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Further to my original submission from 11th March 2019, I would like to add the following 
comments, observations and objections given the various updates and the responses from the 
Council to numerous PI questions. 
  



Matter 5 – Issue 1 – Q3&Q10 
It’s good to see the small sites windfall allowance increased from 93 to 103. 
 
This goes further than the 97 I had suggested in my previous submission. 
 
Table 4.4 in SD025 still contains a significant outlier from 2010 when the housing market was 
extremely depressed. 
 
Removal of this outlier would be good practice when considering this data and take the allowance to 
108. 
 
Imagine this plan review were to be one year on, thus meaning the last 10 year data would have 
2010/11 removed and 2020/21 included. 
 
Nobody in their right mind would include data from the past year, given the pandemic, in any 
statistical analysis (it would be a clear outlier) and that same principal should be applied to 2010/11. 
 
This is further supported when considering the number of sites that have come forward in the 2 
years since the consultation, with planning consent now approved. 
 
A number of these should be considered as large windfall sites and again demonstrate it was wrong 
and premature to dismiss a large windfall site allowance. (See Table: Large Windfall Sites below) 
 
In document SHBC004, the Council responds to various questions from the PI and uses some tables 
to show housing numbers and trajectory. 
 
The first of those tables shows the HA sites, as per below. 

 
 
The sites highlighted in green are the Green Belt sites proposed to be released. 
 
For a long time now, Site 6HA has been ear-marked for in excess of 1000 dwellings but the Council 
would never update the figures as planning was not obtained. 
 



That is no longer the case and consent has now been given for 1100 dwellings. 
Further than that, the developers have stated it is expected to take up to 12 years to complete and 
will therefore be fully delivered within the plan period. 
 
Moss Nook (10HA) has been reported numerous times in press articles as being capable of delivering 
900 dwellings; without planning consent though, I have left the figure at 802. 
 
This means that, rather than 1680 dwellings being delivered from the Brownfield HA sites, the figure 
will be 2240. 
 
The second section of the table details some 76 sites from the SHLAA. 
 
These sites combine to provide a total of 3158 within the plan period based on the numbers 
provided by the Council. 
 
However, the sites list below either have planning consent for a higher number of dwellings or at 
least lapsed consent for a higher number. 
 

 
 
These five sites combine to provide additional capacity of 192 dwellings within the plan period. 
 
Additional to that, the following sites with planning consent and one being discussed at pre-
application stage, combine to provide a further 619 dwellings. 
 
Table: Large Windfall Sites 

 
 
Many of those listed above could be deemed to be large windfall sites and have come to market, so 
to speak, in just the last couple of years. 
 
This again demonstrates clear evidence that a large windfall site allowance should be included. 
 
The total now from SHLAA and these unlisted sites is 3969. 
 
Add this to the 2240 from the non-Green Belt HA sites to arrive at 6209. 
 



Further addition of the 103 small site allowance over 15 years (1545) brings the total to 7754. 
When you consider that the Council’s own total figure of 486 for 15 years only equates to 7290, it 
becomes clear that exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
 
The Council seem to be arguing the case that 15% reduction is required for non-delivery. 
 
When you take into account though that from their list of sites, totalling 3158 dwellings, only 4 sites 
are historically stalled, totalling only 168 dwellings; just 5%. 
 
With that in mind, 15% for non-delivery appears to be an excessive amount, and is used purely to 
drive up the figure required to be taken from Green Belt. 
 
The HA sites are already reduced in their capacity to allow for infrastructure, etc., so any further 
reduction to those would equate to double-dipping. 
 
Given the amount of derelict and contaminated land in the Borough, any release of Green Belt land 
flies directly in the face of one of its purposes; namely “to assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land”. 
 
By releasing so much Green Belt land, the Council are basically admitting to have no plans over the 
next 15 years to encourage the recycling and remediation of derelict and contaminated land. 
 
Especially when you consider that much of the housing land being released from Green Belt is for 
housing beyond the plan period. 
 
At this moment in time, there are no exceptional circumstances whatsoever to release land for 
housing from Green Belt. 
 
  




