pian shouid-have been subject to sustainabiiity
appraisal and that the Plan should contribute to sustainable development.
Shropshire Councii-have not shown that it is practicai to take this housing from
neighbouring areas nor that it is consistent with achieving sustainabie deveiopment,
so failing to show that the Plan is “positively prepared” and sound.

1.8 Telford is the largest settlement in east Shropshire fulfilling the strategic role in
this area. it is not in the Green Beit and its popuiation is weli beiow that pianned for it
when it was designated as a New Town.  If it can be proved that there is a need for
this Black Country housing to be met to the west of the West Midlands, then Telford.
wouid be a far petter pianning iocation than a smaii settiement iike Shifnai and the
consequential loss of Green Belt. As required by national Green Belt policy, '
Shropshire Council have failed to consider a reasonable alternative to the meeting of
this aileged unmet need before in effect iooking o Green Belit around Shifnai. This'is
also contrary to the NPPF soundness test requiring Plans to be “justified” as
reasonabie aiternatives have not been considered and no proportionate evidence
has been made available to the public to base such a proposal on.

A2: Shropshire Employment Total . _ o
2.1 There are wide variations in the empioyment figure proposed for the County =~
between different documents or parts of the Plan. As the amount of employment land
required and allocated affects the amotint of greenfield and particularly Green Belt
that wiil be required to be reieased, seiting an accurate and consistent figure is
‘essential if the Plan is to be considered sound and legally compliant.

2.2 The Plan states that around 300ha is proposed. However, the employment land
ailocations for each seitiement set out in the Settiement Policies S$1-S21 totai 376ha,
whilst Appendix 6 on Employment Land Supply states that the strategic employment
land supply will be 414ha. There is thus nearly a 40% difference in employment land
proposed within the Plan. indeed, paragraph 3.20 also states that Appendix6
“provides information on the employment completions achieved since the start of the
Local Plan period and the various commitments (including allocations) available,
which will contribute towards achieving the identified employment land requirement”.
No reasoning is given as to how if Appendix 6 contributes to the employment iand
requirement and totals 414ha, the employment land figure in the Plan is stated at
300ha. . . o

2.3 A further discrepancy is that the. employment land supply figures fail to take into
account empioyment propased in the Plan for RAF Cosford (Aviation Academy, 1500
- additional military personnel; new air ambulance development). This additional area
means that the actual employment land figure proposed is well over 50% more than
the 300ha figure quoted. o L S
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2.4 No explanation is given for these wide variations. Allocation of employment land
to settlements and justification of reiease of Green Beit iand for empioyment iand
allocations, cannot be justifiably carried out when there is such a divergence of total
employment land required to be met. The Plan cannot meet the tests of soundness
when within the Pian itseif, there is no consistency in the amount of empioyment iand
proposed for the County over the Plan period.

2.5 This inconsistency in the amount of employment land required is further
exacerbated by the inciusion in the Pre-Submission Plan of 30ha of employment
land to meet an alleged unmet need from the Black Countiy which was not included -
in previous consultation plans. However, the total allocation of 300ha for the County
remains the same. In paragraph 3.17 of policy SP2, it is stated that the 300ha is
considered sufficient to deiiver enough jobs to achieve a sustainabie balance with
the housing requirement. However, previously the Council stated that the 300 ha
was required to meet the housing requirements of the County without the inclusion of
30 ha from the Biack Country. Now that they are proposing 30ha of that 300ha to
meet non-County needs, it means that only 270ha is now required to meet the
County’s own employment needs. This contradicts their previous justifications that
the 300ha is required to achieve a balanced and sustainable development matching
housing to employment needs. This further indicates that the Plan is unsound as the

basis for the employment totals is unjustified and the total unclear.

assmom

2.6 One of the main evidence documents to justify employment land and economic
policies is stated to be the Council’s Economic Growth Strategy 2017-21. This
Strategy will be out of date before the Plan is adopted and fails to consider the long
term economic situation up to 2038. It is considered unjustifiable and unsound to rely
on such a short term Strategy for all employment related matters on a Plan that will
run for 17 years after the end of the Strategy.

2.7 There is no recognition in the Plan of the huge impact that Covid-19 is and will be
having on the national and local economy. This is likely to significantly affect the
economic aspirations and implementation of economic proposals in the Plan,
suggesting that a much more realistic and conservative estimate of employment land
requirements should be undertaken, with a view to the next Plan Review reassessing
the economic situation when the full effects of Covid-19 can be assessed. Otherwise,
there is a high likelihood that employment will not keep up with the high housing
figure proposed and so balanced growth will not occur nor wili sustainabie
development be achieved, conflicting with Policy SP4 in the Plan. Or that if aliocated
employment land is not developed, it would come under pressure to be re-used for
housing adversely affecting sustainability objectives. The failure to consider the
impact of such a major economic factor on the sustainability and deliverability of the
Plan and its proposals is considered to again make the Plan unsound.

2.8 There also appears to be an inconsistency in comments made by Shropshire
Council in a meeting with the Town Council, on the relation between housing and
employment figures and the objective of balanced growth. Aithough not clarified in
the Plan, Shropshire Council said that the 1500 houses from the Biack Country
unmet need were incorporated into the Shropshire housing figure, not added on as
extra housing. The increase in housing in this plan to 30800 from the previousiy
proposed 28750 was stated to be due to the increase in Plan period from 2036 to
2038. It was also said that the employment land supply figure for the County was
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related to the housing figure to achieve balanced growth.based on a formulaic
model. However, the employment land figure is the same in this Plan as on the
previous consultations. Whilst Shropshire Council say the new housing figure is
solely related to the extra 2 year period of the Plan, they have not similarly amended
the employment figure for the extra time period and amended housing (and this was
before they included the 30ha of Black Country overspill within the 300ha figure).
This questions, therefore, the justification put forward for the employment land
supply total. _ -

B. Policy $15 - Shifnal - Unsound

B1. Shifnal Housing

1.1 The amount of windfall housing proposed is unsustainable: the proposed windfall
allowance would constitute nearly 30% of the total additional housing proposed.
There is limited scope for such housing within the development boundary which
would then place great pressure to allow significant exception housing on
Safeguarded Land and Green Belt areas, contrary to national and Neighbourhood
Plan policies. There shouid be less uncertainty as to the means of providing the
required housing guideline figures and to where such housing should be located.
The local community should be given more certainty as to how additional housing
requirements proposed for the town will be met.

1.2 National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 70 states “where an allowance
is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there should be
compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. Any aliowance
should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing land availability
assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends”. Shropshire
have provided no evidence under any of these categories to justify its windfall
allowance for the town, contrary to national policy and so the Plan is unsound as not
being consistent with national policy as required by the NPPF. The Town Council
has also on previous consultations drawn attention to this point, but Shropshire
Council have failed to respond as required under the Gunning case law and their
own Statement of Community Involvement.

1.3 Because of the impact of allocated housing sites on the release of Safeguarded
Land and Green Belt land to meet proposed and future housing, it is essential that
the amount of housing that such sites will provide is based on unambiguous figures
relating to area and density. National Green Belt policy requires exceptional
circumstances for the release of Green Belt land and full consideration to alternative
sites. This is not possible if there is uncertainty and discrepancy in such figures.
There is considerable disparity on the size of allocated housing sites and housing
densities proposed between various-documents upon which the Plan is based.

1.4 Unfortunately, the Plan does not provide information on the size of the three
allocated housing sites (and hence the densities required), although this information
was shown on the Preferred Sites consultation. No reason is given for this essential
information not being included in the subsequent Draft Pre Submission Pian or the
current Plan. Information was subsequently obtained for the Town Council from a
Planning Officer on the Draft Pre-Submission Plan the figures quoted below for the
current Plan, are those provided by the Officer. However, this information has not
been made publicly available by Shropshire Council. This is considered to be
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contrary to the Gunning-case law requirement that there should be sufficient
information made available for the public to give intelligent.consideration. The fact
that such a crucial piece of information on the size and density of proposed housing
sites, has not been made publicly available so that an informed response can be:
made by the public, is considered to make the Plan legally flawed.

1.5 Housing Site SHF022/pt023. Stated to be 5.3ha at a density of 18.8dwg/ha on
"Plan. But on the Preferred Site (PS) consnltation this was eaid ta ha R Rha ata
density of 28.57dwa/ha. The Planning Officer said that the difference was related to
gross not net area, but there was no explanation of this in the Plan or indeed the PS
consultation. The latter clearlv showed the same allorated site and thera wae
nothing in the PS plan to state that this was a net area only The public are entitled to
see all relevant evidence detailed in the consuitation. A further inconsistency is found
in the Green Infrastructure Strategy for Shifnal (part of the evidence base) which

_gives the site area as 4hal

1.6 Housing Site SHF013. Stated to be 2.6ha at a density of 24.7dwg/ha. However,
the site area on the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) is given as 3.87
ha. The density of housing on allocated sites on the PS for Shifnal was
28.57dwg/ha. No reason has been given why a different density is now proposed for
this site. At the PS proposed density, this would give a total housing provision for the
site as 74 on the Officer’s stated 2.6ha and 111 based on the SLAA area stated for
the site being made available (comoared to 65 stated in the Plan\

1.7 Housing Site SHF015/029. Stated to be 3.3ha at a density of 19.8dwg/ha. These
sites are shown on SLAA with a site area available of 3.84ha. (the Green
Infrastructure Strategy says 4ha). Again no reason is given why the proposed
density is different to that proposed on the PS. At the previous PS proposed density,
the site would provide 94 houses on the Officer’s stated 3.3ha and 110 houses on -
“the SLAA area stated for the sites being made available (compared to 65 stated).

1.8 Based on PS densities and SLAA site areas (even if accepting the net area of
site 022/023) the three sites would provide 321 houses. To meet the required
additional housing need of 322 houses, therefore, and assuming a smaller windfall
allowance), less land would need to be allocated for housing and hence less land
removed from Safeauarded Land/Green Relt.

1.9 Shropshire Council- have not explained why the densities proposed are different
to those proposed on the PS consultation. nor indeed how thev came un with the
proposed densities. Government policy as set out in NPPF paragraph 123(a) seeks
to maximise use of land by increasing densities on land and 30 dwa/ha is an often
used average. At such a figure, the three sites could provide 336 houses, ie in
excess of the required housing.

1.10 As the amount of allocated land for housing impacts on the removal of
Safeguarding Land and hence the need to release more land from the Graen Relt ac
compensatory Safeguarding Land, it is essential that the size of allocated sites and
density of housing proposed is clear and unambiquous. so that the minimum amount
of land is used to meet the required total housing figure. The failure to provide this

information is contrary to case law and inconsistent with national policy and so
unsolind
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1.11 On the Preferred Scale and Distribution consultation, the Town Council
commented that the town needs to assimilate the current high housing growth and
for infrastructure development to catch up. It requested any additional housing
should be specifically phased for the post 2026 period. However, no such phasing is
proposed, and indeed the proposed delivery timetable is for housing before then.
SP7 of the Plan paragraph 3.51 states that to ensure there are no unnecessary
barriers to development, the Local Plan only seeks to apply phasing to site
allocations where this is linked to a specific infrastructure constraint. Both the Shifnal
section of the Preferred Scale and Distribution consultation and the Place Plan
(included as part of the evidence base for the Plan), refer to infrastructure constraints
in the town. Shropshire Council have not proposed any phasing of the allocated
sites, yet have given no reason why their own statement in policy SP7 does not
apply here and why the evidence in the earlier consultation, Place Plan and the
Town Council's comments, were not considered sufficient to justify phasing in accord
with policy SP7. This failure to justify their delivery timetable is considered to be
contrary to the Gunning case law requiring decision makers to provide evidence that
they took consultation responses into account and the Council’'s Statement of
Community Involvement that they will provide information on how people’s views -
have been handled. S

B2. Shifnal Employment

B2.1 Employment Land Figure

2.1 There is inconsistency and discrepancies in the stated land required and
allocated site area. As Green Belt fand is proposed to be removed for such
allocation, it is essential that it is made clear the precise amount of land required so
that the minimum amount of Green Belt is lost.

2.2 The Plan says that some 41ha of land is required, comprising 2ha of existing
allocated land and 39ha on one proposed site. However, Appendix 6 says that the
strategic employment land supply for Shifnal is 43.4ha with 2.6ha completed and
committed. Thus on this basis, on the Plan’s stated requirement of 41ha, with 2ha
already allocated and 2.6ha completed/committed, there would only be a need fora
new allocation of 36.4ha and not 39ha as proposed. ~

2.3 The Preferred Site (PS) consultation paragraph 3.2 stated that the proposed
employment guideline figure was 40ha requiring a new provision of 38ha. No
justification has been given for the additional 1ha now proposed

2.4 On the figures stated on the PS and current Plan, there is, therefore, a wide
variation of between 40ha and 43.4ha as the employment land guideline figure for
Shifnal, and a variation of between 36.4ha and 40ha on the additional land required.
There is yet a further variation, as the Employment Land Review 2019 (which is
quoted as one of the evidence documents used to prepare the Plan), states in Table
10.1 that 38ha is to be allocated.

2.5 Similarly, there is a variation in the stated size of the allocated site. The PS
consultation said the site was 40ha (15ha net), whereas the current Plan says the
site is 39ha (net 15.6ha). Thus the current Plan is stating a higher net figure on a
smaller site area. However, paragraph 5.212 of the Plan states that the additional
land is 40ha (net 16ha) ie. 1ha more of net development than the 40ha stated on PS.
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and u:smnuuon consuitation, the proposed empioyment iand guideiine figure for-
Shifnai was 1 {Zha existing aiiocation, i4ha new). it stated that “therefore, a

o
1=
minimum of 14.*:3 of ad dditional employment land wili need to be identified to achieve

the preferred ievei of empioymeni deveiopmenti in ihe fown". At a meeting beiween
the Council and Town Councii in March 2018, the Councii stated that the proposed
allocation was 14ha ¢

additional om'ﬂn"mnn’f fand. In an e-mail from a planning

poiicy officer in Juiy 2018, it was stated that “we have ideniified for...employment
fand... wili require approximately....provision for i4ha of additionai empioyment

Shropshire Coungcii, therefore, continuaily advised the Tow.. Councii that a total
'\*’ 16ha { "4. a2 addmona!\. was pm"osnd but then changed this to 40ha on the

Preferred Sites consuitation, which has now increased again to 41ha on the current
Pian. This is a significant (nearly 160%j) increase and ioss of Green Beit ftis not

considered that there is any reason for this that can be supported by the evidence

2 8 S'n.vpshire Council say there are locai circumstances for this st udden change
from 16ha to 1ha. These are stated as firstly being that er"p!m.'m ent development in
-Shrcns..:.e is deveioped at 40% of total land area such that 41ha wi
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i
. However, as Shropshire Counci sia*o in paragraph 5.212 of

settlement policy .," S (“This aspiration is based on hwo key assumptions shout
employmeni dev, a‘cgmem in Shropshire that empioyment land is developed fo
finished ficorspace at 40% of the total iand area “), this is a Shropshire, not Shifnai
specific percentage, vet the Council are only applyving it to Shifnal — no exslanation is
given for this inconsistency in application. Of more impertance, however, is that the

ure proposed for
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consultation document. Anpendix 2 A2 13 states that “The gross land area for this

deveiopment was then determined on the basis that ihe normai buiit fioorspace for
n.

Shropshirs is 40% of the total site area {or the total site area is normally 2.5 times
larger than the floorspace area), as shown in Table 8. This method is also applied fo

the Baseline Growih Scenario io identify the comparative employment land area
needed fo salisfy cumrent demand in the market” A pendix 2 A2 19 also states that
“Using these asst umptions and b s abnivino standarﬂ embiovment densities fo the
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types of employment proposed {and assuming that the normai built density
for Shropshire of 40% of the site area will continus), the anticipated jobs growth and
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employment land requirement has been calculated in Table 2.” Table 3 then sets out

the empioyment iand required as 304ha under a balanced growih objective as has
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been adopted by bhropshure his clearly shows that
Shropshire have airea nd figure in their ictal
L,OJn / wide emp'vym counting the 40% caicuiation
vhen now tryi iustify uge i in employment land. This is
noa agnan ich a larae ramaval of (Qraan
22 9804 ich a large remaoval of {zrear
2.9 Secondiv. Shropshire Councii say that commercial buiidings are deveioped as
singie storev buiidings. However, the tvpe of empiovment uses proposed are simtar
to other aiiccated sites in the County and no justification is given why Shifnai is again
being treated differently
2.i0 Sothere are in faci no iocai-circumsiances to justify the increase from ‘idha o
41ha, as the 16ha originalily proposed and announced to the Town Council, already

inciuded these adiusimenis which were appiied io ine whoie Couniv. There is.
therefore, no exceptionai circumstance io justify the removai of an additionai Z5ha of

--iand from the Green Beit. The proposed figure, therefore, does not constitute an
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exceptiionai circumsiance based on jusiifiabie and consisient evidence io remove
such a iarge area from Green Beit and so is unsound as conirary to nationai poiicy.

uncil statad that they have
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used a consisient mEUIOOOIOGV across ine bOUﬂ[V 'r-iowever nis is not ine case
here as bnropsnlre have not used this doubie counung metnooouoav on other

nmn]o\lmnnf land allocations in the Coun
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2.2 Shropshire Councii refer o ine need io baiance housing and empioyment in the
wn and state a need to deliver a level of employment growth in balance with the

s - e

anucmatec ievei of new HOUSIHO (paraqraon 5.2 seiiiement DOIICV O12).-
bnropsmre Councii are, therefore proposmg 4-iha of iand for IUSI 322 new nousmo

ag the rest of the 15800 } hnnelnn nuldnhno flnurn ie airoaadv comniatadicommittad €0 is
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not “anticipated”. This proporiion of empiovment iand to aniicipated housing. is far
higher than other setiiementis wiih no expianation to expiain the difference. it aiso

contradicts nravious degisions O of Shronehire Coungil when tha mglnrlhl of fhn 1800
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nouses were approveo, inus quesuonlng ine reasonlng_ pehnind ine current aiiocaiion

and why achieving such a ciaimed baiance and susiainabie deveiopment was not
S=dnrcrl n r\aeea‘ry bv Qhrr\nshire Canmnmeil in fl-\ ir rnr\anf' ﬂcnieians_
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2.713 On the most recent appiication for residentiai deveiopment for 100 houses in

2018 ‘(gnnrn\larl ac an avpnnhnn to nnlm\l\ the gnnlmgnfe submittad an omnle\lm nt

iand assessment which conciuded that a maximum of Zha empiovmenti iand for
Shifnai couid oniy be justified up to 2026. This was on the basis that an additionai

over 1000 houses had alraarlv heen ar\nrn\lod for the town as avrantinne tn nr\ll cies
-l - UAU\I.‘JLIUI I WS

{some 40% increase in ine size of ihe town). Shropshire Councii accepied this
assessment as credibie and approved the deveiopment ( which aiso inciuded ihe

ince nf omnlr\umanf alincated Iond\ It is ngte\'n'lerfhv that the other 1000 houses had

aiso been approved withoui requiring any baiancing empioymeni iand to be
provided, and indeed one of these deveiopments aiso inciuded the deveiopment on

existina emnloyvment land. When challenaed at a nuhlm mnohnn on the Preferred

Sites consuitation wihv Shropshire had accepied a maximum of Zha of empioyment
aiiocated land as being the need for an additionai 1100 houses, vet was now saying
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41ha was required for just 322 houses, the Council simpiy staied that the previous
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figure was “wrong”. No reason was given why ‘it was wrong when it was produced by
consultants and had been accepted by the Council. If the Council are saying that
their previous decision was wrong (together presumably with their decisions to grant
the other 1000 houses without additional employment land), then the local
community are justified in questioning whether the current proposais by the Councii
are similarly wrong, especially as these are not backed by a reasoned analysis by
censuitants as previously. '

2.14 Shropshire Council say that their concern is to secure a better balance between
the committed scale of housing and an assumed deficit in employment land. This
scaie of housing was aiready proposed when the Councii accepted the ioss of
existing and allocated employment land in granting residential developments, and
fully accepted in 2016 the consultants conclusions that only 2ha employment land
provision was required. No compeiiing evidence has been submitied to jusiify what
has changed since then to firsily propose a requirement of 16ha, and now 4 1ha, and
why it did not fee! that Shifnal had a deficit then, but only a couple of years later and

with no significant additional housing development planned, it does have a deficit
now.

2.15 As the local community have pointed out on previous Plan consultations, as
most of the recentiy approved exception housing has now been buiit and occupied -
before this additional employment land will be developed, then these residents will
already have employment. It is most unlikely, therefore, that the significant land
reiease now proposed wiii meet the needs of existing residenis and so affect the
claimed balance deficit. By allowing such a disproportionate amount of empioyment
iand, it is more likely that this will lead to increased commuting into these
empioyment areas from ouiside the town and resuit in great pressure from
developers to provide more housing, with potential adverse impacts on protection of
Safeguarded Land and Green Belt.

2.16 Shropshire Council commented on the recent residential permission, that
shouid a specific employment investment arise in the future that required additional
iand, then this.couid be considered on its own merits as an exception io poiicy. As
the Town Council previously commented, if a specific employment investment arose
in the future that would clearly support the specific needs of the town and require
policy. This would avoid the problems stated above with the current guideline figure
proposed and would ensure that only sustainable development to meet the needs of
the town was approved. Shropshire Councii has again given no reason wiy their
previous view is no ionger considered appropriate to justify releasing such a large
amount of Green Belt land.

2.17 It is also considered that Shropshire Council have failed to take into account
other justifiable evidence when considering whether exceptional circumstances exist
for the empioyment iand figure proposed, notabiy past irends and the current
adverse effects on the economy from Covid-19. Whilst the originally proposed 16ha
(16ha additional employment land) is considered more justifiable than the 41ha now
proposed, it is considered that a figure of around 8ha (6ha additionai) wouid be
more reaiistic and, more importantiy in Green Beit terms, achievabie figure io meet
the needs of the town. This wouid aiso accord with the concems expressed by the
pubiic in the Neighbourhood Plan to keep changes to the Green Beit to the minimum

22



required to solely meet the needs of the town. it wouid also minimise the likelihood
of employment aliocated iand not being used for employment purposes and then
being approved for residential development as the town has only recently
experienced. in view of the fact that the Local Plan will be subject to further review
before the expiry date of 2038, it is considered that to protect Green Belt land from
unnecessary loss, a cautious approach should be taken with employment land
supply, which can then be reviewed when the-effects of Covid-19 can be better
assessed and actual take-up of such land assessed.

2,18 In allocating such a large area of iand, Shropshire Council have not taken into
account the fikelihood of attracting employment when there is such a high provision .
of aiternative employment land aiready provided or committed in adjacent areas that
fall within the M54 Strategic Corridor. 154 adiacent to junction 2 of the M54 has 24ha
available on Phase 2 (which could accommodate over 1msq.ft. of buildings) plus
land available still under Phase 1. At Featherstone near Junction 2, a 24ha site will
be abie to develop some 850000sq.it. The West Midiands interchange is a major
strategic site recently granted planning permission, with good access to the
motorway network. It is stated that it could provide some 8500 jobs and 8m sq.ft. of
buiidings. This would be in addition to the proposed on site raii terminal which wili be
a major attraction to inward investment. This site is also close to a new development
at Four Ashes where a 450000 sq.ft. building is available. At Sutton Coldfield, some
2..62m sa.ft. of buiidings are being promoted. in Teiford, a 10ha site at Newport is
being deveioped and a 21ha site at Hortonwood. It is estimated that there is some
162ha of available empioyment iand in Teiford , pius a number of industriai units.
There are aiso a number of large industrial buildings available in the West Midlands
(eg Cannock, Wolverhampton, Wilienhali, Hilton Cross), and a large business park at
Stafford ciose to Junction 14 of the M6. Further, there will be competition from sites .
with a ciose connection to the proposed HS2 that are likely to be more attractive to
strategic employment than Shifnal: it is noted for instance that a 140ha site next to a
HS2 interchange is being promoted at Soliihuii which wili provide 25000 jobs and 6m
sa.ft of emplovment pius housing.

2.19 Before removing Green Belt, NPPF paragraph 137 states that the Councii
shouid be able to demonstrate that it has examined fuily all other reasonabie options.
The Plan in aliocating such a large area of empioyment iand in Shifnal in the Green
Beit has provided no evidence to show that it has taken into account the amount of

does not consider these alternatives will meet any need in the area, or what
evidence it has to substantiate its comments that there are a number of interested
businesses that would iocate to Shifnal, despite the costs of first developing the site
and the requisite infrastructure, especially off-site highway improvements. it is
considered, therefore, that the allocation of this amount of land in Shifnal by
removing it from the Green Belt is contrary to national planning policy and, therefore,
unsound

2.20 The Green Beit Exceptionai Circumstances Statement refers to Shifnal being a
key iocation providing links to the M54 corridor and to provide suppliers to Bridgnorth
empioyment sites (paragraph 8.107). No evidence has been submitted to
substantiate this claim. The reality is that suppliers to Bridgnorth will locate to
Bridgnorth (where significant new empioyment land is also proposed) not Shifnal.
Similarly, suppiiers to manufacturers based in Telford will iocate to Teiford where
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thoro are established indictrial astatae and vacant land with hetter access that.does

-

not need a large investment in hlghway improvements. Companies will not want
arnees alona a country lane.

2.21The M54 has no access north onto the M6, and those travelling south on the M6
cannot access direct the M54. This will be a-significant constraint for Shifnal to
attract occupiers in competition with Telford and the West Midlands. (the Jaguar
engine plant on 154 was only located there because of the grants available and that it
was servicing the plant at Castle Bromwich south of M54).

2.22Shropshire Council say that planned provision of new land for employment
opportunities in the past has been limited. This is an incorrect statement. For a
substantial period at least 12ha of land was allocated for employment land adjacent
to the existing industrial estate (this is hardly a “limited” amount as it is similar to the
14ha proposed in the Preferred Scale and Distribution consultation). There was no
take up for this land which eventually was taken up by an educational establishment.
It is considered that the past take-up of employment land in the town is a truer
reflection of employment need in the town than the arguments now being put forward
to try to justify such a large increase in allocated land and removal of Green Belt.

2.23 In a meeting with Shropshire Council in March 2018, the Town Council were
told that a number of proposals for deliverable employment land in the town had
been received and that they would provide this evidence. At a subsequent meeting in
August 2018, the Shropshire Council again advised that there was significant
demand for economic development. No such evidence has been made available to
support this claimed need. indeed the proposed site was advertised in the Council’s
investment opportunities brochure, but in response to a question, they stated in
October 2019 that no formal approaches or expressions of interest to invest had
been received.

2.24The Strategic Sites & Employment Areas Assessment is part of the evidence
‘base quoted by Shropshire Council as informing the Plan. This assessed an
employment land requirement 2013-2026 of only 5ha (with 4ha allocated this meant
an addition of only 1ha). it stated that there were no employment issues for the
Shifnal Place Plan area and recommended no new employment land allocation for
Shifnal. It also commented that market agents felt there was insufficient demand to .
justify further development and that the market for industriai premises, and as an
employment location, Shifnal was overshadowed by Wolverhampton and Telford.
Although specific to the industrial estate, it also stated that stakeholders feit that the
present ievel of market demand does not justify further development of offices and
industrial premises. This is even more applicable with Covid-19 impacts. These
comments reinforce the point that only a limited amount of employment land, and
consequently loss of Green Belt, can be justitied as an exceptional circumstance.

2.25 Although the employment land guideline figure of 41ha is stated to be for the
current Plan period up to 2038, comments in the Plan and the Employment Land
Review, suggest that much of this guideline figure is proposed for beyond 2038.
Appendix 7 of the Plan includes a delivery timetable for the allocated site of beyond
2038. The Employment Land Review aiso states that the Local Plan Review .
identifies a preferred employment iand guideline between 2016-36 of some 16ha .
with a further 24ha providing for the successive plan period to 2056. it then states
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that the proposed 38ha (compared to 41ha now proposed) could be either allocated
in its entirety or partially safeguarded for use in the successive plan period to 2056.
Similarly, the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Statement para 8.153 states
that the allocated site will help boundaries become permanent limits to development
beyond 2038.

2.26 These comments again cast doubt on the justification of the allocation of 41ha
for'the current Plan period and the exceptional circumstances claim for the loss of
Green Belt. It appears that most of the land is not required in the current plan period
but subsequently, in which case, it would be more appropriate to allocate it as
Safeguarded Land for future consideration, rather than allocate now as an
employment site for the current Plan period as proposed.. It also further questions
Shropshire Council's arguments for increasing the original 16ha to 41ha, as it states
that only 16ha is required for the Plan period and the further 24ha (or 25ha now) for
the subsequent Plan period.

2.27 This justification for the employment land allocation is further questioned by
ambiguity in the reasoning for the employment. The Plan firstly states that the
employment is required to meet the anticipated housing growth and
housing/employment deficit ie the land is required to meet the needs solely of Shifnal
to achieve a balanced growth (the balanced growth calculation for 1500 houses
would require 16ha not 41ha). However, the Plan then states that Shifnal is to
function as a sustainable investment location for the M54 corridor and to become a
growth point within the sub-regional area of the West Midlands. It says in paragraph
8.14 that it is to “provide Class B2 and B8 uses to service the sub-regional supply
chains along the A5, M54 and M6 cormidors and with some E(g) uses and secondary
employment uses to meet local needs for employment in Shifnal and in the east of
the County” ie it is required to meet sub regional and County needs and that only
secondary uses are needed to meet local Shifnal needs. These are conflicting
objectives with no details given as to how Shifnal would accommodate such sub
regional growth, how much such growth would be likely, where this growth would be
- located, how the infrastructure of the town would be developed for this growth and
how the town would retain its village character and sustainability if it is to meet
development not required to meet the needs of the Town. As Green Belt land is
proposed to be removed to provide employment land, it is considered essential that
there is clarity in the proposals for the town, rather than an ambiguous statement that
sometime within the Plan period the town will be expected to meet sub-regional and
not Shifnal generated needs. No alternative sites have been considered in the Plan
for meeting this additional growth, so by removing a large area of Green Belt at th|s
time for unplanned growth, is contrary to national Green Belt policy.

2.28 The Town Council are also concerned that the proposed Local Economic
Growth Strategy for the town has not been progressed and question whether this is
related to Shropshire Council’s apparent determination to allocate 41ha of
employment land despite detailed planning arguments against such a provision and
local opposition. In February 2019, Shropshire Council referred to the preparation of
these local growth strategies for the main market towns, including Shifnal. They
stated that the strategies would create a shared economic vision for each town,
working closely with each town council and local stakeholders, and encouraging
them to make their thoughts known and “to take ownership of their strategies”. The
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strategies were to act as an evidence-base for the local plan-and would fully align
with the Place Plans for the towns. ’

2.29 These strategies were, therefore; seen as an important part of the economic
basis for the towns in the local plan review, being produced as a close co-operation
between Shropshire Council, the town council and local-businesses, so that there
was a clear iocal input into employment land requirements of the local plan.

Howaver, wrniiet ali the g[nnr market inwne have had ihair erraregnes g;mraecng ang
draft proposals consulted upon, Shropshire Council have failed to progress a
strategy for Shifnai. At a meeting with Shropshire Council in November 2018, the
Town Council agreed 1o'co-operate in a sirategy for the town, but Shropshire Council.
have not taken this any further. it seems coincidental that the failure to progress a
strategy for Shifnal from early 2019, occurs at the same time as the Town Council
and ocz! residentis chiscted to the sudden inocreass in sliorsted land from 18hato
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40/41ha on the Preferred Sites consurtatlon

B2.2 Aliocated Empioyment Site

2.30 . Ac well as considering that ihe allpcation of 41ha ot Green Beli iand for
empioyment in Shifnai is unsound for the detailed reasons set out above, it is also
considered that the allocation of SHF 18b and 18d as an empioyment site and the
reasoning behind this ailecation o iustity its removal irom the Green Beit, are
unsound and oontrary to sustalnablllty legal requirements

231in plannmg and Green Beit terms, ft is iilogical and contrary to good pianning
-principies, to-ailocate iand tor-deveiopment whiist ieaving undeveioned iand-behroen
it and the town boundary. Towns shouid expand out incrementally so that new
deveiopment clearly visuaily and functionaily reiates to the town and does not appear
-as isoiated and deiached deveiopment. By ieaving the land between Stanton -Road
and Lamiedge Lane (SHF018a /P 14) undeveioped, this is the unacceptable resuit.
The proposed site would in effect “jump over” this intervening iand, which is
considered-an unacceptable-torm-of-planning-development -t is-considered,

therefore, thati this alternative site shouid be aiiocated {0 meet the emoioyment iand
requirement that can be justified.

2.32 Shropshire Councii have said that development of iand west of Stanton Rd
should also address its functionali relationship with Shifnal Industrial Estate and
Lamiedge Lane beyond. However, as the access to the former is onto-Lamledge
Lane, there can be no such functionai reiationship. indeed site SHF018a/P14 has a
much greater functional relationship than the proposed site. This again places a
gunactian avar tho mseanxnn and i fu wctificatinn nut farward far talnnn tha mez.}t_}e.ed site
out of the Green Belt.

2.33 The Plan states that the site would require significant improvements to the
whole of Stanton Road hefore the employment site is used and that no traffie will go
westbound into Shifnal. No evidence has been submitted on what these
improvements wouid be, how much they wouid cost, how the development would be
able to meet this cost, how the Council wilt ensure that the works will be carried out -
before the empioyment use commences, nor how siopping traffic going west wiii be

. poiiced. Recent iarge scale housing deveiopments have taken place and most of the
houses aiready occupied without required oti-site highway improvements vet being
impiemented. This casts doubi that the highway works siaied to be essentiai here,
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would be implemented before the site was developed. To be sound, the Plan needs
to be effective and deliverable: in view of the costly and major infrastructure works
required, the lack of evidence on the deliverability of these is unsound.

2.34 The Green Belt Review assessment includes both the Safeguarded Land and
the proposed site west of Upton Lane as one parcel. It states that it is more closely
associated with the wider Area of open countryside to the east of Shifnal than the
settlement edge to the west; and that releasing the land from the Green Belt wouid
lead to a level of encroachment in to the countryside to the east of Shifnal and a
narrowing of the gap between Shifnal and Albrighton and weaken the integrity of
neighbouring Green Belt. Of the two sites, SHF018a/P14 would minimise these
adverse effects compared to the proposed site. ' '

2.35 The ailocation of iand to the east of Upton Lane (Shif18d) contradicts Green
Belt objectives. The Green Belt Review assessment states in regard to this parcel of
land that “there are no readily recognisable boundaries to the east (the Plan
specificaily states the need to “create” an effective boundary to the north, east and
south). This parcel contains no built development and is more closely associated
with the wider area of open countryside to the east of Shifnal than the settlement to
the west. The land siopes away to the east. Reieasing this parcel from the Green
Belt would lead to encroachment into the countryside to the east of Shifnalanda
slight narrowing of the gap between Shifnal and Albrighton. The release of western
section of P13a would lead to a High ievei of harm to the Green Belt.” Shropshire
Council, however, say in paragraph 5.211. of Settlement Policy S15 that the ‘
employment allocation is releasing land of Moderate-High harm. This is an incorrect
statement. There is no justification, therefore, to support removing this land from the
Green Belt.

2.36 National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 139(f), aiso states that Green
Belt boundaries should be defined clearly, using physical features that are readiiy

recognisable and likely to be permanent. The Green Beilt Review specifically says

that this is not the case with the land east of Upton Lane. |

2.37 The proposed extension of the proposed site east of Upton Lane would be
contrary to national policy and Shropshire Council's own Green Belt Review :
assessment of the land. It would constitute an unacceptable encroachment into the
countryside, has no recognisable, permanent boundary, and would cause High harm
to the Green Belt. It would also be contrary to the Green Belt Review’'s comment that
Upton Lane forms a clearly defined boundary. There are, therefore, no exceptional
circumstances to release this land especially when there are alternative sites
causing less harm, such as the Town Council’s preferred site.

2.38 National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 137 states that the strategic
policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate that it has examined fully all
other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development before
changing Green Belt boundaries. It is not considered that Shropshire Council has
complied with national policy in this context and so that the Plan is unsound, as it
hae nat demanstrated \Alh\l the allocation of SHFQ18a/P14 or nari thereof ignota
more reasonable option for meeting any employment need. This land is in a more
sustainable location and has a lower minus sustainability appraisal score. It also has



a similar site area to SHF 18b and would meet the original requirement of 14ha of
additional land {without the unjustified expansion of a further 24ha).

2.39 A significant part of the site, SHF18d, was allocated at the Preferred Site
consultation despite the site not having being assessed in the sustainability
appraisal. It is a legal requirement that a local planning authority must carry out a
sustainability appraisal of each of the proposals in a plan “during its preparation”.
The site was proposed at the Preferred Sites consultation but no-appraisal was -
carried out before proposmg the site. The allocation of this site without a
sustainabiiity appraisal and without at that time comparing its susiainabiiity with
reasonable alterative sites.(as. proposed by the local community).i is.contrary to
legal, policy and national guidance.

2.40 The alternative land at SHF18a/P14, has a lower deficit sustainability appraisal -
score than the allocated site. Policy SP3 Climate Change 1a refers to the need to
miniinise the need to travel and maximise the ability to make trips by sustainable
modes of transport; 1d to prioritise the use of active travel through the creation and
enhancement of walking and cycling links within and between new developments
and from new developments to existing neighbourhoods and community facilities in
accordance with Policy DP28; 1e to encourage new development to link to and
where possible integrate public transport. Policy SP4 Sustainable Development’
refers to the presumption in favour of sustainable development. On all these policy
requirements, the alternative site is better iocated to comply as it is closer to the
town and adjacent to existing public footpaths, whereas the proposed site has no
existing or proposed footpath link to the town. No comparative assessment has been
carried out on these policy issues to justify the allocated site.

2.41 This point is reinforced by the November 2018 SLAA. This said that SHF18a
offers the potential to safeguard land to support the long term growth of a large scale
new employment area to the east of Shifnal. This confirms its suitability to meet the
employment needs of the town for the Plan period. it also questions the need to
remove SHF18d from the Green Belt which is assessed as having HIGH harm.

2.42 The November 2018 SLAA on the allocated site SHF18b and d stated that
whilst empioyment development is generally considered achievable and viable, to
confirm these conclusions, a viability assessment will be undertaken to inform the
Local Plan Review . No such viability assessment accompanied the Preferred Sites
consultation when the site was allocated nor has it been added to the ewdence base
since to show that the site is deliverable and so sound :

2.43 The November 2018 SLAA stated that SHF18a had a fair sustainability rating
due to its accessibility to many of Shifnal’s facilities, whereas both SHF18b and d
were stated as having limited accessibility to these facilities. This supports the

comments in paragraph 2.40 above regarding compliance with policies SP3 and SP4
of the Plan.

- 2.44 lt is a legal requirement that an authority preparing a plan must do so “with the
objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development”. The above
comments on sustainability appraisals, SLAA comments and compliance with
policies in the Plan itself, show that Shropshire Council have not met their legal
responsibility on the allocation of this site.
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2.45 Case law in the Gunning principles states that when consulting on a plan,
proposals must be at a tormative stage and not been pre-determined. Evidence
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Preierred Sites consuitation stage, wouid cast doubt on whether the Councii met this
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¢ On the Preferred Site consultation when the sﬁe was first proposed despite
not being tuily sustamaomty appralseo in paragraph 18.22 o'r bec’uon 18 on
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recognises the important contribution the landowner and their develobment
partners WIII make to the ruture of Shitnal in bnnglng tne land torward for
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Council has not provided anv evidence to support this statement, or how the
Council would ensure that development does occur expeditiously. By making
this statement in advance of consuiting the Town Councii and the iocai
community on the proposed allocation suggest that the wishes of the
iandowner had pre-determined the Councii in aiiocating the site.

e Shropshire Council published an Invest In Shropshire brochure produced
eariy In 2019 and which is stili on their website advertising investment
opportunities. The brochure describes the site as a medium aspirationai site
and that the site is a potential emplovment site subiect to the Local Pian
Review. It turther states that “in response to market demand the authority wiil
consider making these potieniiai new sites avaiiabie for deveiopment’. Tne
alternative land at SHF18a/P14 was stated as beina available for emplovment
in the SLAA, yet this land was not simiiarly advertised as a possibie
investment opporiunity io show that fuii consideration was given to
alternatives in the Green Ralt,

e It appears that the proposed increase from 16ha to 41ha in employment land
for the town between the Preferred Scale and Distribution consultation and
Preferred Site consultation was to accommodate the allocation of this land
rather than being Justitied on the needs of the town. | his is supported by the
so caiied iocai circumsitances inat suddeniy appeared on the Preferrea Sites
consultation to try to justify the increase in employment land so that this site
could be allocated in full.

B83. Safeauarded Land
3 1 Case law under the Gunning principie states that information must be sufficient

o give inteiiigent consideration 1o the consuitation and that sucn information must be
easﬂv interpretable. Other case law also states that information should be in a single
accessibie compiiation and not require a search of a disparate coliection of
documentis. However, the Pian Taiis 1o give parcei references 1o ine proposed
Safequarded Land. nor are these individual parcels identified on the proposals Map.
it is not possible, therefore, for the pubiic to be abie to relate the parceis to other

documents accompanylng the Fian inciuding tne sustainabiiity appraisai (itis aiso
noted that inere is no pian with the sustainabiiity appraisai for the pubpiic 10 be abie 10
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clearly identify the specific parcel reference numbers to their location). The Plan is,
therefore, considered to be leaallv flawed in this respect.

3.2 There is also an inconsistency-in the size of parcels of land included as proposed
Safeguarded Land, which affects the total land proposed to be released from the
Green Beit. The iand described as iand beiween A464(south) and Park Lane is
stated to be 9.6ha. Yet on the Preferred Site consuitation, the same parcei of land is
said to be 13ha. No explanation is given in the Plan why the site area has suddenly
been given a smalier site area and consequentiy reducing the stated area removed
from the Green Beilt.

3.3 It is noted that the area of Safeguarded iand is with one exception, ihe same as
that proposed at the Preferred Sites consultation. The reasons given for the inciusion
of such a large area of land being removed from the Green Beit (92.8ha) are the
same as on previous consultations. The Town Council and local community raised
objections to this proposal at both the Preferred Site and Draft Pre Submission Plan
consultations, supported by detailed technical arguments to disprove the Council's
exceptional circumstances reasons for removing this land from the Green Belt, and
suggesting more appropriate aiternatives (these are set out again below for
information). However, at neither the previous consultation, nor on the current Plan,
has the Council responded to these objections, simply reiterating the same points it
used originally. This is contrary to Gunning case law that decision makers must be
shown to have given conscientious consideration to consultation responses-and
must provide evidence to show how they took such responses into account. itis
aiso unsound as the objections made questioned the deliverability of the proposals in.
the Plan and the Council in failing to respond to these concems, has not shown that
the Plan is effective or consistent with national policy.

3.4 The Town Council have put forward as an aiternative to the aiiocated
employment site, part of sites SHF18a/P14. This land would meet the 6 ha of
additional employment land proposed by the Town Council or indeed if it was
considered that Shropshire Council’s original 14ha of additional land to the 2ha
existing was appropriate, it would also meet this requirement, and so should not be
included as Safeguarded Land. If it was accepted that only 6ha of employment land
was required, then the remaining part of the this site not required at this time to be
allocated should remain as Safeguarded Land. If considered necessary, it would
then be more appropriate for Shif18b to be allocated as Safeguarding Land rather

. ~ ] ¥ hif10A ini n
than allccated as employment land with Shif18d remaining as Green Belt.

3.5 With respect to the iand to the south and west of the town, Shropshire Councii
say this.is required as a future strategic housing extension to create a new
neighbourhood community, and put forward a number of points seeking to justify the ,
contribution that this new “community” will make to the town. Shropshire Councii
refer to a “planned strategy beyond 2038", to provide for future housing needs
beyond 2038 and this is a “strategic extension (including viable) representing a
deliverable location for further growth and deveiopment”. Throughout the Pian and
supporting documents, great emphasis is placed on Shifnal being developed to meet
strategic growth, yet saying at the same time that it needs balanced growth to meet
the needs of the town.
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3.6 The principal reason for the substantial release of Green Belt, therefore, is not to
meet the specific needs of the town, but to meet. Shropshire Council's underlying
objectwe to expand the town to become a strategic centre. It is considered that this
is contrary to the Neighbourhood Plan objectives, to the views of the local community |
on how they wish their town to develop in the future, and is an unrealistic objective in
view of the town’s size and position in relation to Telford and Wolverhampton. Itis
considered, therefore, that the proposed exceptional circumstances for justifying the
release of such a large area of Green Belt, are unrealistic and unjustified; do not

stand up to detailed scrutiny, and so do not comply with national pollcy on Green -
Beilt.

3.7 The Plan particularly refers to the role that Shrfnal would play to provrde strategrc '
economic development in the M54 strategic corridor. However, as pointed out in
paragraph 2.18 above, there is a plentiful supply of already committed employment
land in nerghbounng authorities in this corridor. With the significant reduction in
economic development caused by Covid-19, and likely limited demand for new land
-in the foreseeable. future, it is an unsustainable assumption that Shifnal.would attract . .

such strategic employment development to justify the release of such large areas of
Green Belt.

38ltis especrally noted in the Green Belt Excephonal Clrcumstanoes Statement that .
Shropshire Council want to “change the capacity” of the town and for it “to perform
the same role:as Bridgnorth”®. Shifnal is less than half the size of Bridgnorth,.is .
surrounded by Green Belt whereas Bridgnorth only has Green Belt on one side, and -
is only 2 miles from the major town of Telford that provides all major service and
facilities.in very close proximity. By reason of its.size and much further distance .
away from Telford and Wolverhampton Bridgnorth is far more: capable of. attractrng \
and maintaining strategic services and facilities than Shifnal, which cannot compete’
with.its_proximity to Telford, no.matter what s_lze,Shropshlre expects.it to. expand to
Ali that would happen is that Shifnal would yet again experience a large increase in
housing without any corresponding development of the “strategic” infrastructure
claimed by Shropshire Council. Although reference-is made to Shifnal provrdmg a’
strategic function, this role is already being served in the east of Shropshrre by
Telford. The proposal to designate the former Ironbridge Power Station as a
.Strategic. Site: (which. is outside the Green Belt) will enhance the role of Telford.as the -
strategic settlement for the east of the County; and will provide a defined strateglc o
site outside the Green Belt to meet any strategic development requirements in the
east of the County, rather than expecting Shifnal to perform such arole. Itis
unreasonable and contrary to the Government’s objective to protect the Green Belt,
‘to expect Shrfnal to develop asa oompntmg strateglc centre.

3.9 The conflicting objectrves berng proposed for the long term future of the town as
a means of justifying the removal of such a large area of Green Belt are contrary to
national policy réquirements in paragraph 135 of the:NPPF for- estabhshmg whether -
exceptional circumstances exist. It is clear from the Place Plan, Neighbourhood Plan
and views expressed by the communrty on earlier consultations, that the town do not
want to be a strategic location where a large amount 'of devélopment is.allowed,
substantially altering the existing character of the town. Shropshire Council have
failed to take into account local views and especlally the objectrves and vision for the

-~ future:of the town that the local: community fully endorsed in the recently approved

Neighbourhood Plan.
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310 Shifnal's ctose proxsrrnty to Telford and Wolverhampton mean that it is in an
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expect that the town would be developed such as to deliver the range of facrlmes and
servrces that Shropshire Council ciaim wouid foiiow trom such strategic housing

3.11Shropshire Council say that the town requires a “progressive and steady rate of
growth to permrt the mfrastructure of the town tobe |mproved in response to the
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happen and that the town would not end up with the stratecuc housmo exoansron
without anv such improvemenis in ;nfrae'l'rr iotura_ Indeed racent axnariancs in the
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town supporis ihe Town Councii's doubt ihat ihis wouid occur. Snropsnrre Councii
have recently approved some1100. new:-houses in the town (some 40% increase),
vet they have not ensured that any infrastructure improver'nents have been
|mpiemented The recent reality of a large expansion of the town is a more realistic:
scenario of what would happen if the proposed strategrc housing extension proposed.
for this safeguarded iand was accepied. o

3.12 The development is described as being a “new neighbourhood community”.
Shropshire Council acknowledge that the local view of Shifnal is the town retains the
character and “feel” of a village and its community wish it to remain so. The scale, '
location and development proposed, and its description as a “neighbourhood =
community” would see the proposal as a separate self contained entity and in effect
split the town into two. The character and feel of the town wouid be iost and instead
of one town, it could lead to two separate communities and make integration of new
residents into the town difficult. It would be contrary to one of the main objectives in
the Neighbourhood Plan about retaining the. small town character of the town and

i te"ratrn" new development into the fabric of the town.
-} -]

3.13 Shropshlre Council refer, as quoted above that the land is required for a
strategic éxpansion of the town “(including viable)”. There is no explanatron as to the
context of viability here and the wording does not make any clear sense inthe
sentence. Similarly the Plan refers to this land as a housing extension in one place
but a neighbourhood. community in the other. These are not the same types of
development and is yet another example of a lack of clarity in defining what is
proposed in the Plan. Clear and unambrguous proposals and supporting information
is essential in tryrng to justify that exceptlonal curcumstances exist to support such a
huge removal of fand from the Green Belt. This again shows that the Plan fails to
meet the legal requirement to be easily interpretable, especially as this point was

again made known in the previous consultatron but Shropshlre Councri have failed
to respond and clarify.the matter. :

3.14-As.on the Prefened Site and Draft Pre Submrssron Plan consultations,
Shropshire Council- have listed a number of delivery reasons to justify the proposed
neighbourhood community extensron Ob;ectrons were made to these reasons
supported by. detailed reasons to each pomt Shropshlre Council failed to respond
and address any of these at either the-previous Draft Pre Submission consultatron or
on the current Plan. It is considered, therefore that none of the “exceptional
circumstances” points put forward as belng the justrﬁcatlon for the removal of such a
iarge area from the Green Belt, stand up to scrutiny on planning or technical
grounds. They cannot, therefore, be considered to constitute the necessary
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exceptional circumstances to justify such a large release of land from the Green Belt
and this, together with the failure to respond to the consultation responses, is
contrary to national policy and case law..

3.15 To show that the exceptional circumstances put forward in the Plan for
removing this large area of land from the Green Belt are not supported by evidence,
the following detailed arguments are set out for the Inspector’s information. These
have been made known to Shropshire Council on previous consultations but they
have failed to respond.

(i) The Plan says that the “housing extension” will provide a new strategic highway
between the A464 south and A4169 (although para 5.215 (a) says B4169), will
effectively create a by-pass round the town and will enable through traffic to avoid a
principal highway junction in the town centre. In response:

e Shropshire Council has not carried out any public survey of the local
community to assess the local view on the need for such a strategic link. In
view of the significant impact of such a major development proposal,
Shropshire Council should have undertaken a full local consultation, with draft
plans of proposed routes, before proposing such a highway scheme.
Shropshire Council do not appear to have proposed such fundamental and
major highway schemes elsewhere in the County, without first fully engaging
the local community and taking full account of their views. To simply propose
such a scheme without such consultation is considered to be unsound.

e There was a strong opinion at the Preferred Site consultation public meeting
attended by Shropshire Council, against the need for such a strategic route.
Comments from the public since that meeting have supported this view.
There is no evidence to show that there are benefits to the town or that there
will be any positive contribution to the town, especially compared to the many
disadvantages that will arise from such a proposal.

e The proposal will not create a “by-pass around the town”, as stated in the
Plan documents. As proposed, it would only go around one quarter of the
town, so cannot be considered.to be a by-pass around the town as claimed.
So its strategic benefits will be very limited. If these strategic links are so
important to justify such an exceptional reason for removing a large area from
the Green Belt, why is it only being proposed for beyond 20387 Ifitis
considered to be so important to the town, why is it not being done now? This
undermines the strategic necessity being put forward.

¢ In view of the cost of such a strategic highway, there must be considerable
doubt that the proposed development would be able to meet such costs. As
this is crucial to Shropshire Council's argument for allocating such land, it is
considered that detailed costings and development viability analysis should
first be carried out and made public, to substantiate that the proposed
development can meet the costs of the highway works. There is considerable
doubt that development would meet the full costs of the works, which would
result in some costs falling on the public purse which would be unacceptable.
It can also only be considered as an exceptional circumstance to justify
removal from the Green Belt, if there is detailed evidence to fully support the
claim that the development can fully meet the strategic highway costs
involved.

¢ On the Preferred Site consultation Plan, the safeguarded land proposed here
included land between the A4169 and A464 north and that this was stated as
being required to provide a by-pass. As a significant amount of the likely
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traffic that would use the route would come from the A484north (hence the
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reason why the previous proposal took the foute from the A464north) the
traffic will eitherhave ton now j""‘ the ulu!"way viz In 'chc s E‘:d or moie hkely -
~ carry straight on along the A464, The new route will only be likely to serve the
new extens:on and then only for the small proportion of j journeys that would
be undertaken south to Wolverhampton. Existing residents would be unlikely
to use the route and for residents of the proposed housing extension, most of
their trips into the town and to Telford, the new route would not act as a
bypass, as they would still have to go through the town to access the A464
north. Traffic surveys carried out recently by the local community also showed
that there was littie through traffic, most of the traffic accessing the town itself,-
which again shows there is no traffic justification for the so called “by pass”
and so no exceptionai circumstances on this basis for the ioss of Green Beit.

e At a public meeting on the Preferred Sites consultation, Shropshlre Council
said that development of this land would avoid traffic going into the town. This
is incorrect, as traffic would still need to go into town to access services and
facilities in the town centre and north and east of the town (including the
secondary schooi and empioyment areas).

* As the proposed by-pass does not go all the way round the town, the new
residents of the neighbourhood community will stiil have to use the town
centre junction for the town centre, Aston St car park, new empioyment area,
Idsall School etc. It will, therefore, exacerbate this problem. In any event,
improvements to this junction are already planned to meet the current traffic
demands.

(i) The Plan states the housing extension will pmvrde highway tmpmvements at Five
Ways and innage Road. in response:

e Shropshire Council has already obtained S106 monies from the developers of
the recent large housing developments in the town, for improvements to '
Fiveways, to meet the increased traffic needs of the town. As this is already
planned for improvement to meet the large scale growth of the town,
Shropshire Council have failed to explain what further improvements are-
needed to meet these needs and why this housing was approved if the
improvement works already programmed are not now considered sufficient.
As improvements to Fiveways are, therefore, aiready planned and to be
impiemented shortly to ensure that S106 obligations are compiied with, this is
no justification to support the need for a new community.

¢ The problem with Innage Rd is purely on-street parking. This can easily be
deait with by stopping such parking and making aitemative parking proposais
for residents. indeed, such a proposal was recently identified and indeed put
into a planned programme by Shropshire Council but not implemented for
what appears to be politicai not pianning reasons. As there is a readily
impiementable solution availabie and previously promoted by Shropshire
Council, again, there is not the compelling justification required to support the
removai of Green Beit as proposed. indeed, by now proposing that the
housing extension wouid have to use innage Road to access the town and
Telford as the northern entrance/exit to the proposed by-pass, the proposal
would exacerbate the situation in innage Road (which is narrow, cannot be
widened and has a narrow railway viaduct which restricts traffic movement
along the road) rather than deliver an improvement as ciaimed.



(iii) The Plan states the housing extension will provide a significant.range and choice
of housing to meet local needs. In response:

Shropshire Council cannot know what.the housing needs of the town will be
beyond 2038. Until an assessment of needs is undertaken as and when a -
local plan is reviewed, it is presumptuous to make such a statement now.
Shropshire Council cannot know or make a reasonable assessment of a
town’s future housing needs so far in advance. It is unreasonable to use such
an unknown factor to justify release of Green Belt land.

(iv) The Plan states the housing extension will provide a future opportunity to
connect the A4169 and A464 through the railway embankment, creating a safety
valve for Fiveways. In response:

There is no technical evidence to substantlate that the railway arch between
parcels P17a and SHF017north can physically take the full volume and type
of traffic envisaged by a strategic highway, nor that Network Rail will give
authority for such use under their land. Evidence was provided to the
Preferred Sites consultation showing that the arch was not of adequate size
to take commercial vehicles and so only cars would be able to use this route.
Shropshire Council have not challenged this evidence. This undermines the
reasoning behind the proposal, as either the arch would need significant
change (almost certainly prohibitively expensive) or commercial vehicles
would still have to use the existing road network, making a one-way system
unworkable. As this land is not proposed to be removed from the Green Belt,
it undermines the comments about the long term benefits of this proposal, as
justification for its removal would need to be established at that time. Also, as
the proposed housing extension would have been completed by then, it would
be unviable for either a future developer, or indeed Shropshire Council, to
construct this link. It is, therefore, unacceptable to try to use this factor as a
reason to justify the current release of land from the Green Beilt.

(v) The Plan states the housing extension will provide increased access to
community facilities and commercial services and potential to offer further services.
In response:

As the majority of community facilities and commercial services are to the
north and east of the site, there can be no improvement in access. With the
scale of development proposed, there will be a considerable increase in traffic
to those facilities and services making access far worse. New residents from
the site going to the town centre shops, library, recreational and leisure
facilities (e.g. public houses and social facilities) will still have to use the
existing network, as no highway improvements are proposed to be prowded to
these sites.

Similarly, the main employment land is to the east of the town The proposed
by-pass does not go beyond the A464 south, so to access these areas will
require traffic passing through the town centre or using an unimproved Upton
Lane .Neither of these can be considered as improving access.

The future services said to be improved include schools, GP surgery and
other health care. The Town has recently had major housing extensions
expanding the town by some 40% (similar extension to that proposed now),
yet the health services have not been improved to meet the increased
demand, and the schools are struggling to expand to meet the increase in
pupil numbers and are at or nearly at capacity through site constraints and
access for further |mprovement There is no guarantee or planning controls to
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ensure that such improvements would be-delivered as claimed. Recent -
evidence of the reality of such housing development is considered to be a
more reliable indication-of likely future development .

e Similar arguments apply to the comment about retail and vehicle services. its
close proximity to Telford means that it is very unlikely that even an expansion
of the town as proposed, would be sufficient to offer a competitive position for
the type of retailers implied in the Plan to set up in the town as an alternative
to Telford. To use this as a factor to justify removal of such a large area of
Green Belt, Shropshire Council should submit a commercial viability report to
establish that the proposed housing extension would support the development
of these additional retail and vehicle services in competition with Teiford and
the Junction 4 petrol station.

(vi) The Plan states the housing extension will provide a significant gain in Green
Infrastructure and management of flooding. In response:

e The Green Belt Assessment confirms that this land is closely associated with
the wider countryside and development would encroach into the countryside
and weaken its contribution to the Green Belt and the critical gap between
Shifnal and Telford. The land, therefore, is already an important contribution
to the green infrastructure of the town. The proposed green infrastructure as.
part of a housing development on this land would not improve but harm the

- existing green infrastructure contribution of the iand to the town.
o improvements to flooding in the town are already part of a joint programme of
- action with the relevant agencies in the town. The site is at present
countryside. The additional substantial development proposed would be likely
to exacerbate flooding issues. Shropshire Council have not submitted any
technical evidence to support this claim and to show how flooding would be
improved and why this cannot be achieved without such development. This is
again considered essential evidence that should be provided to establish that
the claim that the housing would deliver improvements to an existing situation:
is technically feasible and realistic to count as an exoeptlonal circumstance for
the release of Green Beilt.
(vii) The Plan states the housing extension will provide improved access into the
town, o recreational open space and countryside in the Green Beit to enhance
environmental quality and access. in response:

¢ Shropshire Council have provided no evidence to show how this would be
achieved. For reasons given above, access to the town, recreational space
and Green Belt is likely to be worse with significant additionai traffic needing
to access that space. The proposed new road network would not improve
access, as access to these facilities would still have to be through the town. it
is also difficult to substantiate that such a iarge development on existing
unspoilt countryside, would improve “environmental quality” of the Green Belt.
As the Green Belt Assessment stated, development ot this iand wouid
weaken the contribution of the Green Belt.

3.16 The Plan states that these strateglc op_portunmes will address the structurai
constraints affecting the function of the town and improve strategic physicai, social
and economic infrasiructure. it is ciear, therefore, that the proposed extension is not
to meet the needs of the town itself, but to meet some future strategic need. The
iocal community has repeatedly voiced its objections to proposals to remove Green
Beit on the basis of strategic not iocai needs, but has received no response irom
Shropshire Council to these concems. It is not considered that there is justification
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for such a “strategic” expansion of the town and so this exceptional circumstance is
unsupportable. '

3.17 The recent large amount of housing approved made no provision for any
improvements in existing off site leisure, and particularly sports, facilities for the town
to meet the needs of the incoming residents. This has already placed great pressure
on those facilities to meet the increased leisure needs of the town. As developers will
only provide open space for their own residents within the development, the housing
extension will not result in any gain in overall leisure provision, but will place an even
~ greater burden on existing leisure, sports and social facilities in the town.

3.18 The Green Belt Review assesses the proposed land between the A4169 and
railway land as having a High level of harm to the Green Belt. This parcel forms part
of Parcel P17 in the Green Belt Review. This states that this parcel forms a large
part of the critical gap between the settlements of Shifnal and Telford. Its release
from the Green Belt would significantly weaken the integrity of the Green Belt in this
area with regard to Purpose 2 (to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one
another). The Review goes on to state that the parcel contains little urbanising
development, is open and forms an important part of the historic setting of Shifnal. It
has a strong relationship with the large area of open countryside to the south and
east. The Review concludes that releasing this parcel from the Green Belt would
lead to a loss of open countryside and encroachment on neighbouring areas,
weakening the role they play as Green Belt. By weakening the “critical” gap between
Shifnal and Telford, the site would have a very significant adverse effect on the
Green Belt. It is not considered that exceptional circumstances have been justified
for the removal of Green Belt that would cause High harm, or proper comparisons
made with alternative sites.

3.19 Shropshire Council have said that land between A464 west and M54 was not
pursued because it would close the gap to Telford which needed to be kept open,
and that it needed hard exceptional circumstances to consider development of that
land. This same analysis applies to the site between the A4169 and railway, as this
performs an identical function of keeping an open gap to Telford.

3,20 On the Preferred Sites consultation, Shropshire Council stated that they had
asked the owners of much of the proposed Safeguarded Land to the south and west
of the town for its inclusion. It was claimed that these parcels were required to meet
highway issues. This would again indicate that Shropshire Council pre determined
this allocation by asking the landowner for such a major removal of land from the
Green Belt without first consulting with the local community, contrary to the Gunning
case law requirement that consultation proposals should be at a formative stage.
The fact that Shropshire asked the landowner to make this land available without first
consulting the public, and that the Council has failed to address any of the
subsequent comments from the public on the Preferred Sites and Draft Pre -
Submission Plan consultations reinforces the doubt that the allocation of this land
was not pre determined. In any event, itis considered that the highway issues
supposedly behind Shropshire Council’s request to the developers to increase the
land removed from the Green Belt, are realistic. There is, therefore, no justification
for this proposal being put forward by Shropshire Council and for this area of land
being removed from the Green Belt.

3.21 Shropshire Council’s decision to in effect “allocate” future development
proposals for much of the Safeguarded Land proposed is also considered to make

37



e wwié g ot - .
ifie Flan unsound. Net.ena‘ Planning G OﬂC‘-' Framework saracraen 169{03 states that
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safeguarded land shotld not he a Snomed for develobment, especially as until a local’
pian is reviewed, it wiii not be known wnat development needs there are, at that time.
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from makma deveiopment and allocation choices at the anomnnate time in the tumre E
when thaose needs are TUIIV assessed- BV a:reaov numno forward develonmem‘
nroposals for most of the Safeouarded Land Shronshxre Council is actmq contrary to .
national policy and so is unsound under paragraph 35 of the NPPF.

3.22 it appears that Shitnhatl is bemq treated differently to the other settiements inthe .
Green Belt. There does not appear to be any proposed aliocation of proposed
develonment to Safeauarded Land in those settliements under the individuai
settiement policies in  the Pian. No-reason-is given why Shifnal is treated differently,
and no responses given as to how queries on this point on earlier consulitations,
have been taken into account. This is vet a further examble of propasais in the Plan
for Shifnal treated differently to other areas; this mcons:stency in application of
poiicies is considered {o be contrary fo nationai policy and unsound.

3.23 Nationat Planning Policy Framework paragraph 136 states “ Where a need for
changes to Green Beit boundaries has been established through strategic policies,
detailed amendments to those boundaries may be made through nan-strategic .
policies, including neighbourhood plans.” The Town Council consider, therefore, that
any other changes to Green Belt boundaries to provide for Safeguarding Land,
shouid be deferred and left to a review of the Neighbourhood Plan which the Council
has already agreed to undertake This wouid enable the local community to have a
significant input to anv such changes and refiects the approach to site seiection
propased in the Plan for Broselev (settlement nalicy S4.1 point 2 — “The
Neighbourhood Plan will include the strategy for achieving the housing and
emplovment guidelines for the Kev Cenfre of Broselev™. Again there is an
inconsistency in the Plan in proposals for Shifnal compared to other settlements.

3.24 In the Water Cycle Study that is part of the evidence base, Shifnal is noted as -
having constraints in both water sunpiv and sewerage. On the former it states that
any significant higher growth rate than that planned. would not be favoured and
require a reassessment of the Water Resource Management Plan. On the latter,
Shifnal is given a Red status that maior constrainfs have been identified and
upgrades required. Full consideration should be given to how these constraints
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3.25 The preposed Safegl_xarded I and includes only part of the Sub Opportunity Sh--
1a in the Green Belt Review Assessment evidence document. The Assessment

concluded that “this. area is located close to the eastern settlement edge of Shifnal
-and is related to the intervening topography or containment created by exmﬂnn
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develobment. It does not have a sirona relationship with the band of onen
countryside between Shifnal and Albrighton. it is unlikely its release would
significantly weaken the integrity of the Green Belt designation within this local area”.

The Review concluded that its release would cause Moderate harm_ it is considered

that no exceptional circumstances have been put forward to explain why only part of -
this Sub Opportunity area has been designated as Safeguarded Land and not the
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whole area, or why land which the Green Belt Assessed as Moderate-High harm,
has been proposed when this Sub-Opportunity area would have a lower harm level.
In not considering the appropriateness of reasonable alternatives when removing the

land from the Graan Ral'l' tha Plan ie r\nnfrnr\l tn natinnal hf\llf‘\l nn Croan Ralt and

hence unsound.
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3.26 1tis considered that the amount of iand probosed {o be removed from the
Green Belt and allocated as Safeauarded Land is excessive and that there is no
reasoned justification to support the exceptionalt circumstances required to propose
removing such a large area from the Green Beit. | he YZ.8ha proposed is some 4U%
larger than that proposed in the previous Local Pian for the town and far exceeds
what is required to provide choice and fiexibility in meeting the long term needs of
the town. | here are, theretore, considered t0 be no exceptional circumstances 10
iustifv such a large release of Green Belt land, which would be contrary fo national
policy and unsound. As well as the amount of Safeguarded Land being excessive to
meet need, It Is considered that there are more appropriate sites that could meet this
reduced amount than the iand proposed to the south and west of the town between
Park Lane and the railway. For illustration purposes only, as well as sites suggested
In previous paragraphs, other sites that could be considered include the allocated
housing site at SHF015/029 as it is doubtful this is reguired to meet the stated
housing requirement and land to the north of Upton Lane below the skyline. Use of
some of these sites would not Impact on the narrow and critical Green Beit gap
between Shifnal and Teiford which is of areat concern to the local community, and
would be a more logical visual and sustainable extension of the town, than the
present proposal. Sites nearer to the current and proposed empioyment land. 10
schools and the A41 / M54 are aiso potentialiv more sustainabie. As suggested in
paragraph 3.23 above, it is considered that the decision on which sites should be
released from the Green Beit and aillocated as Satequarded Land shouid be
undertaken with locai community input, as part of the current review of the
Neighbourhood Plan, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 136, and in consultation

writh Qhrr\nehlrn Conneil Qhrnnehirn Council hava 'Fgllnrl tn br\ncldnr fhncn

a!temat;ve&
B4. General Comments on Proposais for Shiftnal

4.1 The local community and Town Council are very concerned at infrastructure
deficiencies in the town following the recent large housing deveiopments approved.,
resulting in some 40% increase in‘the town's population. There has been littie if any
mvestment in infrastructure (including roads and footpaths, new medical centre.
education and leisure faciiities) to support the town’s expansion. There is agreement
in the town that investment in such infrasiructure is essential, and urgently required,
to meet the currently approved schemes, before any further developments are
permitted. Also. in view of the fact that infrastructure improvements have not been
mnlemented vet desbite these deveiobmentis nearing completion, it is considered
essential that before any further develooment IS aooroved the necessary ,
mfrastructure investment to meet the needs generated by such develooment should
be secured in advance, and the infrastructure works lmnlemented concurrently with '
the developments. it is considered that the Plan fails to adequately consider the
infrastructure requirements and deliverability of its proposals for the town (notably lts
embplovment allocation, comments about deveioping the fown as a maior strategic
settlement .and potentlal for meeting Black Countrv 'overspiii for both housmq and
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emplaovment additional to those reauired to meet its own needs). This is contrarv to
‘\}F"PF paraaraph 35 and so unsound

4.2 Nationai Planning Poiicy Framework paragraph 9 says that pianning poiicies
should take local circumstances into account to “reﬂect the character, needs and
opportunities of each area”. The proposals for Shifnal do not take these local
circumstances into account and, therefore that the proposals for Shifnal are contrary
to national policy. The amount of emblovment land is excessive to meet the needs of
Shifnal: the Iarge removal of Green Belf o the sonth-west and west f0 nrovide what
is caiied a new neighbourhood community wouid significantly change the character
of the town; and the proposed intention to change the capacity and role of the town
toan maooroonate strateaic function in this locatlon (and to meet non local needs .
such as the Black Country unmet need); would not meet its needs and would restrict
the opportunitv for the local community to plan how it wants to develap in the fiture.

4.3 National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 15 states that locai pians shouid
be “a platform for local peoble to shape their surroundings”. In paragraph 16 {(c) it
also says that plans should be shaped by “...effective engagement between plan
makers and communities...” it is considered that Shropshire Council have failed to
take into account the views of the local community and the Town Council. it is
acknowledaed in the consuitation that the local view is that the town retains the
character and feel of a viilage and that the community iargely wish it to remain so.
This was reinforced in the Neighbourhood Plan where the local community’s view .
was that any development must retain the small mariet town character which was a
principie attraction. But the present consultation proposais for Shifnal are in direct
conflict with this view. As such, the proposals are contrary to national and
Neighbourhood Plan policies.

4.4 Shropshire Council have stiii retained the significant increase in the amount of
emblovment land from the original proposals, desbite considerable obiections from
the iocal community and Town Council. Together with the loss of such a large
.amount of Green Belt, especialiv on the west of the town where the community has
consistently resisted its removal o protect the sensitive and smali gap beiween the
town and Telford. this shows a disregard for long standing community views, even
thouah Shropshire Councii ciaim that iocai comments wiil be fuily taken into account.
Aithough case law, national policy and guidance and Shropshire Council’s own
Statement of Community. Involvement require that Council to respond to consuitation

commente no ey ich rnennnen hae haon fnrl‘ht\nm:nﬂ nn arl'hnr tha nrn\nnl 1e Draft Dro

Quhmmemn Plan or fhe current Plan_

4.5 Nationai Planning Policy Framework paragraph 136 states that Green Beit
boundaries should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully
evidenced and justified. The strategic policy-making authority should be able to
demonstrate that it has examined fuiiv aii other reasonabie options for meeting its
identified need for develonment. Shropshire Council's nronosals are inconsistent in

deciding iand to be removed as Green Belt and retained, and contradictory in its
lustlﬁcatlon arguments. As such, iherefore the consultation proposals are contrary to
national planning policy.

4 6 Nationai Pianning Policy Framework paragraph 139(f) states that Green Belt _
boundaries should be defined clearly, using physical features that are readily
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recognisable and likely to be permanent. The proposed empiovment site and
nerohbourhood community land, fail to meet this policy. Yet again, therefore, the
proposais do not meet national planmng policy.

4.7 National policy such as paragraph 006 on planning guidance note on Plan
Making, reauires the provision of local pians to have reaard to a Nelchbourhood'
Plan in force and that the views of the iocal community are |moortant Whilst it is
recognised that the Neighbourhood Plan only goes to 2026, the principle issues
brought forward by the rommunltv and undemmnma the Plan, are still relevant and
should be reﬂected in the Local Pian Dronosals Of oamcuiar rmnortance to the iocal
community, as expressed throuah the Nelqhbourhood Plan process, were the

- importance of the character of the town for existing and new residents attracted to
the town, and minimising any ioss of Green Beit. The proposals take no regard to
these nnncrnles the amount of emplovment land and loss of Green Belt are
excessive and not minimised fo meet the needs of the town and eafeouam the
character of the town. They wouid have a significant and adverse impact on the
character of town and the loss of so much Green Belt is unjustified and not
supnorted bv credible evidence to constitute the exceptional circumstances reauired
to chanqe Green Belt boundaries. Policies in the Plan now make it clear that '
Shropshire Council’'s objective is for the town to meet strategic not just local needs.
with a significant exnansion of the town pronosed which wouild fail to safeguard its
character which the community have consrstentlv stated is of prime concern locaiiy.

4.8 ltis also noted that in the Plan for Market Drayton, it states that althouah their ,
Neighbourhood Pian was not comnleted to adontion. ‘it is coneldered these centrai
obrectlves of the Pian remain valld and worthwhiie, and wouid improve the
sustarnabrlrtv of the town” (Settlement policy S11 paragraph 5.152). Desbite the
Shifnal Neighbourhood Pian being an annroved nian no such similar statement has
been made for Shifnai ( this is aiso rnconsrstent W|tn Shronshrre Council’'s statement
that thev have applied a common methodology in the Plan). This is vet another
exampie of inconsistency in the appiication of the Plan to Shifnal comnared fo other
areas; mentioning the need to reﬂect the Neighbourhood Pian obiectives at Market
Dravton, where the Plan was not proceeded to adoption, but not for Shifnal where
the Pian is approved and adopted by Shropshire Councii as part of the Develoobment
Pian. As bhrocshrre Council accent that the Local Plan strateagv should refiect
“closely” the key obijectives in a Nerahbourhood Plan, then its nrooosals for Shifnal
shouid be amended as put forward by the Town Council and the local community, to
refiect more closelv.its Nerghbourhood Plan objectives.

4.9 No credible evidence has been given to support the reason for changing the
original proposal on emblovment Iand why the net developable area concept has not
been used for other towns in Shronshrre why it was not considered appropriate in
the early consultation proposals and what circumstances have changed since then to
introduce it now; and why Shropshire Council accepted a consuitant’s study that only
a much smaiier amount of emplovment land was needed to meet the sustalnable
development needs of the town and so allowed previous emplovment land to be
developed for housing, but now consider that was simply “wrong”. This does not
constitute sustalnable Dlanmnd arounds to justifv now removing such a large area of
land from the Green Belt. it is questronable as to why Shropshire Council oermltted
such a large amount of housing and on previous empiovment land/aliocated -
emoiovment land when it now seeks to rustn‘v such a larcre ailocation on the basis of
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C1. RAF Cosford excludina Air Ambulance Pronosed Site

T.1 101S cuisideied uiat tieie igs Deen Nu Clidnye in crroumsiances (and ceriainiy
not the excentional circumstances reauired to justifv removal from the Green Beilf),
since the previous local plan to iustifv removing the site from the Green Belt. in their
Green Beit Exceptionai Gircumstances Statemeni, Shiopshire Council Ciaim that ine
removal of land from the Green Beit is reauired to facilitate development aspirations
for the site. However, despite being in the Green Belt. there hav been sianificant
deveiopments permitied and deveioped at both KAF Cosford and Cosford Museum.
over recent vears similar fo those that are now being auoted for the future. The
previous local plan accepted the site remainina in the Green Belt and this has not
resuited in any difficulties in either the RAF or the Museum in getting permissions for
developments associated with their activities within the current _nnhmes_ Having
regard to the stated development aspirations in the Plan, these wouid ali be
adequateiv covered by existing poiicies without requiring removal from the Green
Belt. There are, therefore, no new reasons to constitute the exceptional

circumstances reauired for the removal of the site from the Green Belt.

1.2 The current locai plan policies specificaily permit the specific developmenis
proposed for the site. indeed, whereas Core Strateav policy CS5 states that limited
defence related develooment will be permitted, SAMDev policy MD6 not onlv permits
additional development for militarv uses. but goes further than the Core Strategyv and
aiso permits redevelopment for economic uses appropriate as a maior contributor to
Shropshire’s economy. This would. therefore, apply to all the development referred
to as being proposed for RAF Cosford in the consultation document. The SAMDev
policy in particular would not only allow for ali the militarv development reauired by

the MoD and RAF. but also that reauured for the Museum and the orooosed Awatlon
Academy..

1.3 Reference is made to the Defence Review. This was exactly the same situation
that applied when the previous locai plan was being prepared and adopted with the
site remaining in the Green Belt as a maijor developed site with specific policies
allowing developments that would not compromise the future uses of the site. There
was a defence review being implemented af that fime, but national policies changed.
With changes in Government and national priorities, there is no reason based on
recent history. to assume that anv current Review will be fully implemented. Even if it
is, then current nolicies which have aireadv heen seen to facilitate anv develonment
required at the site, will meet future needs without the need to compromise the
Green Belt status of the site. If the review changes as it has on previous occasions,

~ then by retaining the Green Beit, gives olanmna controi over how the site should be
develoned in the future.

1.4 There are, therefore, no exceptional circumstances, as required by national
planning policy, to permit the removal of the site from the Green Belt. Military and
museum proposals have not materially changed from the previous local plan,
existing pianning policies have not prevented or delayed appropriate development at
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the site, and those self same policies, especially polrcy MD6 in SAMDev, will
continue to oermlt ail the developments. outlined in the current consultatron wrthout
requiring removal from the Green Belt. .

1.5 The Plan primarily refers to specrﬁc mrlrtary, museum and a complementary
Aviation Academy and in an e-mail of February 2019, a representative for the site
stated that there are no plans for the. allocatron of any MOD land at RAF Cesfo;u for
alternative uses. As stated above, the Base's development for these purposes has in
no way been compromised by its Green Belt status and current planning nolrcres
fully suooort and ailow for these future develooment prooosals so that there has

_ been no change in circumstances and hence no new excentronal circumstances to
supoort removal from the Green Belt

1.6 The Town Councrl made these comments -on-both the Strategic Sites and Draft
Pre-Submission Pian consulitations, but Shropshire Council have failed to respond to
these comments. They have given no explanation as to why major developments for
the site have aii been approved in the- past with-no difficulties with the site berna in
the Green Belt, but that there would be problems in the future.

1. 7 It would appear that the pnme reason for the release of Green Belt is not for the
specific developments outlined in the Plan, but to allow for future unplanned
develooment to be allowed without having to first justify exceptional circumstances
for such development if the Green Belt status was maintained. There are several
policies and comments in the Plan that support unrelated economic development
schemes to be allowed on the Base: through its-definition as a new Strategic Site. As, ‘
there are no new reasons associated.with the stated mllrtarvlmuseum developments .
to justify excepfional circumstances, it is considered that removing the site from. the: .
Green Belt to provide for some unplanned future non military.museum develooments
do not constitute such exceptional circumstances to chanae the status of the. srte o
approved under the orevrous local plan

1.9 The rmplrcatron that the removal of the srte from the Green Bett lS Dnmanlv
required for other non- militarv/museum: uses than those stated is sunnorted bv
evidence that since early 2019 RAF Cosford has been advertlsed in Shrooshlre ,
Council’s Invest in’ Shropshrre brochure and on their website as a future investment .
opportunity site. It is described as a long term aspirational site for mixed use and as
a potential new employment site that is subject to local plan review; but that the
Council will consider maklna the site available for development in response to.
market demand. it would appear, therefore, that Shronshrre Council had alreadv ore-
determmined the site for removal from the Green Belt. as-advertising: its potential for
development (with no restriction to militarv. museum use and comnlementarv use
oniv) well before the Strategic Sites Consultatron in Julv 2019. Shronshrre Councri o
have submitted no evidence of this'market demand: that resnonded them 1o make-the.
site available for development..in accordance with the statement on- their investment
oooortumtv sites: This clearly. contradicts the reasons given in the Green Belt .
Exceotronal Circumstances Statement for removing the site from the Green Belt Bv
including the land as-a potential investment site in its Invest in Shropshire brochure
and website well before the Strategic Sités consultation, is another indication that the
Council has pre-determined its view and that the proposai on the consuitation was -
not at a formative stage as required by the Gunning case law principies.
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1.10 By defining the site as a Strategic Site without any restriction tying future
deveiopment proposais to those specificaily stated in the Pian, proposed poiicies in
the Plan permitting future employment development on such Sites, would aliow for
unrestricted additional employment development here if the site was removed from
the Green Relt. Thus the Plan states that:

e “economic growth and investment will be supported in...strategic sites’(policy
S42 3c); “the Councii's objective is to prioritise significant new deveiopment
into ....identified Strategic Sites to create growth zones along the strategic
corridors” (policy S14 paragraph 3.142). RAF Cosford is stated to be a
“significant location in the Shropshire Green Belt” in respect of two of these
corridors. '

o that the Shropshire Economic Growth Strategy seeks to promote a ‘step
change’ in the capacity and productivity of the iocai economy. To support this
it states that the ‘strategic corridors’ “will be important in providing further
investment opportunities. These have the potential to support the economic
growih of the County .... they may provide further significant sites for iarger
windfail development opportunities that are suitable and accessible for inward
investmeni” {poiicy 312 paragraph 3.118)

e that “it will be essential when promoting development in the Strategic
Corridors to sequentiaily promote the Sirategic Sites identified at...RAF
Cosford...”.(policy SP14 paragraph 3.148) ‘

1.11 It should aiso be noted that policy S12 4a states that the development of
empioyment in tnese areas wiii be supporied by investment in housing and that in
paragraph 3.119 it states that where Strategic Corridors pass through Green Beit
exceptional circumstances will be required. By removing this iand from the Green
Beit, enabies Shropshire Councii to aiiow for future empioyment deveiopment
(supported by housing if appropriate) on the iand without having first to pass through
the constraints of Green Belt policy exceptional circumstances.

1.12 Shropshire Councii state that RAF Cosford has been identified as a strategic
site to facilitate its role as a centre of excellence for Defence training, to form a
speciaiist aviation academy, for co-iocating other iVioD services and expansion of the
Museum. However, it is clear from the statements quoted from the Pian above and
the Council's Invest in Shropshire brochure and investment opportunities webpage,
ihat Shropshire Councii want the site removed from the Green Beit so that there is
no Green Belt issue to control whatever future empioyment development the Council
want to allow here.

1.13 By stating on the one hand that the site is to be removed from the Green Belt
solely to meet development aspirations of the military and museum, yet on the other
inciuding the site as a Strategic Site allowing for a wide range of other major
developments to be aliowed without the constraints of being in the Green Belit. would
be contrary to paragraph 16 (f) of the National Planning Policy Framework. This '
states that Plans shouid avoid the unnecessary duplication of policies that appiy fo a
particular area. By applying specific policies to the site but then including the site
within more general development policies, constitutes a duplication of policies for this
particular area, as weil as confusing the pubiic. As such the Pian is contrary io
national policy and so unsound.
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1.14 In view of the current economic climate and effects of Covid-19 on the
economy, it is premature to remove such Iarge areas of land from the Green Belt on
the sole basis of an economic objective that is based on a policy that expires in 2021
and takes no regard of the likely long term impacts of Covid-19 on the scale of iikely
future new employment developments. Exceptional circumstances do not exist,
therefore, to justify the release of such a large area of land from the Green Belt,
especially for non-site related developments as proposed in the Plan

C2. Proposed Midlands Air Ambulance Charity Site

2.1 Different parcel reference numbers appear to be given to this site in separate
documents but no clarification is given to confirm which numbers apply to this site.
Thus on the Green Belt Review Assessment, the site is part of a much larger site
parcel P29. Yet on the sustainability appraisal Appendix U site assessment Map it -
forms part of a larger assessed site identified as “P28, _parts of CFD001, P30 and
P40. There is no clarification as to whether the P28, 30 and 40 relate to the same - _
reference as the Green Belt, as if so, this is misleading as the site is solely within

P29 on the Green Belt Assessment. Also, it is not clear what is. meant by part of
CFDO001 as there is no indication what constitutes the rest of this parcel. Thisis
contrary to-Gunning case law requiring information to be easily. identifiable and case. N
iaw in Seaport investments Ltd 2007 and DC 2011 that information should beina
single.comprehensible document and not require a paper chase requiring the public

to search. through various documents to be able to find and assess lnformatlon o

2.2 The Plan aiso does not specnfy the size of land bemg proposed to be removed _
from the Green Belt, which is further complicated by inconsistencies in the size of the
overaii Strategic Site. Settiement policy S21 states that the size of the Strategic site
is 221ha, which is the same as that quoted.on the previous Draft Pre Submission L
Plan (although the Cosford Flood Risk assessment submitted with that consultation
gave the area as 218ha). It was assumed from the difference in size of land to be . L
removed from the Green Belt between the Preferred Sites and Draft Pre. Submlssmn___ ,
Plan that the site proposed for the MAAC is 18ha (203ha to 221 ha). However, the
size of the:MAAC (and'consequently the overali size of the Strategic brte) is: smalier, »
on the current Plan-than the Draft Pre Submission Plan, yet the overali site areais
stated to be the same. No explanation is given for this inconsistency and so it is not
ciear the actuai size of iand proposed to be removed from the Green Belt. The
MAAC have submitted a planning application for the site which gives its site area as
8.3ha, but the public should not be expected to have to search through other . .
documents for information-on the size of the site for the MAAC..it is essentiai if Ce T
Green Belt land is to be removed that there is no dlscrepancy in the precise amount - -
of land proposed to be removed and that the minimum amount of Green Belt is used
to meet the stated need.

2.3 The site is also being promoted as part of the RAF Cosford Strateglc Slte and not
as a one-off aiiocation for the MAAC. Shropshire Councii have no controis to ensure -
that the’site is only developed for MAAC. Once removed from the. Green Belt, the
site can be used for any purpose. 1f MAAC decide not to pursue the development for -
whatever reason, or the iandowner decides not to seii then the iand once it-has iost .
its Green Belt policy protection, then the land can be used for any development
proposal; mcludmg residential. This concem is reinforced by the comments made in -
paragraphs 1.7-1.14 above. Once the site is included as part of the Straiegic Site,

any employment related development could be allowed. This could prejudloe the .
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position of the MAAC, as the landowner may consider it more advantageous under
proposed policies in the Plan, to develop it for alternative more profitable uses than
MAAC.

2 4 If it can be established that there is an overriding need for MAAC to relocate
here, that the site proposed is the minimum necessary to meet that need, and that
no alternative site is available outside the Green Belt or within the existing RAF
Cosford, then the site should not be included as part of the RAF Cosford Strategic
Site, but given a separate and specific allocation. It would also be appropriate to
make such an allocation with the Green Belt notation retained over the site. This
would protect the site from aiternative development shouid MAAC not develop, or in
the future to retain planning control over the site should MAAC cease to use it.

2 5 This would be an identical situation to the M54 Service Area just a few miles
away at Junction 4 of the M54. The service area was a specific allocation in the
Green Belt because of the essential need for it at this particular site. For this reason,
to ensure that planning control was retained for any other use of the site should the
service area not proceed or cease in the future, it was accepted that it was
appropriate to allocate the site for the precise use but keep the site within the Green
Belt. Again this would also be identical to the current position with RAF Cosford
where policies allow for any developments related to the current uses without having
to establish exceptional circumstances, whilst retaining the site in the Green Belt to
protect the Green Belt and site from uncontrolied development unrelated to the
exceptional reason for allocating the site for its specific use.

2.12 Alternatively, if this proposal is considered as an exceptional circumstance
such that the land would only be approved for MAAC development, then there is no
reason why the development could not be approved through the planning application
process, rather than being proposed as an extension to a strategic site in the Local
Plan. This would aiso enable stronger planning controis to be applied to ensure that
the site was solely approved for, and developed for the intended purpose, which
would not be possible as currently proposed in the Draft Pre Submission Pian.
Indeed, MAAC have already submitted a planning application and stated that they
need to start construction early in 2021 to meet grant time constraints. Thus the
development is likely to be commenced even before the Pre-Submission Plan has
been considered by Council and referred to the Inspector. This supports the Town
Council's view that it is inappropriate to allocate the site in the Local Pian and that it
should be considered through the planning application process as is the intention of
MAAC. ’

D. Policies -SP12, SP13, SP14,SP15 - Unsound

D1. Policies SP12, SP13, SP14

1.1 These policies would allow for unplanned development outside settiements. The
public are entitled to expect some certainty in what is proposed in the plan for their
area, with exceptions being treated on their own merits when such a proposai arises.
However, these policies specificaily allow for new economic development and
windfall development in the countryside and particuiarly adjacent to settlements in a
strategic corridor and strategic sites. Thus, aithough a specific employment site is to
be allocated for Shifnal, these policies would allow for significant new development
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to be permitted as a further extension to the town. Similarly, although the allocation
of RAF Cosford, and its proposed removal from the Green Belt is said to be for
specific military and related use, these policies would allow for other non-related
development to be allowed in the future, undermining the stated purpose for
removing the Green Belt protection. This concern is enhanced by the policies saying
that development would be allowed on strategic sites (RAF Cosford is included)
where it cannot be accommodated on an existing allocated site. Whereas specific
proposals in the Plan have had to be the subject of sustainability appraisals and
alternatives considered, these policies would allow Shropshire Council to allow
significant large scale developments on green field and Green Belt land without such
appraisals. It is considered that such fiexible and wide ranging policies affecting-
greenfield land are contrary to the need for policies to contribute to sustainable
development, are not based on proportionate evidence. ’

1.2 Itis noted that policy SP13 paragraph 3.135 states that approval may be given
for “the release of significant sites with the potential to function as ‘growth zones’ on
the strategic corridors for larger employment or mixed use developments”. Thus
although the Plan does not include land at J3 of the M54 as a garden village, the
wording of this policy would still allow such a development to be approved
subsequently in the future as complying with this policy. This undermines the
comments made to the public about giving certainty on proposals for specific areas
of the land in the Plan. Especially as this statement refers to Green Belt land in a
strategic corridor, it is considered contrary to national Green Belt policy to include
policies that in effect contradict other policies in the Plan seeking to protect Green
belt.

1.3 It is also noted that reference is made that such unplanned inward investment
may also need to be supported by the delivery of new housing and infrastructure to
develop a growth zone. This would again open the door for a garden village to be
promoted under this policy despite reassurances given to the public that such a
proposal was not being proposed.

1.4 Itis considered that there is no need to in effect allow for any employment
development outside settlements (especially as the Strategy refers to an urban
focused approach), as this would undermine the stated proposals and policies for
each settlement in the Plan. If a major proposal came forward for which a site within
existing settlements was not available, then it could be considered on its own merits
as an exception to policy, rather than as at present proposed where such
development would be seen to comply with the Plan, contrary to other settlement
and Green Belt protection policies. The direct conflict between compliance with these
policies and the specific settlement and Green Belt policies is considered to be
unsound. By in effect allowing such significant windfall development to be permitted
on Greenfield and Green Belt land, these policies are also contrary to the legal
requirement in Section 39 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 that a
Plan must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of
sustainable development.

1.5These policies are considered, therefore, to be superfluous as they would give an
almost carte blanche approval to economic development in a wide area outside
established settlement areas, undermining the status of Green Belt and Safeguarded
Land protection and stated reasons for allowing removal of Green Belt in the Plan.
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To reassure the public and give some certainty as to what can be expected for their
area in the Plan, it is considered that these policies should be replaced with a
general economic development policy stating that any windfall/significant
development that cannot be accommodated within a settlement, would be -
considered on its own merits having regard to the need for the development,
the availability of alternative sites and other development policies in the Plan

specifically relating to sustainable development, climate change and any
protected status of the land.

D2. Policy SP15
2.1 The Town Council support the decision not to allocate land at J3 of the M54 asa
garden village, considering that there are no exceptional circumstances for such a
significant development in the Green Belt. However, it is considered that the
introduction of Policy SP15 would give an opportunity (and policy support) for that
scheme to be promoted again, undermining the certainty and assurances given to
the public that this scheme would not proceed. After such a prolonged period of
consultation, the public would expect that this decision was final, yet by including this
policy in the Plan, allows the proponents of the scheme to yet again promote it in
accordance with this policy. Although the policy refers to “meaningful public
consultation”, this is open to wide interpretation depending on the point of view of the
developer, planning authority and public.

2,2 The Plan gives little explanation for the reasoning of this policy. There is no
reason why any proposals by an Estate could not be considered as and when they
arise under the other policies of the Plan. By approving a “long term vision and
objectives” — which by definition may not be development specific, could allow for a
degree of future flexibility that would prejudioe the public’s ability to have a say on a

specific development proposal, as a decision in principle would already have been .
allowed.

2.3 The Plan states that Estate plans prepared and in preparation, have informed
the inclusion of this policy. Although stated as being part of the “key” evidence of the
Plan for this policy. (Appendix 3 under policy SP15), none of these Estate plans
prepared are included in the evidence base or could be found elsewhere on
Shropshire Council’'s website. Neither is any information given on the reference to
“Estate Plans in preparation” ie what plans and where. This failure to make public
evidence that they state has been key to the preparation of the policy, is contrary to
case law (Gunning principle that there must be sufficient information to give
intelligent consideration to proposals), and unsound as being contrary to national
guidance on Plan Making paragraph 035 about making accessible documents
forming part of the evidence base for a Plan.
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JUNCTION 3, M54
D2 POLICY SP15
Status of J3

When Austin Rover at Longbridge collapsed, three support corridors were created to mitigate the
loss of employment. One was centred on Longbridge, one along the route into Coventry and the
third featured the M54.

Junctions 1 and 2 were designated as employment land. Junction 1 already had an employment
estate and J2 was contaminated land which was cleared leading to the development of the i54. The
Jaguar/Land Rover engine plant was created with associated and support industry closely following
and the Wolverhampton Business Park (mixed use- commercial and office space, hotels etc).

Junction 3 was designated as its ‘waistband’ being greenbelt land apart from RAF Cosford under
MoD control and whose efforts to attract employment failed when preference was givento a
developing site in Wales.

Junctions 4, 5 and 6 continue to be developed as employment land including a campus for the
University of Wolverhampton and an Engineering School.

The greenbelt status of J3 must be retained as intended.
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