Shropshire Council Local Plan Examination

Matters, Issues and Questions (MIQs)

Representor name: Bruton Knowles on behalf of Shifnal Matters, Shifnal town
council and Tong Parish Council

Name of participant: Richard Brogden on behalf of Bruton Knowles

Email address Richard.brogden@brutonknowles.co.uk

Introduction

This Statement is being submitted in response to the Inspectors Matters, Issues
and Questions related to the Stage 2 proceedings of the Shropshire Local Plan
Examination.

This statement has been prepared by Bruton Knowles on behalf of Shifnal
Matters, Shifnal town Council and Tong Parish Council.

The Inspectors have stated that comments made in earlier hearings or
submissions will still be taken into account and this | do not intend to repeat
previous statements made. Additionally it is noted that the Council will produce a
statement in response to the MIQ and thus we reserve the right to respond to
those at the Hearings

Matter 26 - All Employment Allocations Issue Whether the proposed are justified, effective
and consistent with national planning policy.

Questions Taking each of the following proposed site allocations individually can the Council

please respond to questions 1-12 below. Representors do not necessarily need to cover all of

these points in their statements.

SHF018b & SHF018d — Land east of Shifnal Industrial Estate, Upton Lane, Shifnal — see
MM109

1. What is the background to the site allocation? How was it identified and which options

were considered?

2. What is the scale and type/mix of uses proposed?

3. What is the basis for this and is it justified?

4. What is the current planning status of the site in terms of planning applications, planning

permissions and completions/construction?

5. What are the benefits that the proposed development would bring?



6. What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the site? How could they be
mitigated? How is the site affected by flood risk? How has this been taken into account in
allocating the site? How have the sequential and, if necessary, exception tests been applied?

8. What are the infrastructure requirements/costs and are there physical or other
constraints to development? How would these be addressed?

9. Is the site realistically viable and deliverable?
10. What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is this realistic?

11. Is the boundary of the site appropriate? Is there any justification for amending the
boundary?

12. Are the detailed policy requirements effective, justified and consistent with national
policy?

N.B. In responding to the questions on site allocations the Council should identify and
address specific key concerns raised in representations e.g. in terms of adverse impacts,
delivery etc.

BK Response:

We await the Councils response to these questions. Following which we will have comment
to make.

I attach my response to the Updated Green Belt Topic Paper Housing and Employment Topic
Paper.

The justification for both Employment and Housing Land is not proven/justified. Even if it
were the justification for safequarded land is even more suspect. Originally SC stated that
they needed 30ha of land for SCC needs; yet they now seek to have allocated [39ha]
allegedly to meet the needs to the Black Country [ie an over provision for a need that has

not been proven] and then are proposing to take a substantially larger area [121.4 ha] out of
the greenbelt as safequarded land to further meet the unproven needs of the Black Country.

The Council’s original reason for allocating land and associated exceptional circumstances
are no longer proven thus it is wholly wrong that, at this stage, they are seeking to amend to
justification as there is no opportunity to review either the allocated site nor the safequarded
land.

The Programme Officer has stated that the Inspectors will not be discussing Green Belt and
Safeguarded Land at future hearings as this was discussed at Stage 1. This cannot be considered fair
if the updated Green Belt Topic Paper is to be accepted as validly submitted, after the Stage 1
Hearing.



Additionally the P O stated that the Inspectors will also not be discussing any sites that are not
proposed to be allocated in the Plan as these are not before them for consideration. As the
safequarded land is not an Allocated Site the opportunity to discuss the revised justification and
alleged exceptional circumstances is not open to scrutiny. This cannot be considered fair.

The effect of the current proposal is that the proposed release of the green belt has not been proven
or justified based on the current stated need but reliance on a previous, now unproven need, for both
Allocated sites and safeguarded land.

Thus, the Council must accept that their proposed release of land within the Green Belt and
subsequent safeguarded land allocation is not justified and we invite then to remove those proposals
from the Local Plan.

| reiterate that there is no justification for a release from the Green Belt of either the
allocated or safeguarded sites.

Additionally | reiterate that with no substantive Infrastructure improvements allowed for the
potential Allocation it will result in significant increases in traffic volumes especially on
Neachley Lane, Stanton Road and the A41 junction.



