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Much Wenlock Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Minutes of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
5th November 2012, 5.00pm to 7.00pm, Guildhall 
 
PRESENT    REPRESENTING 
 
Members of the Steering Group 
Tim Coleshaw   Community 
Bob May    Community 
Charles Teaney    Community 
Cllr. Lesley Durbin  Much Wenlock Town Council 
Cllr. Mike Grace (Chair)  Much Wenlock Town Council 
Cllr. Robert Stuart   Much Wenlock Town Council 
Cllr. David Turner   Much Wenlock Town Council 
Cllr. Milner Whiteman   Much Wenlock Town Council 
 
Minute Taker 
Robert Toft 
 
1. Chairman’s Welcome 
Mike Grace welcomed those present to the meeting.  He had received an email from Simon Ross 
who had said that he would like to withdraw from the Steering Group.  It was agreed to look for 
possible replacements.  Lesley Durbin thought that Pete or Kate Griffith might be interested. 
 
(Tim Coleshaw arrived at the meeting) 
 
 
2. Apologies 
Liz Thomas   Community 
Rachel Walmsley  Community 
Gill Jones   Shropshire Council 
 
 
3. Declarations of Interest 
 
There were no declarations of interest.  Mike Grace said that Sharon Clayton (Town Clerk) had asked 
Shropshire Council for advice on declarations of interest since this might differ between discussions 
on planning and consideration of planning applications.  He noted that, although discussions were 
not yet at a sensitive stage, Steering Group members should disclose any interests which they 
thought might be relevant. 
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4. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
The following amendments were noted to the draft minutes of the meeting of 29th October: 
 
Item 5 (2nd Para, Line 5) Replace "She noted" with "She added"; 

Item 5 (6th Para under "A. Specific Actions", Line 11) Delete "but did not wish to be further involved 
with the Neighbourhood Plan"; 

Item 5 (12th Para under "A. Specific Actions", Lines 4 & 5) Replace "thoughts should be pooled about 
what had been suggested" with "suggestions about sites should be pooled"; 

Item 5 (15th Para under "A. Specific Actions", Lines 1 & 2) Replace "this should be discussed at the 
preceding Neighbourhood Plan Committee on 1st November" with "members of the Neighbourhood 
Plan Committee should discuss this prior to the Town Council meeting on 1st November"; 

Item 5 (16th Para under "A. Specific Actions", Line 4) Insert "indicated" before "that Brian Smith"; 

Item 7 (2nd Para, Line 1) Replace "Bob May" with "Robert Stuart". 

Subject to these points, the minutes of the meeting of 29th October were approved. 
 
 
5. Developing the Scope and Content of the Plan  
 
Mike Grace noted that this meeting had been called to allow for a more open discussion of the state 
of development of the Plan and proposed a stock-take of the current position. 
 
David Turner noted that a further proposal relating to land in Sytche Lane ( which had been labelled 
site "O") had been received from Mark Sackett of RPS on behalf of Wenlock Estates.  Mike Grace 
asked for views on whether this proposal should be included. 
 
Charles Teaney noted that the proposal had been received well after the cut-off date and, since 
development was not proposed until 2021-2026, it did not seem to be urgent. 
Bob May wondered if it had been clear that the deadline was 17th October and thought that the 
proposal should be considered, especially since other sites had been proposed by the public.  Lesley 
Durbin thought that, though late, the proposal might assist with meeting some of the objectives. 
 
Milner Whiteman noted that only one large site had been previously proposed under the current 
SamDev process and that smaller sites were now being usefully proposed.  Robert Stuart felt that 
the plan would include a mixture of sites and more general policy and he thought it was thus 
appropriate to include the proposal.  Mike Grace noted that he favoured a pragmatic approach 
depending mainly on whether a proposal was valuable in meeting the objectives. 
 
It was agreed to include Proposal "O" but to make it clear that it had been received after the 
deadline and that the public had not had the chance to comment on it at the consultation events. 
 
Robert Toft asked whether a further final cut-off date should now be set.  Bob May thought that the 
Group was duty bound to make an assessment of all sites, not just those proposed by landowners. 
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Mike Grace noted that proposals were mostly in and around three areas: Sytche, Stretton Road and 
Bridgnorth Road.  Other sites had been proposed, however, which might also have merit.  He noted 
that it had been suggested that policy just include criteria without reference to sites but thought 
there were risks in not nominating sites in that applications might then be dealt with on a "first 
come, first served" basis. 
 
Robert Stuart asked whether views on housing indicated more emphasis on market or affordable 
housing.  Lesley Durbin noted that views had been evenly split but that most of those interested in 
affordable housing wanted to buy, with just nine interested in socially rented housing (and against a 
background of current annual turnover of seven homes). 
 
Milner Whiteman said that he had been surprised by the lack of opposition to the proposals.  Tim 
Coleshaw noted that there had been opposition to the Homer proposal. 
 
Robert Stuart noted that the effect of proposals on all the objectives needed to be considered, 
including the effect on businesses.  Mike Grace noted that the nature of developments needed to be 
considered as well as the site e.g. what the implications would be of moving the caravan site. 
 
Mike Grace asked for views about how to organise the assessment process. Robert Stuart wondered 
what to do about site assessment and whether sites had which had been proposed should be 
considered individually with others included in more general policy. 
 
Bob May thought that proposals should be looked at in the round to see how many objectives they 
might meet and that this would necessitate a site by site assessment. 
 
Lesley Durbin said that she had looked at the site assessment examples from Shropshire Council and 
considered that the methodology used was beyond her own expertise.  She had completed the 
objectives chart circulated by Mike Grace for housing, looking only at numbers of houses and 
suggested this approach be followed for all proposals. 
 
Mike Grace proposed that the methodology should be that each site proposed by landowners or 
suggested by the community should be measured against each of the nine objectives.  This was 
agreed by the Group. 
 
David Turner asked if site visits, ideally with agents, should be undertaken.  Lesley Durbin thought 
that only those sites suggested by a significant number of respondents in the residents survey and at 
public consultation events should be visited.  Bob May noted that there were quite a large number 
of sites mentioned by more than one survey respondent. 
 
Mike Grace noted the need to also consider windfall and redevelopment sites and thought that a 
policy could be created to reflect these. 
 
Robert Stuart proposed testing the methodology with a single site.  It was agreed to use proposal 
"C" (Bridgnorth Road by Primary School) for this purpose.  Mike Grace proposed a scale of 1 to 5, 
with 5 indicating high support for the objective.  It was agreed that markings for the proposal were 
illustrative only and would be re-considered later when all the proposals were assessed. 
 
Tim Coleshaw thought that the proposal met objectives 7 (well-designed development) and 8 
(protecting and improving green and open spaces) fairly well and suggested a score of 4.  He noted 
that the proposal did not detract from objective 9 (improving and protecting local landscape and 
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wildlife) and thought there was some scope for improving biodiversity and thus suggested a score of 
2.  Charles Teaney thought that the proposal would have little impact on this objective.  Robert Toft 
felt that the proposal as such did not meet the proposed objective at all and considered that the 
public was unlikely to see any housing development as meeting this objective, however much it 
might meet the others. 
 
(Tim Coleshaw left the meeting) 
 
Lesley Durbin noted that proposal "C" had potential for meeting objective 5 (meeting local housing 
needs) which might be higher if it included bungalows but that, as it stood, it did not meet the 
requirement for small-scale development. 
 
David Turner thought that it had high potential for meeting objective 1 (local economy and jobs). 
 
Robert Stuart noted that the proposal was likely to meet objective 2 (infrastructure for community 
well-being).  He thought that, although there would not be a reduction in traffic volumes, there 
would be a reduction in traffic speeds as sought under objective 3 (traffic management and 
community well-being). 
 
Charles Teaney thought that it was necessary to have policies in place before scoring proposals.  Bob 
May thought, however, that if proposals were too concrete, sites would need to be "shoehorned" 
into them.  Robert Stuart thought that policies might be developed after looking at different sites.  
Mike Grace noted that it had been agreed to look at sites and to consider their potential for meeting 
different objectives as well as the proposed use. 
 
Charles Teaney thought that it would be necessary for the public to have something to look at and 
noted that this would take some time to develop.  Mike Grace emphasised that this process needed 
to begin by looking at sites. 
 
 
Mike Grace asked how the process should be taken further.  Bob May thought that a three-hour 
session was needed.  David Turner thought that daylight site visits should first be made as a group.  
It was agreed that a group visit should take place on 10th November at 10am, meeting at William 
Brookes School. 
 
ACTION: Mike Grace to draw up a chart for each site reflecting the agreed methodology. 
 
 
6.  Media and Communications 
 
Agreed that the next media statement should include comment on the high numbers attending 
consultation events and outline the next steps. 
 
Milner Whiteman noted that he was attending a Neighbourhood Planning meeting, on behalf of 
Shropshire Council, which had been organised by DCLG. 
 
Mike Grace noted that Mary Jacobs had agreed to take over from David Turner on the task of 
receiving and responding to emails. 
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7.  Date of Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Steering Group was agreed to be on 12th November, starting at 4pm in the 
Guildhall (and lasting until 7pm).  Further meetings would be held fortnightly after this date. 
 
 
 
Signed         Date 
Chairman 


