
 
 

Please complete a separate Part B Representation Form (this part) for each representation 
that you would like to make. One Part A Representation Form must be enclosed with your 
Part B Representation Form(s). 

We have also published a separate Guidance Note to explain the terms used and to assist in 
making effective representations. 
 

Part B: Representation 
 

 

 Name and Organisation:  Jocelyn Elizabeth Finch 

 

Q1. To which document does this representation relate? 

 Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan 

 
Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire 
Local Plan 

 
Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the 
Shropshire Local Plan 
(Please tick one box) 

Q2. To which part of the document does this representation relate? 
 

Paragraph: 

 S12 
Communit
y Hub 
Schedule 
S12.1(i) 
p234 

Policy: 

 
Regulatio
n 19: Pre-
Submissio
n Draft of 
the 
Shropshir
e Local 
Plan 2016 
to 2038 

Site:  PON040 Policies 
Map: 

Policy 
S12-
minsterley
-
pontesbur
y-place-
plan-area-
inset-
maps.pdf  

 

Q3. Do you consider the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the 
Shropshire Local Plan is: 

A. Legally compliant Yes:   No:  
      

B. Sound Yes:   No:  
      

C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes:   No:  
  (Please tick as appropriate).  

Q4. Please give details of why you consider the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission 
Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 
fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. 
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft 
of the Shropshire Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to 
set out your comments. 



Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Policies Map  S12-minsterley-pontesbury-place-plan-area-inset-
maps.pdf Pontesbury Map Development Boundary Line adjacent to PONO40 is unsound 
&  
Sustainability Assessment  https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-
minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf  for PON040 is unsound. There are many 
anomalies. 
 
Neither reflect the facts on the ground, or available evidence. They do not comply with paragraph 35 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Test b. Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account 
the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence 
 
Please see separate sheet for supporting evidence 

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
Q5. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the 
Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan legally 
compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified at Q4 above.   
Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at 
examination. You will need to say why each modification will make the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission 
Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put 
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 

1) Add site PON040 to Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan 
2016 to 2038 - to  S12 Community Hub Schedule S12.1(i) p234 

by amending this box:   
Land at Minsterley Road, Pontesbury (PON008, PON017 and PON030 AND PON040)�
 

2) At the very least Add site PON040 to the LONG TERM POTENTIAL SLAA RESIDENTIAL 
SITES allocation.  

 
3) Modify the Development Boundary Line for Pontesbury so that >40 years existing 1&2 

Hinton Lane are correctly shown as inside the Development Boundary. 

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support your representation and your suggested 
modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. 

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, 
based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination. 

 

Q6. If your representation is seeking a modification to the Regulation 19: Pre-
Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to 
participate in examination hearing session(s)? 
Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing 
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate. 

 No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s) 

 Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s) 

 (Please tick one box) 

Q7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why 
you consider this to be necessary: 



I am sorry to have had to combine the two representations on one comment, but they are 
completely interdependent. I trust that the anomalies are self evident and can be addressed 
without taking up valuable time by requesting participation, but am happy to provide further 
information if needed. 

 
 

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
Please note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be 
asked to confirm your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and 
issues for examination. 

 
 

 

Signature: 
 

 
Date:  26/2/2021 

 

 









ANOMALIES IN THE S12 MAPS & SLAA FOR SITE PON040 IN THE SHROPSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 2016-38

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16766/s12-minsterley-pontesbury-place-plan-area-inset-maps.pdf )

The purpose of this document is to explain why:

Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Policies Map  S12-minsterley-pontesbury-place-plan-area-inset-maps.pdf 
Pontesbury Map Development Boundary Line adjacent to PONO40 is unsound
& 
Sustainability Assessment  
https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-are
a-site-assessments.pdf  for PON040 is unsound. 

Neither reflect the facts on the ground, or available evidence. They do not comply with paragraph 35 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Test b. Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence



( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16766/s12-minsterley-pontesbury-place-plan-area-inset-maps.pdf )
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1&2 Hinton Lane

LOCATION OF PON040 (GREEN) AND  1&2 HINTON LANE (RED DASHED)
BOTH ARE OUTSIDE PONTESBURY DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARY (IN BLACK)

Why does Development Boundary continue to show the 2 1970’s houses at 1&2 Hinton Lane as “Open 
Countryside”?  The facts do not support this.



       ?

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/planning-policy/local-planning/local-plan-review/evidence-base/ 
Residential conclusion map - Appendix F of the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA): an interactive map illustrating the location, site boundaries and overall residential conclusion reached on each site included within the SLAA.)

CURRENT AERIAL IMAGE SHOWS PON040 & 1&2 HINTON LANE (Dashed Red) & OAKWOOD HOUSE (Dashed Blue)

Is the PON040 “Countryside” allocation reasonable, when considered with recently built Oakwood House (dashed Blue) & 
1970’s 1&2 Hinton Lane (Dashed Red)?

 
PON040 N BOUNDARY IS CLEARLY DEFINED FROM OPEN COUNTRYSIDE BY MATURE TREES & 1-3M LEVEL CHANGE 

PON040



OUTDOOR SPORTS

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16766/s12-minsterley-pontesbury-place-plan-area-inset-maps.pdf )
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LOCATION OF PON040 IN RELATION TO OTHER NEARBY SITES IN THE SLAA

How is PON040 Overall Sustainability -8 Poor justified cf PON002 0 Good; PON004 1 Good; PON025 1 Good? 
Available evidence does not support this - see following slides.



FOLLOWING 6 SLIDES EXTRACTED FROM: 

pp 10, 15-18, 75, 145-147 of

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf )



( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf )



Page 15 Page 15 Page 16 Page 18

EXTRACTS: Stage 2a - PON040 COMPARISON WITH IMMEDIATELY NEIGHBOURING PLOTS PON002/PON004/PON025 

   

(-) Not Correct
All requirements met.
Under application 
18/05683/OUT, there 
is no planning 
objection to Main 
Road access - 
Highway Advice Note -  
15/2/2019 
https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-appli
cations/files/FD6F2045E6BC9D596C5E
61068C9C6F74/pdf/18_05683_OUT-SC
_HIGHWAYS-3526697.pdf

(-) is Not Correct
 Site is Residential 
Garden Plot - not 
agricultural land
(Appendix M - Site Assessment 
- Stage 2b p75 - General 
Description/ Achievability AND 
AERIAL PHOTOS)

       ?

How is a “Poor -8” 
Sustainability 
Assessment sound? 
How are 8 (-) scores 
justified when 
compared with 
nearby sites? 
Evidence does not 
support these scores



       
Correct

The site is a residential 
garden plot as 
evidenced by Aerial 
Image or site visit.

Furthermore, the 
agricultural field 
boundary is 
additionally defined by 
mature trees, 
hedgerow & a 1-3m 
level change (drop) 
within the site

SITE ASSESSMENT - Stage 2b - PON040 (p75) - Why is this accurate General Description subsequently contradicted? 

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf )



                     ?

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf )

EXTRACT: SITE ASSESSMENT - Stage 3 - PON040 (p 145). Why are unjustified highlighted statements carried forward?

This misleads 
subsequent Stage 3 
Strategic 
Consideration (p147) 
& ignores a better  
approved alternative.
Under application 
18/05683/OUT, there is 
no planning objection 
to Main Road access - 
Highway Advice Note -  
15/2/2019
ttps://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applicat
ions/files/FD6F2045E6BC9D596C5E6106
8C9C6F74/pdf/18_05683_OUT-SC_HIG
HWAYS-3526697.pdf

h

                     Incorrect 
Assumption
Under application 
18/05683/OUT -  there 
is no planning 
objection to Main 
Road access
ttps://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applic
ations/files/FD6F2045E6BC9D596C5E6
1068C9C6F74/pdf/18_05683_OUT-SC_
HIGHWAYS-3526697.pdf



       ?

( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf )

Conclusion is not 
sound (see earlier 
chart) when directly 
compared against 
evidence & nearby 
plots

This then misleads 
Stage 3 Strategic 
Consideration on 
p147
  
 

EXTRACT: SITE ASSESSMENT - Stage 3 - PON040 (p 146).  How was this POOR Stage 2a result justified? 



( https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16792/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-m-minsterley-and-pontesbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf )

EXTRACT: SITE ASSESSMENT - Stage 3 - PON040 (p147)-Are the Strategic Considerations backed by the facts? NO.

       

ACCESS - Not Correct - A legal 
route  exists across adjoining sites 
owned by the same family and 
detailed in
https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/
FD6F2045E6BC9D596C5E61068C9C6F74/pdf/18_
05683_OUT-SC_HIGHWAYS-3526697.pdf

& under 17/05951/OUT 
&18/03671/OUT - both approved

LANDSCAPE-Questionable - The 
only landscape issue of 
importance is on NE site boundary 
with farmland (see p75). 2 other 
sides are developed for >40 years, 
1 is approved for development 
(18/03671/OUT)

HERITAGE-Misleading - A 
heritage statement was submitted 
as part of approved 17/05951/OUT 
application. That site is in line & 
nearer to the Pontesbury heritage 
sites

SITE ASSESSMENT- A questionable
8 negative anomalies in assessment Stage 
2a 

PON040 HAS ALWAYS BEEN A 
RESIDENTIAL GARDEN

FLOODING?-no evidence
This residential garden has not 
flooded in the >40 years of current 
ownership. It is 1-3m above 
adjoining farmland



( https://shropshire.gov.uk/planning-policy/local-planning/local-plan-review/evidence-base/ 
Residential conclusion map - Appendix F of the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA): an interactive map illustrating the location, site boundaries and overall residential conclusion reached on each site included within the SLAA.)

LONG TERM POTENTIAL SLAA RESIDENTIAL SITES  ( 1999 AERIAL IMAGE) - PON040 & PON031

How is non-inclusion of PON040 justified when PON031 is allocated? This is unjustifiable and unreasonable.

PON031 NOW ALLOCATED AS LONG TERM POTENTIAL SLAA 
RESIDENTIAL SITE WITH PON002 /004 /025

       

PON040 - NOT ALLOCATED?

PON031



Conclusion

The facts on the ground do not support the placement of the Development Boundary Line at 1&2 Hinton Lane. The SLAA 
for PON040 is not supported by the evidence.

Both are unsound under paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Plans are sound if they are: 
…… b. Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate 
evidence.

The following ammendments to the Local Plan are suggested to make this aspect of the plan Sound.

Modify the Development Boundary Line for Pontesbury so that >40 years existing 1&2 Hinton Lane are correctly 
shown as inside the Development Boundary.

Add site PON040 to Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan 2016 to 2038 - to  S12 
Community Hub Schedule S12.1(i) p234    
 

Land at Minsterley Road, Pontesbury (PON008, PON017 and PON030 AND PON040)

At the very least Add site PON040 to the LONG TERM POTENTIAL SLAA RESIDENTIAL SITES allocation. 



Appendix

The previous 2015 SAMdev S12 Pontesbury Map Development Boundary Line adjacent to PONO40 was questioned in a 
submission 5th Feb 2019. It is repeated here for completeness.

The purpose of this submission is to question the  2015 SAMdev choice of position for one part of the Pontesbury Development Boundary Line as a sound basis for future planning. 
The Local Plan Review – Preferred Sites Consultation currently in progress (Jan 2019) proposes no change to this part of the line. 

In 2015 Shropshire Council published the adopted SAMDev. The map from this for Pontesbury is appended (App1) showing the Development Boundary line. We have zoomed in on 
the line around house numbers 1&2 Hinton Lane (Plot B) and the garden of Breidden Cottage (Plot A)

There are factual errors in the choice of line adopted in this area.

1. Plot B is shown as open countryside outside the development line. However its two houses were built over 40 years ago. How can a 2015 designation of a development 
boundary line excluding this plot be deemed to represent the facts on the ground?

2. Plot A, the garden, is shown as outside the development boundary, yet development of this plot occurred 40 years ago with the construction of an 8m long brick and stone 
equipment and storage shed.

3. Plot A has a sewer crossing it, connecting Breidden Cottage and others to the main sewer.
4. Plot A is part of the curtilage of Breidden Cottage. Roughly rectangular in shape, it is surrounded on 3 sides by developed land. For the fourth side it is clearly separated from 

agricultural land to the north by mature trees, hedge, fencing and a significant level change. It is garden, not open countryside. 

Other anomalies suggest that the adopted boundary line is unsound and should be questioned.

1. Both Plot A and Plot B originally formed part of the garden of C18th house, Whitehall (located SE of Plot B). This area was sold off and split up in the 1970’s, to fund the 
building of a doctor's surgery to the S of Plot B. Plot B was also developed with 2 houses and Plot A was kept as garden for Breidden Cottage. Plot A is visually distinct from the 
adjoining agricultural land to the north. Is it reasonable that Plot A be treated as open countryside when its history is as a garden and a natural continuation of the developed 
Plot B?

2. In 2015 Pontesbury Parish Council made a statement in support of a planning  application (15/02028/FUL) for a plot immediately to the north of Plot B (Plot C on the aerial 
photo appended) which is even further outside the development boundary). In a comment dated 13/07/2015 they wrote “Although it is just outside the development boundary…   
...The site is well screened near other properties and will not have a significant impact on open countryside.” 

3. However, in objecting to an application for Plot A (17/05952/OUT),The Parish Council state “The site is outside the development boundary and therefore in, planning terms, in 
open countryside”

4. These two Parish Council statements seem somewhat contradictory and appear to indicate confusion in the reality of a development line. Is the adopted line reasonable and 
justified?

To summarise, is the choice of position for the Development Boundary line excluding Plot B (1&2 Hinton Lane) and Plot A (the Breidden Cottage garden) actually “backed up by facts” 
as might be expected under good practice and eg as required in the county council guidance notes referenced below - (App3)?

In conclusion, it appears that the adopted line misrepresents the true situation. Whilst it might be argued that public consultation over the 2015 SAMdev took place, does this make the 
choice of line justified? Is it  “backed up by the facts” and “sound” as a basis for future planning?

It would seem reasonable that both Plot A & B be included within the development boundary.

Mr RJ Oates, Ms AJP Oates, Mrs JE Finch (January 2019)



App1 App2
Aerial image of Pontesbury including land  referenced in 17/05952/OUT 
(Plot A) and land referenced in 15/02028/FUL (Plot C)

App3
Extract from:
Shropshire Council Site Allocations and Management of Development 
(SAMDev) Plan - Pre-Submission Draft (Final Plan) 17 March – 28 April 
2014
Guidance Notes for Making Representations at Pre-Submission Publication 
Stage

...Section 4 Soundness
4.3 Justified
This means that the SAMDev Plan should be the most appropriate 
strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on 
proportionate evidence, which includes:
• Evidence of participation of the local community and others having a 
stake in the area
• Research/fact finding: the choices made in the plan are backed up by 
facts




