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Much Wenlock Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Minutes of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
3rd December 2012, 5.00pm to 7.00pm, Guildhall 
 
PRESENT    REPRESENTING 
 
Members of the Steering Group 
Charles Teaney   Community 
Liz Thomas   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 
 
In Attendance 
Mary Jacobs   Community 
Gill Jones   Shropshire Council 
Faith Smith   Technical Writer 
 
Minute Taker 
Robert Toft 
 
1. Chairman’s Welcome 
Mike Grace welcomed those present to the meeting and especially Faith Smith who had 
recently been appointed as technical writer. 
 
 
2. Apologies 
Tim Coleshaw   Community 
Bob May    Community 
Rachel Walmsley  Community 
Jake Berriman   Shropshire Council 
 
 
3. Declarations of Pecuniary Interest, Dispensation or Bias 
 
David Turner declared a pecuniary interest and bias with regard to Land Proposal "A" 
(Bradley Farm).  Liz Thomas declared a bias with regard to the land proposal recently 
received (Station Road). 
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4. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
The following amendment was noted to the draft minutes of the meeting of 26th 
November: 
 
Item 5 (1st Para following discussion of "Land Proposal O", Line 1) Add "raised by residents" 
after "existing sites". 
 
Subject to this point, the minutes of the meeting of 26th November were approved. 
 
 
5. Developing the Scope and Content of the Plan 
 
Mike Grace noted that the business of this meeting should include reviewing the position on 
decisions on land proposals, working with the technical writer, next steps, engagement with 
landowners, housing associations and English Heritage and considering the format for the 
Plan. 
 
To discuss progression of drafting the Plan with the Technical Writer and to agree any 
necessary actions 
 
Mike Grace noted that the Neighbourhood Plan committee of the Town Council had agreed 
to appoint Faith Smith as the technical writer for the Plan and that he had held a briefing 
meeting with her that morning.  Faith Smith said that she believed she had clearly 
understood the requirement.  She wished to be engaging in style and demonstrate how 
comments had been treated whilst drafting a simple, short but comprehensive text. 
 
Mike Grace explained his ideas for a large folded format for the Plan with maps on one side, 
of the town and the parish, and text on the reverse. 
 
Charles Teaney asked about the Much Wenlock Design Statement and how it might be 
incorporated or referenced in the plan.  Lesley Durbin thought that other documents also 
needed to be considered and noted that the Town Council had reviewed the Design 
statement two years ago and had found it to be of continuing value.  David Turner noted 
that the Design Statement was very focused on the town and thought it useful to extent it 
to the whole parish.  Robert Stuart thought that it should not form part of the plan as an 
appendix or annex but could be incorporated as appropriate. Mike Grace noted that this 
could be done by reference. 
 
Charles Teaney wondered if the Shropshire Core Strategy could also be incorporated by 
reference.  Mike Grace thought that Faith Smith's judgement could be relied on for this.  
Faith Smith noted that some commentary might be needed for clarity. 
 
Liz Thomas noted that the Design Statement had not been produced by the same group as 
that for the Town and Parish Plan and thought that it could be updated to include Bourton.  
Mike Grace thought that this could be addressed under design policy. 
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Agreed that strong reference be made to the Design Statement for Much Wenlock in the 
Neighbourhood Plan as a means of helping shape future development. 
 
Mike Grace asked if group members were happy with the format of a folded document 
rather than a booklet.  David Turner thought that this would be good if it highlighted key 
points but noted that design of the web version also needed to be considered.  He thought 
that a cheaper version would also be needed for distribution to every household.  Charles 
Teaney thought that the inclusion of photographs was useful. 
 
Agreed: 
 
i) That in principle a large, folded two-sided document with maps was preferred; 
 
ii) To commission MA Creative to produce some maps for the public consultation events; 
 
ACTION: Charles Teaney and Rachel Walmsley to liaise with MA Creative on presentation 
materials. 
 
Charles Teaney noted the importance of writing the text of the plan in plain English. 
Faith Smith asked if any guidance had been received from DCLG on the format and content 
of plans.  Mike Grace thought that nothing specific had been produced.  He noted that he 
had sent various documents to Faith Smith including the draft policies from Lesley Durbin, 
Robert Stuart and Tim Coleshaw. 
 
ACTIONS: 
 
(i) Robert Stuart to liaise with David Turner on the flood attenuation paper produced by 
Chris Bowden; 
 
(ii) Robert Toft to ask Mary Jacobs whether any note of the workshop on 27th October 
had been produced by Planning Aid. 
 
To consider and review suggestions for premises and land 
 
The Group discussed Mike Grace's updated paper summarising the decisions made on land 
proposals and objectives.   
 
The paper was agreed, except for a slight change to the second sentence of the "Decision 
and Justification" for land proposal "O" (Land behind Sytche Lane, to the rear of 
Meadowbrook House) to read "However, not development into the field nor to the extent 
specified in the proposal". 
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To consider suggested policy/options from authors of Objectives 
 
Robert Stuart had produced draft policies for objectives 2, 3 and 4 (on Flooding & Sewage, 
Parking & Traffic and Community Facilities).  He noted that the proposed objectives seemed 
to have been generally accepted and that the polices were based on these. 
 
On flooding, he noted that an addition should be made to indicate that new development 
should address the issues before occupation. He noted that the parking policies sought to 
address concerns raised in the residents survey and public consultation.  On community 
facilities, he noted that the Town Council rather than Shropshire Council might be the 
appropriate body to advise on the need for new facilities. 
 
Lesley Durbin had produced policies for objective 5 on housing need.  She asked whether 
the proposed maximum of 25 houses per development scheme should be an absolute limit 
and how to be firmer on the proposal to treat exception sites on their merits.  She noted 
that single-storey homes did not necessarily imply bungalows.  David Turner wondered 
about the effect of having more than one development of 25 sites in close proximity to each 
other. 
 
Mike Grace asked about preferred methods of working with Faith Smith and suggested that 
objective authors should discuss proposals by phone.  Faith Smith noted that she would 
probably do the work in chunks and contact the relevant authors at the time.  Robert Stuart 
noted that policies for sustainability and jobs and the economy had not yet been drafted. 
 
(Mary Jacobs arrived at the meeting) 
 
(Faith Smith left the meeting) 
 
New Land Proposal (Station Road) 
 
(Liz Thomas left the meeting room) 
 
Mike Grace noted that the proposal had been submitted very late and questioned whether 
it should be considered in principle.  He noted that the development site was very large and 
only schematic plans had been presented.  He thought that it should possibly be treated 
only as an input to relevant policy. 
 
David Turner said that he had first seen ideas for this proposal over three years ago and was 
surprised that it had only now been submitted.  He thought that it was too late and not fair 
to consider it now.  Charles Teaney noted that it had also not been submitted in the correct 
format. 
 
Gill Jones noted that she had not sensed any great demand for a new community centre 
although such proposals often featured in community-led plans.  Milner Whiteman thought 
that the proposal was too big to consider and queried where the funding for development 
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would come from.  Lesley Durbin noted that the plans provided were no more than an 
artist's impression. 
 
Mary Jacobs asked what would happen if an application for development was received in, 
say, two years time.   
 
Robert Stuart and David Turner thought that the proposal should be rejected but should be 
absorbed into considerations of policy. 
 
Agreed: 
 
i) That the proposal had been submitted too late for consideration but would be publicised 
on the web site; 
 
ii) That the possibility of providing community facilities would be considered in the Plan; 
 
iii) To recommend that the Town Council might look at the need for additional community 
facilities. 
 
(Liz Thomas returned to the meeting room) 
 
To design and agree consultation events and meetings to develop the scope and content of 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Mike Grace said that meetings with housing associations, English Heritage and relevant 
landowners were in hand.  He noted that a meeting/consultation event needed to be 
arranged in early or mid January to resolve outstanding final decisions.  The Town Council 
would consider the draft plan at a special meeting on 31st January and the draft thus 
needed to be complete by 25th January at the latest. 
 
Mary Jacobs noted that notice of the event needed to be given and that the date should be 
set now if possible.  She thought that the Group needed to consider what sort of event to 
hold and how to involve the community. 
 
(Milner Whiteman left the meeting) 
 
Robert Stuart noted that there were five sites on which comments would be invited.  Mike 
Grace thought that plans, posters, draft policies with narrative and invitations to comment 
where appropriate would all be needed and suggested a walk-around format.  
 
Mike Grace wondered whether a consultation paper should be made available.  Charles 
Teaney thought that some communication should be made and that participants should not 
learn about proposals only at the event.  David Turner thought that it was wise to consult 
early rather than later.  Mike Grace suggested that no decisions on proposals should be 
released at present but that notification of these should be included in the invitation to the 
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event.  David Turner thought that information in the Group meeting minutes relating to 
decisions on proposals should be withheld until this time. 
 
Agreed that redacted minutes of minutes including decisions on proposals should be put up 
on the website. 
 
ACTION: Robert Toft to produce redacted minutes of relevant meetings and to send to 
David Turner. 
 
Agreed to hold consultation event on Saturday 12th January, 2013. 
 
ACTION:  
 
i) Robert Toft to check on availability of Priory Hall on 12th January; 
 
ii) Gill Jones to reserve display boards for the event. 
 
Mike Grace noted the need to think about publicity of the event at the next meeting.  Mary 
Jacobs agreed to consider the format of the event. 
 
Mike Grace asked Gill Jones to pursue the issues of appointing an assessor and advice from 
Jake Berriman on consistency with other plans and the statement of public consultation.  
Gill Jones agreed to pursue these and to ask Jake Berriman to attend the Group meeting on 
17th December if possible. 
 
 
6.  Date of Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Steering Group was agreed to be on 17th December, starting at 
5pm in the Guildhall, at which the dates of further meetings would be agreed. 
 
 
 
 
Signed         Date 
Chairman 


