
Matter	  E	  Hearing	  Statement	  –	  Mr	  Paul	  Gilmour	  (186064)	  
	  
In	   response	   to	   the	   inspectors	   guidance	   I	   do	   not	   feel	   it	   necessary	   to	   rehash	   my	  
previous	  representations	  to	  address	  the	  main	  issues	  &	  question.	  
	  	  
However,	  below	  I	  set	  out	  my	  additional	  comments:	  
	  	  
WEEK	  2	  
TUESDAY	  28	  OCTOBER	  2014,	  AM	  &	  PM	  &	  WEDNESDAY	  29	  OCTOBER	  2014,	  AM	  
&	  PM	  
	  
Matter	  E:	  Green	  Belt	  policy,	   the	  Langley	  Sustainable	  Urban	  Extension	   [SUE]	  
allocation	  and	   the	  Peddimore	  employment	  allocation	   (BDP	  policies	  TP10	  &	  
GA5-‐6)	  
	  
Main	  issues:	  Does	  the	  Plan	  comply	  with	  national	  policy	  in	  its	  approach	  to	  the	  Green	  
Belt?	   Are	   the	   Langley	   SUE	   and	   Peddimore	   employment	   allocations	   justified	   and	  
deliverable?	  Should	  other	  Green	  Belt	  and/or	  major	  greenfield	  allocations	  be	  made?	  
	  	  
8)	   Do	   exceptional	   circumstances	   exist	   which	   justify	   further	   alterations	   to	   the	  
Green	  Belt	  boundary	  to	  release	  additional	  land	  for	  housing	  and/or	  employment	  
development,	   either	   within	   the	   Plan	   period	   or	   as	   safeguarded	   land	   for	  
development	  beyond	  the	  Plan	  period?	  
	  	  
Yes,	  given	  the	  evidence	  before	  us	  Birmingham	  should	  be	  making	  better	  use	  of	  
its	  green	  belt	  land	  for	  both	  employment	  and	  housing.	  	  
	  	  
The	  Plan	  should	  provide	  flexibility	  because	  whilst	  the	  City	  believe	  delivery	  is	  
constrained,	  planning	  as	  if	  it	  was	  not,	  would	  do	  no	  harm.	  
	  	  
If	   the	   City	   are	   right	   and	   the	  market	   cannot	   deliver	  more	   than	   250	   units	   a	  
year	   in	   Sutton	   Coldfield	   then	   any	   additional	   land	   allocated	   would	   simply	  
come	  forward	  in	  the	  next	  plan	  period	  –	  no	  harm	  done.	  	  This	  also	  provides	  an	  
enduring	  green	  belt	  boundary	  in	  accordance	  with	  policy	  
	  	  
If	  the	  City	  are	  wrong	  and	  the	  markets	  can	  deliver	  more	  than	  250	  units	  a	  year	  
then	   Birmingham	   would	   be	   able	   to	   provide	   for	   much	   more	   of	   its	   own	  
population	  without	  them	  commuting	  in	  from	  Lichfield,	  Burton	  and	  Telford.	  
	  	  
This	  is	  all	  about	  supply	  and	  demand	  to	  suggest	  that	  with	  an	  need	  of	  between	  
81,500	  and	  105,000	  units	  but	  a	  supply	  of	  only	  55,000	  units,	  extra	  housing	  if	  
built	  would	  not	  sell	  is	  plainly	  wrong.	  	  Outside	  of	  London	  we	  have	  no	  evidence	  
of	  what	  such	  an	  imbalance	  of	  supply	  to	  demand	  will	  do.	  
	  	  
In	   none	   of	   the	   cases	  within	   the	   evidence	   provide	   by	   the	   city,	   is	   the	   level	   of	  
unmet	   need	   comparable	   to	   that	   of	   Birmingham	   and	   therefore	   the	  
conclusions	  drawn	  from	  the	  evidence	  are	  wrong.	  	  	  
	  	  
c)	  Should	  it/they	  be	  safeguarded	  for	  development	  beyond	  the	  Plan	  period?	  



	  	  
If	  the	  city	  are	  right	  with	  their	  SHAA	  projections	  the	  greenbelt	  boundary	  will	  
need	   to	   be	   reviewed	   again	   next	   plan	   –	   clearly	   in	   in	   contradiction	   with	  
national	  policy.	  	  
	  	  
In	  addition	  to	  allocating	  Area’s	  B	  &	  C	  for	  development	  within	  the	  plan	  period	  
–	   Suitable	   sustainable	   parcels	  within	   A	   should	   be	   removed	   from	   the	   green	  
belt	  and	  safeguarded	  for	  development	  beyond	  the	  plan	  period.	  	  	  
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