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Dear Louise

I am replying to your email of 2nd September.

I am Michael Connor FRICS a Chartered Surveyor with experience in 
planning applications and appeals. I have followed all the hearings 
and revisited
items EX201a and EX202a, the Inspectors guidance in EX39 and am 
aware of the cases cited. I am only responding to the Green Belt 
issue in this 
email as requested by you.

The Council's legal opinion says no sequential test exists for site 
selection. However this is nonsense since the NPPF sets out 
guidance for identifying
 "exceptional circumstances" for Green Belt removal and this will 
inevitably produce a ranking of more (or less) suitable sites. I 
have maintained all
along the Council appear to be deliberately selecting unsuitable 
sites from the promoted sites for non planning reasons. In view of 
the circumstances 
these excluded but promoted sites should all be revisited in a 
rational, objective and professional manner (i.e. free of 
inappropriate influence). This should
provide an NPPF compliant group of sites that have passed proper 
scrutiny.

I think it is important to bear in mind a counsel's opinion 
is just that - an opinion and many alternative opinions are 
available. I think we are all worldly wise here.

Two sites in current plan unsuitable on Green Belt grounds -:

1) Symondshyde - Totally unsustainable large open Green Belt site 
miles from transport hubs, infrastructure and urbanisation.
2) BrP4 - Breach of hard Green Belt boundary leading to less 
defensible GB boundary, high harm to narrow country lane and 
flooding issues.

Neither of these sites should be in the plan since better promoted 
alternatives are available. Indeed the Inspectors guidance note 
EX39 stated site
selection should be objective and a result of rational 
professional judgement which infers the more suitable sites should 
be selected first.

In my opinion the guidance on the NPPF objectives on the Green Belt 
has not been followed by the Council as a number of promoted but 



suitable sites 
are absent from the plan. The database is therefore incomplete. 
Unless the database is made complete by subjecting all promoted 
sites to appropriate 
scrutiny I do not see how the plan can be found sound.

Michael Connor FRICS


