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1. Introduction 

1.1 We welcome the opportunity to comment on the current consultation documents, including a 

third version of the Sustainability Appraisal.  The four documents consultees are asked to 

comment on are: 

a) GC44: Updated Additional Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Shropshire Local Plan 

Report 

b) GC45: Updated Housing and Employment Topic Paper 

c) GC46: Updated Green Belt Topic Paper  

d) GC25: The newly proposed draft policy on Housing Provision for Older People and those 

with Disabilities and Special Needs and its explanation 

1.2 We are submitting a parallel Part A Consultation Response Form with this submission, giving 

the standard details requested.  We are also submitting a part B Consultation Response Form, 

but are also including it in summary form at the front of each relevant section of this 

consultation response. 

1.3 As this is the first opportunity we have had to submit material to the Draft Plan/Examination  

process since the submission of our hearing statement(s) on 31 May 2022 we take the 

opportunity to comment on some other matters that have arisen since then. 

1.4 Throughout the consultation process we have consistently put forward detailed arguments in 

support of our position, which can be summarised as that the plan: 

i) has a flawed consultation process, which is undemocratic; 

ii) seeks growth well in excess of demographic need, which is not truly sustainable, 

because it is at odds with both the climate emergency and the ecological emergency; 

iii) has targets for both housing and employment land that are unreasonably high, based 

on figures that are questionable; and 

iv) won’t get the right sort of houses, particularly affordable houses, built in the right 

places. 

1.5 Shropshire Council has had well over a year in which to produce documentation to satisfy the 

Inspectors’ concerns.  A second version of the Sustainability Appraisal was produced in July 
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2023 but the Inspectors and other commentators considered that it did not properly address 

matters raised in ID28 dated 15 February 2023. 

1.6 In contrast to the time Shropshire Council has had to assemble its mountain of repetitive 

documentation, respondents to this consultation have had just six weeks to analyse it.  With 

our limited resources, we have had to focus on particular aspects only of that material. 

1.7 Shropshire Council did hold two identical online sessions on 22 May 2024 in which they 

helpfully summarised the extensive documentation, primarily for Town and Parish Council 

representatives.  However, it was notable that that was half way through the 6-week 

consultation period rather than at the beginning of it.  It also did not cover all the documents 

subject to the consultation. 

Next steps 

1.8 The last slide from the above-mentioned online sessions outlined the following seemingly 

optimistic timetable for the future of the Examination Process: 

Late June 2024 Responses to this consultation analysed and submitted 

Early summer 2024 Inspectors prepare MIQs 

Oct/Nov 2024 Stage 1 mop-up and Stage 2 hearings 

Autumn 2024 Consultation on Main Modifications 

Winter 2024 Inspectors’ report 

Spring 2025 Adoption 

1.9 We assume that a revised Local Development Scheme will be published showing this 

timetable. 

1.10 We trust that, as well as analysing the responses to this consultation and then publishing a 

consultation response summary, Shropshire Council will also, before that, publish all 

responses on its website immediately after the close of the consultation. 
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2. GC44: Additional Sustainability Appraisal Report 

Part B Response 

Q1:This response relates to: GC44: Updated Additional Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft 
Shropshire Local Plan Report 

Q2: It relates to the paragraphs as specified below 

Q3: We consider the document to be A: legally compliant, but B: not sound 

Q4: Our comments on the document are as below 

Q5: We wish to participate in any related hearing sessions 

2.1 We consider that Document GC44: Additional Sustainability Appraisal Report is not sound for 

the reasons as set out below in this section 2 of our submission. 

2.2 GC44 carries the same weaknesses as the previous two versions of the Sustainability Appraisal 

that have been submitted to the examination process1.  Some of those weaknesses listed in 

our Regulation 19 submission2 are: 

i) The scoring system used in the stage 2a Excel spreadsheets should use absolute scores, 

not scores that are relative only to other sites in that particular settlement. 

ii) In order to assess the CO2 emissions saving potential of a site, it seems insufficient only 

to consider the items within Criteria 4/5 and 6.  Other factors could have included the 

propensity of the site for solar gain (e.g. north facing or south facing), or the distance 

from a supermarket. 

iii) The whole methodology as summarised in Diagram 1.1 at page 5 of the original SA is 

undermined when it is possible to override a highly negative sustainability score, as is 

the case with the Ironbridge site, by proposing mitigation measures.  The implication is 

that the site has been allocated for other reasons than sustainability, and in spite of the 

sustainability appraisal process. 

2.3  Even though GC44 supersedes GC29 (and SD006.01), these weaknesses remain. 

2.4 The current GC44 being consulted on, in apparent accordance with the Inspectors’ guidance3, 

essentially initially assesses the sustainability of scenarios that are 5%, 10% and 15% above 

 
1 These two previous versions are Core Document SD006.01 and its appendices, dated December 2020, and 

Examination Stage document GC29, dated July 2023 
2 At paragraph 3.1 on page 10 
3 At paragraph 5.7 of Examination Stage document ID37 



 

 

Page 6 of 31 
A0410 - CPRE Shropshire Additional material submission 

the Baseline4, having first concluded, unsurprisingly, that accepting some of the unmet need 

from the Black Country is itself a sustainable option.  We comment further on this 

methodology below in the section headed “The 5%, 10% and 15% uplifts”. 

2.5 The conclusions reached as to sustainability are essentially subjective, at the level of “it is 

considered that”, a phrase that appears in the document no less than 395 times5, rather than 

being driven objectively by evidence (for instance, the phrase “planning balance” appears 

only four times, all within Appendix 9, the Updated Stage 3 Site Assessment: Shrewsbury 

Strategic Centre). 

Scoring of options - housing 

2.6 Although the tables showing relative scores for the sixteen numbered sustainability 

objectives6 purport to inject a measure of objectivity into the process, ultimately the 

conclusions on them remain subjective. 

2.7 Furthermore, the two scoring systems adopted are not fully explained and are themselves 

somewhat simplistic. 

2.8 The document does say that it is not appropriate to total-up the scores7.  If that is the case, 

there seems little point in adopting any scoring system, if the potential objectivity of a scoring 

system is to be over-ridden by subjectivity. 

2.9 The reasons given for not carrying out any totalling-up appear to be three-fold8: 

i) because performance against each of the SA objectives requires consideration in and of 

itself; 

ii) because the SA objectives cannot be directly compared because they address different 

objectives; and  

 
4 Deemed to be equivalent to the original ‘moderate’, ‘significant’ and ‘high’ growth options offered at the Issues 

and Strategic Options stage in early 2017 
5 Including “it is also considered that” and “it is therefore considered that” 
6 Tables 6.1 to 6.3, 7.1 to 7.3, 8.1 to 8.7, 9.1 to 9.7, 10.1 to 10.5, 11.1 to 11.5, 13.1 to 13.4, and 14.1 to 14.4 

7 Paragraphs 6.26, 7.25, 8.71 and 13.43 
8 Identical wording and reasoning is set out in each of the above four paragraphs 
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iii) because balance should be achieved across the three pillars of economic, social and 

environmental aims, and that balance would be tipped towards environmental factors 

because there are more of them in the list of SA objectives. 

2.10 That last reason surely goes to the heart of what the SA is all about.  There are more 

environmental factors in the list of the sixteen SA objectives precisely because those are what 

are most important for sustainability, in a world faced with both a climate emergency and a 

biodiversity emergency. 

2.11 What Shropshire Council has done instead in its Additional Sustainability Appraisal Report is 

to give undue weight to the economic factors (and social factors) and diminished weight to 

the environmental factors in this time of dual crises, when it is environmental factors that 

should be paramount. 

2.12 This is demonstrated clearly in Appendices 1a and 1b, in which we have re-grouped the 

sixteen SA objectives into the three pillars of economic, social and environmental aims. 

2.13 Appendix 1a for housing demonstrates, within the confines of Shropshire Council’s own 

simplistic scoring mechanism that, based on Environmental factors, Option 1a is quite clearly 

the most sustainable option, and Option 3b, the one SC has favoured, is quite clearly the least 

sustainable. 

2.14 Appendix 1a is also a reminder of some weaknesses and inconsistencies in the “illustrative” 

scoring in Table 8.7: 

i) No scoring has been attempted for environmental SA objectives 8, 9, and 11 and only 

partial scoring for SA objective 12, reduction of CO2 emissions.  In a climate emergency 

the last of these seems a dereliction of duty. 

ii) SA objectives 5 and 6 (encouraging sustainable transport, and reducing car dependency) 

are in some respects, two sides of the same coin, namely the move towards less carbon 

dependent transport.  It seems inconsistent therefore that the preferred option 3b can 

be scored 1 (the best) for one of those objectives and 6 (the worst) for the other. 

iii) The relative value of SA objectives 5 and 6 are also not considered.  They, like for the 

other SA objectives, are simply subjectively scored 1 to 6.  The encouragement of 
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sustainable transport is an aspiration based on the provision of as yet unidentified 

schemes, with unknown actual patronage.  On the other hand, an increase in car 

dependency in the high growth scenarios is almost self-evident, as people in less well 

supported locations seek to access the Black Country and other centres.  This would 

certainly outweigh the gains from any sustainable transport opportunities.  It is, 

therefore, hard to conclude that the identification of Option 3b as the most likely to 

reduce carbon emissions is credible given that the chief way development patterns can 

influence greenhouse gas emissions is through their transport implications. 

2.15 As already noted, Shropshire Council, in striking a “planning balance” in favour of Option 3b, 

has given greater, and undue, weight to Economic and Social factors over and above 

Environmental factors, even though it has listed far more Environmental factors in its list of 16 

SA objectives. 

2.16 Shropshire Council has concluded, subjectively, that Option 3b is the most sustainable and 

appropriate option, even though the evidence they themselves have produced points against 

that. 

2.17 It is difficult for us to avoid the conclusion that “high growth” (and therefore Option 3b) was 

what Shropshire Council wanted all along, and that the Sustainability Appraisals have been 

engineered to appear to support that desire, in spite of evidence to the contrary. 

2.18 We remind the Inspectors that at the Issues and Strategic Options stage, when the 

‘moderate’, ‘significant’ and ‘high’ growth options were first proposed, 88% of Members of 

the Public and 74% of Town and Parish Councils preferred a low growth option9.  Shropshire 

Council, of course, regardless of this, pursued its desired high growth option. 

2.19 An inescapable conclusion from this is that ordinary people grasped what Shropshire Council 

has not accepted, that the lower growth options are, of course, more sustainable than the 

higher growth options.  Hopefully, the Planning Inspectorate will recognise the paramount 

importance of giving due weight to the options that will help to minimise the adverse effects 

of climate change. 

 
9 See paragraph 2.5 and Appendix 2 of our Regulation 19 submission 
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Scoring of options – employment land 

2.20 Appendix 1b sets out a similar regrouping exercise for employment land. Here, we have 

highlighted in yellow where scores differ from those given for housing on Appendix 1a/Table 

8.7. 

2.21 Most scores are identical to those given for housing, but some of the differences bring out 

further inconsistencies in approach.   

2.22 The chief of these inconsistencies is that for employment land, scores have now been given 

for SA Environmental objectives 8, 9, 11 and 12.  If that is possible in the case of employment 

land why was it not possible in the case of housing?  

2.23 For instance, for SA objective 8 (protect and improve soil quality), the earlier tables 

acknowledge that some options “could negatively impact the soil resources and best and most 

versatile agricultural land”10 and an “illustrative” relative score has been attached to each 

option for this in Table 9.7.  The scores given in the earlier tables for these options were the 

somewhat enigmatic “-/?”. 

2.24 In contrast, for housing, despite stating eight separate times for SA objective 8 that “a focus 

on the rural area is likely to affect best and most versatile agricultural land more than 

development in the urban areas”11, no “illustrative” relative score has been attached to any 

option for this in Table 8.7.  The scores given in the earlier tables for these options were the 

seemingly meaningless “?”. 

2.25 There will be a greater land take for housing than for employment land, most of it of 

greenfield land, so it is anomalous, to say the least, that no allowance was taken of this loss of 

this potentially BMV land in the “illustrative” scoring in SA Table 8.7 for housing. 

2.26 Another anomaly in the scoring in Table 9.7 compared with Table 8.7 is for SA objectives 7 

and 13, where identical scores have been offered for several options, rather than the 1 to 6 

scoring offered for all scored objectives for housing. 

 
10 Table 9.4, page 135, Table 9.6, page 148 
11 Pages 17, 25, 63, 70, 77,84, 89 and 95 
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2.27 In the case of Appendix 1b/Table 9.7 it is even more apparent than for housing that Option 

3b, the one that Shropshire Council prefers, is far and away the worst option on the 

Environmental indicators. 

2.28 Yet Shropshire Council has again chosen to believe that the Economic and Social indicators 

outweigh this huge Environmental adverse impact. 

2.29 The overall total “indicative” scores shown on Appendix 1b clearly show that Option 1b is 

vastly more sustainable than Option 3b in the case of employment land.  It is true that 

Appendix 1a, based on Table 8.7, does show overall totals that indicate little difference 

between the six options for housing, but if SA objectives 8, 9, 11 and 12 had been scored as 

they were in Table 9.7, the inevitable conclusion is that they also would have shown that 

Option 1b is also vastly more sustainable than Option 3b in the case of housing too. 

Conclusions on scoring of options 

2.30 The conclusions from the above are that: 

i) the scoring system is over-simplistic and internally inconsistent; 

ii) the evidence above indicates that Shropshire Council has drawn the wrong conclusions 

from the SA; the most sustainable options are those closest to the Baseline as set by the 

Government’s standard method formula. 

iii) Shropshire Council’s approach appears to be a further long-winded attempt at justifying 

the approach taken by them all along. 

The 5%, 10% and 15% uplifts 

2.31 The Inspectors’ guidance in paragraph 5.7 of ID37 was: 

What the SA should do is test options based on the 2020 baseline with 2 extra years, but only 

look at the growth options tested in the original SA, so a 5, 10 and 15% uplift and look at this 

with the Black Country unmet needs of 1,500 homes and without it. 

2.32 Shropshire Council has taken this at face value and literally tested 5%, 10% and 15% uplifts to 

the Baseline.  That Baseline is defined as “the local housing need for Shropshire of 25,894 

dwellings over the 22-year plan period from 2016-2038 (equating to an annual average of 
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1,177 dwellings), as calculated using Government’s Standard Methodology with a 2020 base 

date”.12 

2.33 However, the Inspectors’ guidance was ambiguously stated.  On the one hand it said “only 

look at the growth options tested in the original SA”, but on the other hand it equated this 

with “a 5, 10 and 15% uplift”.  The growth options tested in the original SA were NOT actually 

5%, 10% and 15% uplifts to the Baseline. 

2.34 In document GC29, the second version of the SA produced in July 2023 in response to ID28, 

Shropshire Council tested five options, which the Inspectors stated in ID37 was too 

complicated.  These five options all proposed a certain percentage uplift over the Baseline 

figure of 25,894 houses, plus the 1,500 unmet need from the Black Country.  The percentage 

uplifts proposed for the five options, and the resulting total housing requirement were: 

i) Option 1: Moderate Growth:  around a 5% uplift; total 28,700 

ii) Option 2: Significant Growth: around a 10% uplift ; total 30,000 

iii) Option 3: High Growth (Variation 1): around a 13% uplift; total 30,800 

iv) Option 4: High Growth (Variation 2): around a 15% uplift; total 31,300 

v) Option 5: High Growth (Variation 3): around a 19% uplift; total 32,300 total 

2.35 On that basis, the Inspectors could have said not “so a 5, 10 and 15% uplift” but instead “so 

around a 5% uplift, around a 10% uplift, and around a 13% uplift”. 

2.36 A small difference in the percentage uplift makes a critical difference to the outcome. 

2.37 In Appendix 2 we show the difference by way of bar charts.  These also continue to show the 

“elements” making up the Baseline, as explained in our Regulation 19 submission13.  This is by 

way of a reminder of the contentious anomalies inherent within the Government’s Standard 

Methodology.  Perversely, in the case of Shropshire Council, the SM requires 25,894 houses 

for a population projected to increase by only 28,380 in the plan period i.e. the equivalent of 

 
12 Additional SA paragraph 8.2 
13 Paragraphs 5.20 to 5.25 
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1.1 people per house, rather than the expected norm of double that at around 2.2 people per 

house. 

2.38 Appendix 2 brings out the difference between the two approaches.  On the left is what 

Shropshire Council has now done in GC44.  The red “further aspiration” blocks of 1,306 for 

Option 1b, 2,606 for Option 2b and 3,906 for Option 3b do indeed represent uplifts over 

Baseline of 5%, 10% and 15% (allowing for a small element of rounding), to give the overall 

requirements of 28,700, 30,000 and 31,300 respectively. 

2.39 On the right is the position at Regulation 19 stage, which relied on the original SA, set out on 

the same basis.  Here, the red “further aspiration” blocks of 706 for “Moderate”, 2,106 for 

“Significant” and 3,406 for "High” in fact represent uplifts over Baseline of only 2.7%, 8.1% 

and 13.1% respectively.  Including the BC contribution they represent uplifts of 4.2%, 9.2% 

and 14.1% respectively over the original Baseline figure of 25,178 at that time (when the plan 

period was for 20 years). 

2.40 Shropshire Council’s approach complies with the Inspectors’ guidance as to the 5%, 10% and 

15% uplifts on Baseline, but that does not quite comply with the guidance to “only look at the 

growth options tested in the original SA”, because of these different percentages as 

demonstrated above. 

2.41 It can be argued that, in carrying out the extensive exercise recorded in pages 12 to 160 of the 

Additional SA, Shropshire Council has, in effect, carried out the “only look at the growth 

options tested in the original SA” part of the Inspector’s guidance”.  It seems unlikely that, had 

the options tested been “Moderate”, “Significant” and “High”, as the first part of the 

Inspectors’ guidance implies, the conclusions as to their sustainability would have been any 

different to what was tested, i.e. Options 1, 2 and 3. 

2.42 The rider that “so a 5, 10 and 15% uplift” has confused the position because, as 

demonstrated, that is not what was done in the original SA. 

2.43 That being the case, it is only the belief that the Inspectors’ guidance required that “a 5, 10 

and 15% uplift” be assessed, coupled with the subjective preference for Option 3b, that has 

resulted in the spurious conclusion that a further 500 houses are required. 
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2.44 If the guidance to “only look at the growth options tested in the original SA” had been carried 

out (which the options tested could be considered to have done anyway), then no extra 500 

would have been found to be required.  

2.45 It is only by deciding to prefer option 3b in the case of housing, with its literally applied 15% 

uplift, that Shropshire Council has now arrived at a revised housing requirement figure of 

31,300, being 500 houses higher than the figure of 30,800 put forward in the submitted Draft 

Plan. 

2.46 The position on employment land is more opaque.  Figure 9.1 on page 112 of the Additional 

SA sets out the figures that were tested for sustainability.  Page 113 states that “the baseline 

employment land forecast for Shropshire is identified in the Shropshire Economic Development 

Needs Assessment for 161.91 hectares and has been adjusted to 250 hectares to take account 

of the lower density of development in Shropshire”. 

2.47 The Shropshire EDNA is Evidence Base document EV043 dated 9 April 2021, which is after the 

end of the Regulation 19 consultation and is therefore a new evidence base document which 

has not been consulted on within this Examination process.  It does indeed show the figure of 

161.91 ha in its Table 8.17 on page 115; that appears to be the only place within the 

document that it is so stated.  That Table 8.17 also shows other figures, the maximum of 

which is 233.82ha.  At paragraph 8.93 it then says, based on this table, that “the overall range 

is therefore between 128 ha and 234 ha gross of employment land between 2016 and 2038”.  

That statement is repeated in bold in the conclusions in paragraph 10.9.  That range is also 

shown graphically in Figure 8.3 on page 116, as reproduced below: 
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2.48 It is therefore difficult to see where the figure of 250ha comes from.  It certainly does not 

appear to have been set out anywhere in the EDNA itself. 

2.49 Instead, it seems that the maximum Baseline figure that should have been used in Figure 9.1 

of the Additional SA was 234ha, not 250ha.  Even this figure may be on the high side, because 

the average of the above figures is only 164ha. 

2.50 If the 234ha figure had been used, and if the same 5%, 10% and 15% uplifts had been applied 

as they were for the housing Baseline figure, then the results would have been as set out in 

our Appendix 3.  The section headed “Original Fig 9.1 corrected”, shows the figures used by 

Shropshire Council, having corrected them for some mathematical errors that had crept into 

their original table.  The section headed “Fig 9.1 amended” then shows the figures arising 

from using that more correct EDNA baseline figure of 234ha. 

2.51 As shown, the maximum resulting requirement is only 299ha, even for Option 3b with the BC 

30ha.  That means that there is in reality no need for any overall uplift to the existing stated 

requirement for 300ha of employment land. 
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Accommodating the uplift 

2.52 As stated above, it appears that the proposed uplift of 500 in the housing requirement has 

arisen because of ambiguity in the Inspectors’ guidance.  There is no need for that uplift. 

2.53 Had there been a need, we would not have objected to its having been accommodated, as 

proposed, through a more realistic approach to windfalls.  However, we do object to the 

under counting of windfalls which, as we set out below, is likely to have a much more 

significant impact on Shropshire’s housing supply than is being allowed for. 

2.54 As stated above for employment land, the application of the correct Baseline of 234ha means 

that there is also no need for any uplift in the figure for employment land either. 

Identification of sites to accommodate unmet need in the Black Country 

2.55 ID28 paragraph 21 (as noted in paragraph 12.11 of the Additional SA) stated that  

“…the Council will also need to consider which site or sites in the Plan will be identified to meet 

that need. This also needs to be subject to sustainability appraisal to reflect the objectives and 

geographical scope of the Plan”. 

2.56 However, paragraph 7.7 of ID37 acknowledges that this work had already been done, by 

stating that: 

“Your clarification on this matter is helpful that all available sites were assessed as part of the 

additional work and not just those sites that are allocated in the Plan. We do not consider that 

a new ‘call for sites’ exercise is warranted in this case.” 

2.57 Because we have concluded above that there is no need for any uplift to the previously 

submitted housing and employment land requirements, it appears that section 12 of the 

Additional SA is not required. 

Overall conclusions on GC44 

2.58 Based on the above evidence, we conclude that: 

i) Shropshire Council has come to the wrong conclusion as to the most sustainable option, 

both for housing and for employment land; 
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ii) There is therefore no need for the proposed uplifts of 500 houses or of 20ha of 

employment land. 

2.59 Some Local Authorities are mandated to calculate whole-life carbon emissions through a 

nationally recognised methodology and to demonstrate actions taken to reduce emissions14.  

Shropshire Council does not do this, nor does it require developers to build to net zero 

standards.  An average new house will increase the effects of climate change to the tune of 

around 150 tonnes of CO2e15; the average emissions per person in Shropshire are around 

12.6tonnes CO2e per year16. 

2.60 That means that every new house built will significantly add to net greenhouse gas emissions, 

rather than contributing to the drive for net zero emissions. 

2.61 Yet despite this fact, and despite having declared a climate emergency, Shropshire Council in 

GC44 argues, perversely and illogically, that the highest of its potential Options is the most 

sustainable. 

2.62 We trust that the Planning Inspectorate’s protocols require due regard to be taken of the 

need for measures contributing toward net zero emissions, and not to regard as sound plans 

that will actually significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. 

  

 
14 Paragraph 62 of House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee report “Building to net zero: costing 

carbon in construction”, May 2022 Building to net zero: costing carbon in construction - Environmental Audit 
Committee (parliament.uk) 

15 Embodied carbon of new build is estimated at 1,200 kgCO2e/m2 (page 4, 08748 NZC Homes Summary 
Report.indd (ukgbc.org) ).  An average house is assumed to be 125sq m. 

16 Zero Carbon Shropshire Plan, page 16 The Zero Carbon Shropshire Plan 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5803/cmselect/cmenvaud/103/report.html#heading-1
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5803/cmselect/cmenvaud/103/report.html#heading-1
https://ukgbc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/NZC-Homes-Summary-Report.pdf
https://ukgbc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/NZC-Homes-Summary-Report.pdf
https://zerocarbonshropshire.org/wp-content/uploads/Zero-Carbon-Shropshire-Plan.pdf


 

 

Page 17 of 31 
A0410 - CPRE Shropshire Additional material submission 

3. GC45: Updated Housing and Employment Topic Paper 

Part B Response 

Q1:This response relates to: GC45: Updated Housing and Employment Topic Paper 

Q2: It relates to the paragraphs as specified below 

Q3: We consider the document to be A: legally compliant, but B: not sound 

Q4: Our comments on the document are as below 

Q5: We wish to participate in any related hearing sessions 

3.1 Much of what is set out in GC45: Updated Housing and Employment Topic Paper derives from 

the questionable work in GC44, the Additional SA Report. 

3.2 The conclusions we have arrived at above in our section 2 therefore also apply equally to this 

section 3.  In addition we make the following comments. 

Black Country unmet need 

3.3 Subsequently to Shropshire Council agreeing with the Association of Black Country Authorities 

to take a proportion of its unmet need (1,500 houses and 30ha of employment land) Dudley 

Council withdrew from ABCA in around November 2022 and work on a joint ABCA Draft Plan 

therefore ceased.  Instead, the individual authorities of Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall and 

Wolverhampton are now producing individual plans, none of which are yet beyond Regulation 

18 consultation or Issues and Options stages and Walsall has not yet published its first 

consultation draft.  Although the ABCA Draft Plan has been abandoned, there is still a Black 

Country Executive Joint Committee (BCJC) comprising the same four authorities. 

3.4 The quantum of combined Black Country unmet need is therefore still uncertain.  There is 

evidence from the 2021 Census and from more recent Office for National Statistics (ONS) data 

which may call it into question as the plans progress.  Significant opportunities for additional 

supply on brownfield/windfall land have also been suggested in responses to the current 

consultations by CPRE West Midlands. 

3.5 Indeed, the fundamental approach of a figure to meet Black Country need under the Duty to 

Cooperate appears to us to be significantly flawed, as the need should now be identified in 

each of the four boroughs and any assessment of cross-boundary assistance should relate 

specifically to those authorities. 
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3.6 Whilst the Shropshire Council area has the closest functional relationship and proximity with 

Wolverhampton, it is Sandwell, further away and less well linked, that has the greatest unmet 

need.  Moreover, the unmet need in Wolverhampton, in as much as it may exist, is to a 

significant degree a result of the 35% uplift in housing, which paragraph 62 of the updated 

NPPF makes clear authorities should seek to accommodate in their own area for obvious 

sustainability reasons. 

3.7 The position of Telford & Wrekin Council should also not be ignored in assessing whether 

Shropshire Council is taking a sound quantum of Black Country unmet need.  Telford & 

Wrekin Council published its own Draft Plan and held a Regulation 18 consultation on it 

ending on 31 January 2024.  The housing need/requirement is summarised by the chart 

below, which is produced in the same format as the charts in our Appendix 2. 
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3.8 The requirement is stated as 20,200 houses but the Baseline, i.e. the Government’s Standard 

methodology figure, is for only 9,500 houses.  The officially stated contribution to Black 

Country unmet need is 1,600 houses. 

3.9 However, when it is considered that there is a stated requirement for 20,200 houses, when 

the Telford & Wrekin population is projected to increase by only 11,200 in the plan period, it 

is clear that the stated requirement includes a large number of houses being built in the 

expectation that they will be lived in by people from outside the Telford & Wrekin area, most 

likely from the Black Country. 

3.10 This is underlined by the reliance Telford & Wrekin place on more recent ONS housing 

projections and the interim 2021 Census results to justify their high level of growth.  That 

same evidence would show lower housing projections for the Black Country.  The 

inconsistency of approach, where local authorities can easily add to the ONS2014 projections 

but require special justification to go below them, is fundamental to this mismatch, as shown 

in the report we commissioned to support CPRE Shropshire’s objection to the Telford & 

Wrekin plan.  This report is added to this submission as Appendix 5. 

3.11 What is clear therefore is that a large element of Black Country unmet need is planned to be 

met within the Telford & Wrekin area, even though the “official” figure is only for 1,600 

dwellings.  This again casts doubt on the soundness of the quantum of Black Country need in 

the currently proposed Shropshire Council figures. 

3.12 This should also have fed back into consideration of the sustainability and infrastructure 

implications of the high growth approach in Shropshire, because the housing proposed in and 

around Telford, if it actually accommodates out-migrants from the Black Country, would have 

compounding effects with the growth in parts of Shropshire, for example on the growth of 

traffic into the conurbation. 

Windfalls 

3.13 Shropshire Council’s currently proposed guidelines and allocations are summarised in 

Appendices 4a and 4b, based on the tables in GC45.  In these appendices, the yellow 
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highlighting identifies anomalies in the figures17, or changes from the original guidelines and 

allocations. 

3.14 The windfalls shown there in the “Windfall Allowance – revised” column are arrived at 

arithmetically as the balance remaining from the columns to the left.  This clearly 

demonstrates that, for some settlements (most notably Broseley, Pontesbury, Weston Rhyn, 

Baschurch, Shawbury and Prees), there is now an overprovision within the figures. 

3.15 Figure 8.1 of GC45 shows that there have been 4,683 windfall completions in the five year 

period from 2018/19 to 2022/23.  Astonishingly, that would be equivalent to windfalls of 

20,605 over a 22-year period. 

3.16 Even if one considers windfalls from 2023-2038 and discounts three years, for windfalls 

already in the system, as normal, this would amount to 11,239 dwellings (pro-rata over 12 

years), of which there would be 4,006 on small sites based on the 1,669 completions shown in 

Figure 8.1.  

3.17 To this would potentially need to be added the windfalls which have been completed 

between 2018 and 2023 if one was including it in the 2018-2038 supply, which would mean a 

total of 15,922. 

3.18 This compares with a total provision of only 2,682 for windfall allowances in the whole of the 

22-year plan period (which includes windfalls already completed), as derived from Appendix 5 

of the submission version of the Draft Plan.18  These figures are shown in the “Windfall 

Allowance – original” column of our Appendix 4a. 

3.19 In the Housing Topic Paper dated February 2022 (GC4i), the windfall allowances shown 

totalled even less, at only 1,817. 

3.20 It is therefore apparent that windfalls within the Draft Plan have been massively under-

accounted for.  This is true, even if only small windfalls are included, where the most 

conservative approach to windfalls would add 1,323 from 2023.  However, the NPPF does not 

 
17 There are some errors in the relevant tables in GC45 
18 See Table 4.1 on page 16 of our Regulation 19 submission.  Shropshire Council unhelpfully did not total the 

figures in Appendix 5 of their Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Draft (Core Document SD002) 
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make a distinction in its definition of windfalls, and the evidence would seem to us to suggest 

that all windfalls should be considered, which would add between 8,557 and 13,240 

dwellings. 

3.21 The approach taken in GC45 is not to consider completions across the county, but to identify 

individual settlements and their windfall patterns and then to identify in paragraph 8.91 three 

settlements which are likely to have additional windfalls.  The 500 additional houses identified 

are then simply divided between those settlements using a methodology which is opaque. 

3.22 This is clearly a flawed approach. It may well be that the evidence suggests specific locations 

where windfalls are likely to occur, but by their nature, the location of windfalls is going to 

vary, with some locations exceeding expectations.  Considering that the overall performance 

across Shropshire is more likely to balance these effects out, we consider that approach is 

likely in the end to be more robust.  

3.23 Moreover, the evidence should be considered on its merits and not ‘shoehorned’ into 

meeting the figure of 500.  If there is good evidence of additional housing from windfalls, that 

means it is simply not necessary to make as many allocations as are proposed. 

3.24 This conclusion should loop back to impacts on the sustainability assessment of options for 

meeting housing need but does not because a more realistic windfall allowance is not 

factored in. 

3.25 The position is even more anomalous for employment land.  The most anomalous aspect is 

that the settlement guidelines, totalling 375ha, are significantly more than the currently 

stated revised requirement of 320ha.  That in itself is inconsistent, and therefore unsound. 

3.26 This is further highlighted, as with the housing figures, by the negative figures in the “Windfall 

Capacity” column, showing the overprovision for particular settlements. 

Overall conclusions on GC45 

3.27 Based on the above evidence, we conclude that: 

i) Following on from the conclusions on GC44, there is no evidenced need for the extra 

500 house requirement, and therefore no need for the addition to the guideline figures 
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for Shrewsbury (350), Whitchurch (75) and the Ironbridge former Power Station site 

(75). 

ii) Similarly, there is no evidenced need for the addition of 20ha to the employment land 

guideline figure. 

iii) There is clearly a severe under allowance for windfalls and therefore a likely 

overprovision of both housing numbers and employment land. 

iv) Taking into account the clear imperative to keep greenhouse gas emissions to a 

minimum, and therefore not to aim for unsustainably high levels of development, the 

housing guideline should be kept at the baseline figure of 25,894 plus any fully 

evidenced BC contribution; for the same reason, the employment land guideline should 

be kept at the baseline figure of 234ha, again plus any fully evidenced BC contribution. 
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4. GC46: Updated Green Belt Topic Paper 

Part B Response 

Q1:This response relates to: GC46: Updated Green Belt Topic Paper 

Q2: It relates to the paragraphs as specified below 

Q3: We consider the document to be A: legally compliant, but B: not sound 

Q4: Our comments on the document are as below 

Q5: We wish to participate in any related hearing sessions 

4.1 The logical conclusion from our above reasoning on documents GC44 and GC 45 is that there 

is no further requirement for additional release of Green Belt land.  To that extent, GC46 puts 

forward an unsound position. 



 

 

Page 24 of 31 
A0410 - CPRE Shropshire Additional material submission 

5. GC25: Draft policy on Housing Provision for Older People and 
those with Disabilities and Special Needs and its explanation 

Part B Response 

Q1:This response relates to: GC25: Draft policy on Housing Provision for Older People and 
those with Disabilities and Special Needs and its explanation 

Q2: It relates to the paragraphs as specified below 

Q3: We consider the document to be A: legally compliant, but B: not sound 

Q4: Our comments on the document are as below 

Q5: We wish to participate in any related hearing sessions 

5.1 We welcome the main provisions of the proposed draft policy with the following caveats: 

i) Whilst there is no doubt that the elderly and disabled prefer to be cared for in their own 

homes for as long as possible, even without the demographic effect of increased 

numbers of older people, there are not currently either the staff or the funding for this 

to happen on any greater scale than at present. 

ii) The assumption that more ‘sheltered flats’ and other such developments is unnecessary 

is therefore illogical. 

iii) Additionally, the movement of, particularly, the elderly into purpose built flats and 

other developments, would free up housing which could be used for families and create 

a more flexible housing market than simply relying on newbuilds.  

5.2 The policy should be reconsidered with a view to including provision for purpose built housing 

for the elderly in new housing developments.  
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Appendix 1a: Table 8.7 revised – Comparison of Housing Requirement Options 
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Appendix 1b: Table 9.7 revised – Comparison of Employment Land Requirement Options 
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Appendix 2: Comparison of Housing Need / Requirement : April 2024 Additional Reports and Regulation 19 Submission  
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Appendix 3: Figure 9.1 corrected and amended - Contemporary Employment Land Options 2016 - 2038 
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Appendix 4a: GC44 April 2024 Housing and Employment Topic Paper: summary of guidelines and allocations 
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Appendix 4b: GC44 April 2024 Housing and Employment Topic Paper: guidelines and 
allocations for Community Hubs 
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Appendix 5: Report to CPRE Shropshire on Telford Plan Housing and 
Employment Need and Supply, January 2024 

The above report, the heading of which is shown below, is being submitted as a separate 

document.  The report was incorporated as Appendix 1 within CPRE Shropshire’s overall 

submission to the Regulation 18 Consultation on Telford & Wrekin Local Plan Review – Draft 

Plan 2020 – 2040.  It is submitted here with that “Appendix 1” heading on each page, and 

with its original page numbering, but with this page added as a front sheet to it, identifying 

it as Appendix 5 to this submission. 
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