
 

1 

 

Much Wenlock Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Minutes of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
8th April 2013, 5.00pm to 8.00pm, Guildhall 
 
PRESENT    REPRESENTING 
 
Members of the Steering Group 
Tim Coleshaw   Community 
Bob May    Community 
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 
 
In Attendance 
Mary Jacobs   Community 
Rachel Walmsley  Community 
Gill Jones   Shropshire Council 
 
Minute Taker 
Robert Toft 
 
1. Chairman’s Welcome 
 
Mike Grace welcomed those present to the meeting. 
 
 
2. Apologies 
Faith Smith   Community 
Cllr. Milner Whiteman  Much Wenlock Town Council 
Jake Berriman   Shropshire Council 
 
3. Declarations of Pecuniary Interest, Dispensation or Bias 
 
David Turner noted that his wife had submitted a response as part of the consultation on 
the draft Plan. 
 
Tim Coleshaw and Mike Grace noted that, as employees of Natural England, they would not 
comment on the response to the draft Plan made by Natural England.
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4. Minutes of the Meetings on 4th and 18th March 
 
4th March 
 
The following amendments were noted to the draft minutes of the meeting of 4th March: 
 
List of those Present at Meeting: Add Faith Smith Community (Technical Writer) under those 
in attendance; 
 
Item 7 (1st Para, Line 4), Replace "'lack of professionalism' shown in using the photos" with 
"about the use of the photos".  
 
Subject to these points, the minutes of the meeting of 4th March were approved. 
 
18th March 
 
The draft minutes of the meeting of 18th March were approved without amendment. 
 
 
5. Developing the Scope and Content of the Plan 
 
To consider public comments on the pre-submission Draft Plan 
 
Mike Grace noted that two templates had been circulated which summarised comments, 
one with comments from Shropshire Council, DCLG and Locality and the second with 
comments from the public and others.  He noted that comments from the Shropshire Hills 
AONB, Environment Agency and Natural England needed to be added and that some other 
comments had been missed out or partially captured.  Robert Stuart said that he had 
believed theme leads were only dealing with comments on their own theme. 
 
David Turner noted the difficulty in considering comments in isolation since missing 
comments might have an effect on decisions made.  Bob May agreed on the need for 
completeness but thought that those comments that were available could be addressed. 
 
Robert Stuart noted that several comments had been combined.  Charles Teaney 
emphasised the need to have a separate audit trail for each one.  
 
Mike Grace thought that the Group should make its best endeavours to deal with the 
comments available.  He noted that it would be necessary to agree criteria, in order to avoid 
the risk of re-opening earlier arguments and the decisions which had already been made in 
the light of the residents survey and earlier consultations. He proposed three criteria  for 
assessing those comments which needed to be addressed: i)  National Policy Planning 
Framework (NPPF)/Shropshire Core Strategy implications;  ii) Presenting new arguments; iii) 
Presenting new evidence. 
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Liz Thomas asked if decisions should be made in the light of historical decisions and 
evidence.  Mike Grace thought that there was a judgement to be made whether these were 
still applicable and relevant in emphasising a case.  Lesley Durbin noted that there was a 
strong evidence base to support housing policies. 
 
Robert Stuart asked whether questions of ensuring a 5-year supply of housing land should 
be considered.  Charles Teaney thought that this was not the responsibility of the Group.  
Mike Grace thought that the Group should not be deflected from representing the views of 
the community and noted that it was for others to indicate if they had different priorities. 
 
Charles Teaney asked whether DCLG and Shropshire Council comments would be sent to the 
assessor.  Mike Grace said that they would be, in the interests of transparency. 
 
Mike Grace noted that several members had visited Lea Quarry where the new owners 
(Edge Renewables) had indicated that there were possibilities for further small scale 
employment and multi-use access.  Tim Coleshaw noted that part of the land was in the 
AONB area and that care was needed in making any recommendations for use or 
development. 
 
Mike Grace noted that the Town Council had approved spending to allow Faith Smith to 
revise the draft Plan. 
 
To consider responses and recommend appropriate changes to the Draft Plan 
 
(Minute-Takers note: Responses to, and amendments made to the draft Plan in respect of, 
all comments made will be included in a document which will be made available on the 
Neighbourhood Plan website.  They are thus not all reflected below, except where 
substantial discussion took place or actions or other issues were involved.  References 
below are to those in the draft Plan.) 
 
(Policy 1.1, 1st para,1st bullet point) It was agreed that, for clarity "on the edge of" (the 
development boundary) should be changed to "outside and adjacent to". 
 
(Policy 1.1, 2nd para) It was agreed, for clarity, to add "exceptions" to read "open market 
housing will only be permitted on exception sites…". 
 
In response to comments made by Andrew Smith, it was agreed to change the wording in 
Chapter 6 (Good Quality Design) of the draft Plan to protect historic feature of burgage 
plots. 
 
(Mary Jacobs arrived at the meeting) 
 
Bob May wondered, in view of the large number of comments, whether more justification 
and explanation could be given on policy 1.4 (relating to the development of part of site 
RES1).  Lesley Durbin asked whether this should be included in the introduction, noting that 
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the inclusion of site RES1 reflected the divergence of views on growth of housing.  Liz 
Thomas thought that note should be made of relevant precedents and previous decisions. 
 
(Tim Coleshaw left the meeting) 
 
(Policy 1.4) In response to comments made by Jennifer Collier, it was agreed to more closely 
define the part of RES1 on which houses would be located as "an approximately one hectare 
plot near the Bridgnorth Rd and adjoining existing development". 
 
(Policy 1.4) In response to comments made by Colin Taylor, it was agreed to clarify that 
RES1 was an allocation within the (new) development boundary, rather than an exception 
site and to include a bullet point in the statement of the objective concerning this. 
 
Bob May  noted that the Morris Corfield site, noted in comments by Shelagh and Kenneth 
Allen, was included in Policy 2.2 as it was an active employment site which might come 
forward for redevelopment in the period of the Plan. 
 
It was noted that several comments had been made which were responding to the 
Persimmon proposals for development of the RES1 site rather than the draft Plan.  It was 
agreed that these would be summarised and recorded separately. 
 
(Policy 1.7) It response to comments made by Stephen Locke (on behalf of Arthur Hill), it 
was agreed that "shown that use of the site solely for employment use is no longer viable" 
should be changed to "shown that the original use of the site is no longer viable". 
 
(Policy 2.6 and Chapter 8) In response to comments made by Jennifer Collier it was agreed 
that the Plan needed to differentiate between the different nature and use of the quarries. 
 
ACTION: Tim Coleshaw to liaise with Faith Smith on changes needed to reflect the 
differences between the quarries. 
 
(Chapter 3) It was agreed that further discussion with the Environment Agency was 
necessary and particularly on whether it was possible to restrict new development until the 
Integrated Urban Drainage Management Plan (IUDMP) was in place given that any increased 
loading of the combined sewerage network would increase the risk of flooding and 
associated water quality risks. 
 
ACTION: Robert Stuart to discuss with Environment Agency 
 
(Policy 3.3) It was agreed to accept the Environment Agency's suggestion to maximize the 
separation of foul and surface water if it was not already clear that this would be expected 
of the Plan by strategic policy. 
 
(David Turner left the meeting) 
 



 

5 

 

Gill Jones agreed to check with Jake Berriman whether a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment would be needed in respect of the Plan and, if so, why. 
 
(Gill Jones left the meeting) 
 
(Policy 4.1)  It was noted that Shropshire Council guidance allowed for two car spaces per 
dwelling but acknowledged that this might need to be a minimum for larger houses. 
 
ACTION: Faith Smith be asked to check on parking standards. 
 
 (Policy 7.2) In response to comments made by Andrew Smith and Colin Taylor, it was 
agreed  to recommend that allocation of further green spaces should be considered by the 
Town Council. 
 
(Objective 9 and Policy 9.2)  It was agreed to accept the Environment Agency's suggestion 
that reference should be made to local biomass facilities. 
 
ACTION:  Mary Jacobs, Robert Toft and Rachel Walmsley to check on and include any 
submissions not currently included or only partially included in the summary template. 
 
 
6.  Plan Timetable and Process 
 
Charles Teaney noted that the statement of public consultation would need to be submitted 
at the same time as the Plan. 
 
Mike Grace noted that he would be revising the paper to the Town Council which sought 
delegation of authority to the Town Clerk until new committees and sub-committees were 
formed. 
 
8.  Date of Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Steering Group was agreed to be on 15th April 2013, starting at 
5pm in the Guildhall. 
 
The meeting closed at 8.30 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed         Date 
Chairman 


