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SHROPSHIRE COUNCIL - LOCAL PLAN REVIEW
Regulation19 Stage FINAL CONSULTATION RESPONSE 25" FEBRUARY 2021

Policy SP2 Strategic Approach and Schedule SP2.2: Community Hubs
Para SP2.6 and Hierarchy of Settlements Para 5.41 & Table 10

The Draft Plan is unsound because the determination of settlement status for
development and housing allocation is fundamentally flawed due to the Hierarchy of
Settlements still containing additional relaxation wording Para5.41 that is contrary
to the full definition of Settlement requirements within the HofS_and, critically,
contrary to Climate Change policies (both adopted and proposed).

Additionally the HofS assessment scoring still contains many inaccuracies which
makes it unfit for its intended purpose of being a “robust methodology” for
“appropriate and robust assessment” for objectively comparing settlements.

Para5.41 introduces an element of subjective assessment. That is completely at odds
with the aims to the HofS Methodology, and for addressing the concerns of the
SAMDev Examination Inspector in their Report 30" October 2015

The Threshold for Hub status of 48points was set by a “3point gap” in the original
2017 Table 10 settlement scoring as noted in HofS 2017 Para5.40. As previously
raised, this gap never existed. That inaccuracy led to the addition of the relaxation
wording in Para5.40 to make the policy fit the results rather than the results meeting
the policy.

Subsequently in HofS 2018 the written reference to “3point gap” determining the
threshold was omitted but, critically, the Threshold score remained unchanged at
48points and the relaxation wording was retained. Just removing the wording does not
correct the mistake in setting the Threshold at 48points when full Hub criteria is not
met by settlements above that score. The issue of inaccurate assessment & scoring
has not been fully addressed.

The HofS 2020 Para 2.8 disclaimer “Note” that "“it is not intended to represent a
comprehensive assessment of all every services or facilities” just compounds the
inaccuracy. This assessment underpins the decisions on the development status of
settlements and their development guidelines; and therefore it is critical that it is
100% accurate. As it is not, the whole outcome is flawed and unsound.

The officer’'s proposal of a “larger range” of services and facilities to compensate for
the lack of these fundamental criteria is not defined, and is purely subjective.

It is patently obvious that facilities such as fortnightly mobile library visits, children’s
playgrounds, outdoor sport facilities & green space cannot possibly compensate in
any way for lack of employment and/or public transport.

This relaxation makes the Hierarchy of Settlements, and therefore the Draft Local
Plan, unsound.

We have raised these concerns at every stage of “"Consultation” since the HofS was
first published in October 2017, including information on known inaccuracies and
areas of doubt that required checking to provide a true comparison between
settlements against full Hub criteria.
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We attach our submission to the most recent Regulation 18 consultation July 2020
detailing all the points of concern that make the Hierarchy of Settlements and
therefore the Draft Local Plan, unsound.

There are clear contradictions between the Sustainability Objectives set out in the
Sustainability Appraisal with the application & relaxation of full Policy criteria within
the Hierarchy of Settlements and with Community Hub designations which are
purported to give significant positive effects on sustainability

Modifications necessary

1) The Hierarchy of Settlements must be amended.

It must correspond with and support the Spatial Vision, SP1 Shropshire Test, SP3
Climate Change and Sustainability Objectives SO5, SO6, & S012 which seek to
minimise car travel and maximise trips by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon
emissions.

In Para 5.41 setting a minimum range of only 5 from 20 services & facilities for a
Hub settlement is patently far too low and must be increased.

In Para 5.41 the relaxation wording must be removed

Remove “In circumstances where there is no regular public transport service; and/or
high speed broadband; and/or multiple significant employment opportunities, a larger
range of services and facilities would be necessary to compensate to enable a
settlement to achieve the specified point’s threshold.

The full Hub criteria set out in Para 1.16 Table 2 and Para 5.35 Table 6 must be
used to determine Settlement status. Critically the requirement to have both
“significant employment opportunities” and “peak time public transport” for Hub
status must be met.

To achieve its stated purpose, the HofS must be an objective assessment and not
include any element of subjective assessment.

The Settlement Threshold must be determined by the full Hub criteria, not by any
“gap” that appears in the results, nor by any relaxation wording introduced to support
inaccurate scoring results i.e. the Threshold must be set by the policy and not that
the policy be re-written to fit the results.

The Table 10 assessment needs to be properly and fully reviewed using on the ground
evidence of service & facilities and employment opportunities confirmed locally, not
just reliance on the Mint Database information.

2) The list of Settlements must then be reviewed to confirm compliance with the
full Hub criteria, and;

3) The Draft Plan settlement development status & allocations amended
accordingly
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Policy SP2 and S14.2 Community Hubs - Oswestry Place Plan Area
Schedule SP2.2 and S14.2.1

Without prejudice to our overarching amendment to the HofS and review of all
Settlement statuses, we would specifically raise that Trefonen does not have any
“significant employment opportunities” or “peak time public transport”.

It is the only proposed Hub settlement with neither of these key requirements.

1) Therefore, Trefonen does not meet the criteria for Hub settlement status, and
allocating it as such would be contrary to SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability
Objectives SO5, S06, & SO12 which seek to minimise car travel and maximise trips
by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

Trefonen should be designated "Other Rural” settlement, for which it meets the
full criteria,

Housing provision required to meet “identified local needs” for truly “Affordable
Homes” for local people ascertained by application to Home Point Housing Waiting List
or by Right Homes Right Places or local Housing Needs Survey during the period of
the Plan can be met by Rural Affordable Exceptions Policies DP4 - DP7 - and
contribute as *‘Windfall’ to the overall Housing Target.

2) We are very concerned that multiple “small” developments to reach the currently
proposed "guideline” of 50 additional dwellings would have a cumulative impact
amounting to the same, or arguably greater, impact as a large development on our
village over the course of time. We do not believe that is the intention of NPPF in
allowing Rural Exception developments in and around rural settlements.

Modifications necessary

1) Trefonen should be desighated "Other Rural” settlement, for which it meets
the full criteria, and deleted from Policy S14.2.Community Hubs - Oswestry Place
Plan Area and from Appendix 5 Schedule A5(ii) Residential Guidelines and Supply
within Community Hubs.

No housing guideline should be allocated, excepting the principle of Windfall for
housing provision required to meet “identified local needs” for truly “Affordable
Homes” for local people to be met by Rural Exceptions Policies, which are allowed in
‘Countryside’ outside existing settlements with schools, under policies DP4, DP5, &
DP7 to meet local needs established by Housing Needs Survey during the Period of
the Plan

2) Limitations on cumulative "Exception Site” developments adjacent to individual
settlements must be included within policies DP4, DP5, & DP7

NOTE - our understanding is that “identified local needs” are for people who either
live in or in close vicinity to our village, have strong local family connections to the
village, or need to live here for work (e.g. agriculture, tourism); and that it is not
intended to be meeting the housing needs of other villages in our wide rural Parish,
nor, in particular, the needs of Oswestry Town if those are not being meet by
development on allocated sites, or other parts of the county generally to meet
ambitious Housing Targets. We believe there is a fundamental difference between
need and want when determining where new housing is required.
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Policy DP3, DP4, DP5, DP6, DP7
Paras DP3.1(h), DP4.1(k), DP5.1(i), DP6.1(h), DP7.1(l) and (n).

None of these Policies refer to access to employment.
There is a requirement for reasonable access to local services by walking, cycling or
public transport, but none of these Policies refer to daily access to employment.

Sustainable travel to work is key for the suitability of developments and meeting
Climate Emergency aims and Policy SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability Objectives
S0O5, S06, & S012

If employment is not available in the settlement then there must be daily peak time
public transport. These Policies aim to assist lower income households. As many low
paid jobs are weekends or shifts this really needs to be 7days week and cover early
starts late finish shifts e.g. 6.00am 10.00pm

Also access to key Secondary services like GP, dentist, and pharmacy by return public
transport at suitable times of day is vital — appointments are often not available at
peak times

These Policies aim to assist lower income households. If they are not to become
burdened with additional costs and/or isolated from a wider range of opportunities
(e.g. budget supermarket shopping, leisure and cultural activities) then a regular and
frequent public transport, including evenings and weekends, is fundamental.

Modifications necessary
Add a requirement to have access to employment and secondary services & facilities
into -

DP3 Affordable Housing Provision - DP3.1(h)

DP4 Affordable Exceptions - DP4.1(k)

DP5 Entry Level Exceptions - DP5.1(i)

DP6 Single Plot Exceptions - DP6.1(h),

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions - DP7.1(l) and (n).
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Policy DP4 Affordable Exception Sites
Para DP4.1(c) limits development to that required by Identified Local Needs survey

However, the Policy does not include a definition of scale, which is only set out in the
Explanation para 4.57 saying there is an “expectation” that will not exceed
25dwellings adjacent to Strategic, Principal & Key Centres.

That is very open to interpretation and not binding, so gives no confidence to local
residents.

For Community Hubs & Clusters and other rural settlements there is no limitation to
scale of development.

As ‘Affordable Exception’ developments are predominately intended to be built
adjacent to those rural settlements, any development could be large in relative terms.

There is also no cumulative impact limitation on multiple developments adjacent to
settlements.

In Policy DP5 Entry Level Exception Sites DP5.1(b) includes limitations of scale within
policy wording

In Policy DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions DP7.1(e) includes guide of scale within policy
wording

We believe that Policy DP4 Affordable Exception Sites must define limits of scale and
cumulative impact adjacent to Community Hubs & Clusters and other rural
settlements (as well as limited to Identified Local Needs) within Policy.

Modifications necessary
Add limitations of scale into Policy DP4

Adjacent to Strategic, Principal or Key Centres the scale of the development will solely
be dictated by the evidence of local affordable housing need, but will not normally
exceed 25 dwellings.

Adjacent to Community Hub or Community Cluster or other Settlements the scale of
the development will solely be dictated by the evidence of local affordable housing
need, but will not normally exceed 10 dwellings.

Add wording to address cumulative impact from multiple “small” Affordable Exception
developments - particularly relevant to smaller settlements where this would have a
greater impact if different landowners promote development on adjoining fields.

DP4, DP5, & DP7 Cumulative Impact risk from all “"Exception Site” policies

Multiple or phased “exception” developments would have a cumulative impact
amounting to the same, or arguably greater impact, as a large development on rural
settlements over the course of time. Particularly relevant to smaller settlements would
be where different landowners promote development on adjoining fields.

We do not believe that this is the intention of NPPF in allowing Rural Exceptions.
Limitations on cumulative “Exception Site” developments adjacent to individual
settlements must be included within these policies.

Modifications necessary
Add wording into Policy DP4, DP5, & DP7 to address cumulative impact from multiple
“small” Affordable Exception developments.
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Policy DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions
Para DP7.1(f)

We do not consider this specific policy is required as the NPPF Para 77 already allows
for viability discretion on 100% Affordable Housing Rural Exception developments,
which are allowed in ‘Countryside’ outside existing settlements.

A key factor in viability of 100% Affordable Exception schemes is land value.

If landowners can foresee higher land value via a Cross-subsidy Exception scheme,
that will be what they will hold out for. By introducing this specific policy it could
reduce the percentage Affordable Homes provided.

Without prejudice to the above, if this Policy is to be retained then we disagree with
the minimum 70% Affordable Homes requirement in DP7.1(f)

We consider it should mirror the Open Market development Affordable Homes
requirements for its location within the county
i.e. it should be in North 90%AH / 10%0M

and in South 80%AH / 20%0M to reflect identified local needs.

Para DP7.1(a) refers to viability of schemes - how will this be determined?

Without public grant, viability is synonymous with profitability. It is inherent that
Developers are profit led, and therefore they will seek to build the maximum Open
Market housing within any development to maximise profit. Clearly, every
development will differ in terms of land values and build costs related to site factors,
and saleability of Open Market housing.

No indication is given of what might be deemed an acceptable profitability level on a
scheme for the developer; nor how this would be assessed and determined within the
Planning Application process (indeed is a it legally a consideration under the Planning
Act?).

Modifications necessary
Remove DP7 completely;

Or, if not, change DP7.1.f wording

Delete at least70% and require it should mirror the Open Market development
Affordable Homes requirements for its location within the county

i.e. it should be at least 90%AH in the North and 80%AH in the South to reflect
identified local needs.
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Policy DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions
Para DP7.1(a)

Para DP7.1(a) refers to unviability of 100% Affordable Exception schemes - how will
this be determined?

Without public grant, viability is synonymous with profitability. It is inherent that
Developers are profit led, and therefore they will seek to build the maximum Open
Market housing within any development to maximise profit. Clearly, every
development will differ in terms of land values and build costs related to site factors,
and saleability of Open Market housing.

No indication is given of what might be deemed an acceptable profitability level on a
scheme for the developer; nor how this would be assessed and determined within the
Planning Application process (indeed is a it legally a consideration under the Planning
Act?)

Which Department within the Council would undertake this commercial profitability
assessment of submissions?

Modifications necessary
Add wording into DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions as to how “unviable” will be assessed

- submission information and process for review & assessment

Add wording into DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions to define “viability” e.g. possibly by
maximum profitability margin limits over development costs.

SP5 High Quality Design

There is no reference to Neighbourhood Plans, Community Led Plans or Village Design
Statements being considered as part of compliance with this policy.

This should be included for these documents to be "material considerations" as part of
overall siting, site layouts, housing styles, and individual dwelling designs

It is noted that SP8(i) & SP9(h) refer to Neighbourhood Plans and Community Led
Plans, but they do not refer to Village Design Statements which are more likely to be
in place for Community Hubs and Clusters and smaller settlements

Modifications necessary
Add wording to SP5

for Neighbourhood Plans, Community Led Plans or Village Desigh Statements being
considered as "material considerations" as part of overall siting, site layouts, housing
styles, and individual dwelling designs

Add wording to SP8(i) & SP9(h) to refer to Village Design Statements
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Sustainability Appraisal

The whole document is not objective but puts a positive spin on everything that the
Cabinet sought to promote from the outset of the Review in its “highly ambitious”
High Growth strategy for both housing and economic growth.

Hierarchy of Settlements

There are clear contradictions between the Sustainability Objectives set out in the
Report with the application of Policy within the Hierarchy of Settlements and with
Community Hub designations which are purported to give significant positive effects
on sustainability.

The relaxation of key criteria for Community Hub settlements in the HofS to not
require multiple significant employment and peak time public transport is still
included .

Lack of these will fundamental requirements will result in additional private vehicle
use travel use which is contrary to the Council’s Climate Emergency Policy, to NPPF,
and to Government’s Zero Carbon aims.

It is contrary to the “Spatial Vision” and SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability
Objectives SO5, SO6, & SO12 which seeks to minimise car travel and maximise
trips by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

Road transport is identified as the largest single contributor of CO2 emissions

S06 is explicit to focus developments to accessible locations, and reduce vehicle use.

Table 1.1 Housing Targets

All options proposed at initial Issues & Options stage were above the FOAHN identified
needs of the county, with additional growth additions of 5%, 10% or 15%
respectively.

Therefore they all have significant benefits, irrespective of current SAMDev targets.
The lower rates might as well not have been included as options if they were never
going to be given creditability in the sustainability assessment

Table 1.2 ‘Poor’ sites.
Numerous sites assessed as ‘Poor’ appear to have been selected to be allocated for
development. That makes no sense.

Table 2.7

There is no assessment of employment opportunities within the Sustainability
assessments for residential sites - if they are available in the settlement, how far they
are from the site, how accessible they are by sustainable travel walking wheeling or
cycling, or by public transport at times when they will trade (including shift patterns if
applicable)

These are key factors in achieving sustainable development to meet Sustainability
Objectives SO2 & S04 economy and services, and also SP3 Climate Change and
Sustainability Objectives SO5, SO6, & SO12 which seek to minimise car travel
and maximise trips by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

Road transport is identified as the largest single contributor of CO2 emissions

S06 is explicit to focus developments to accessible locations, and reduce vehicle use.
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Table 2.7 Services assessment
The footnote states that the list of services is consistent with the Primary Services in
the HofS. That is incorrect.

Table 2.7 does not assess Nursery, Convenience Store, Post Office, Petrol Station
which are considered “essential for day-to-day life”, whilst including many Secondary
items that are “nice to have but not essential”.

Access to all the Primary services is fundamental to sustainability.

Table 2.8
Peak time public transport provision is included in Table2.7 but not in Table 2.8
This should be a key factor in assessing and comparing sites.

DP3 Affordable Housing Provision

This policy does not itself “reduce the need for people to travel by car”, that is purely
determined by the siting of the Open Market development that it forms part of and
that being accessible by sustainable travel. If sites or settlements do not have that
provision then all residents will have to use cars, potentially impacting more on lower
income households, and on the environment.

DP4 Affordable Exception Sites

This policy does not itself “allow for a reduction in the need for private car use” It may
not increase the need if every one of the new residents uses the other options. Also
the requirement is only to access “local services” which in a rural settlement might not
include many secondary services or, crucially employment. If settlements or sites do
not have that provision then all residents will have to use cars, potentially impacting
more on lower income households, and on the environment.

Whilst minimal harm to landscape character and historic feature is noted for urban
settings, the impact to rural settlements from these developments is not specifically
considered, and the likely impact is played down to suit. DP5 Entry Level Exceptions
includes consideration of this fact.

DP6 Single Plot Exceptions.
Only reference is to urban settings with no mention of locations in or adjacent to rural
settlements where impacts will be greater

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions

This completely overlooks developments adjacent to rural settlements.

These do not have the “best access to services and facilities in the county”

It cannot be said that they “naturally” reduce the need for travel by car, or that they
“encourage” sustainable travel.

DP7 only requires access to local service and facilities, but makes no mention of
accessibility to employment opportunities. If settlements or sites do not have work
opportunities then all residents will have to use cars, which potentially impacts more
on lower income households, and on the environment.

Modifications necessary

1) Review of the overall Housing Target figure against full assessed needs
and additional sustainable growth — amend SP2 and associated housing
allocations
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2) The Hierarchy of Settlements must be amended.

It must correspond with and support SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability
Objectives SO5, SO6, & SO12 which seek to minimise car travel and maximise trips
by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

In Para 5.41 setting a minimum range of only 5 from 20 services & facilities for a
Hub settlement is patently far too low and must be increased.

In Para 5.41 the relaxation wording must be removed

Remove “In circumstances where there is no regular public transport service; and/or
high speed broadband; and/or multiple significant employment opportunities, a larger
range of services and facilities would be necessary to compensate to enable a
settlement to achieve the specified point’s threshold.

The full Hub criteria set out in Para 1.16 Table 2 and Para 5.35 Table 6 must be
used to determine Settlement status. Critically the requirement to have both
“significant employment opportunities” and “peak time public transport” for Hub
status must be met.

To achieve its stated purpose, the HofS must be an objective assessment and not
include any element of subjective assessment.

The Settlement Threshold must be determined by the full Hub criteria, not by any
“gap” that appears in the results, nor by any relaxation wording introduced to support
inaccurate scoring results i.e. the Threshold must be set by the policy and not that
the policy be re-written to fit the results.

The Table 10 assessment needs to be properly and fully reviewed using on the ground
evidence of service & facilities and employment opportunities confirmed locally, not
just reliance on the Mint Database information.

3) The list of Settlements must then be reviewed to confirm compliance with the
full Hub criteria, and;

4) The Draft Plan settlement development status & allocations amended
accordingly
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Secretary « Bodawel « Trefonen ¢ Oswestry « Shropshire « SY10 9DQ
Email: _secretary@trefonen-rpg.co.uk

18" FEBRUARY 2021

SHROPSHIRE COUNCIL - LOCAL PLAN REVIEW
Regulation19 Stage

FINAL CONSULTATION

Résumé of Trefonen Rural Protection Group

The Group was formed in 2014 by residents of Trefonen in response to applications for Open
Market housing developments around our village, contrary to the “Countryside” status of the village
under the adopted Core Strategy 2011

At the time the 5year Housing Supply was lacking and the SAMDev had not been adopted.
This placed the whole county under pressure of unplanned developments due to the Local Plan
being deemed “out of date” under the provisos of the NPPF 2012.

We are therefore well aware of the risks of delay to finalising, agreeing and adopting the Draft
Local Plan for 2016 — 2038 before the current Core Strategy and SAMDev become out of date in
2025.

The Group is formally constituted and (excepting under Covid-19 restrictions) holds an annual
AGM to elect Committee Officers, and regular Members’ meetings to update, discuss and vote on
the proposals within the Local Plan and on any applications for housing developments in and
around our village.

As the Elected Officers, we have continued to inform our members and take their views by
electronic communications and questionnaires during the restrictions so that we continue to
represent their majority views on the overalbtindnessof the Draft Plan, but they may equally
wish to submit their own personal views on the proposals for our village.

Our Mission and Objectives can be found on our websipess://trefonen-rpg.co.uk/

We currently have over 90 members, the majority of whom are either residents of or have strong
local family connections with Trefonen.

Since 2014 we have liaised with the Shropshire Council Portfolio Holder and the Planning Policy
Team to understand the principle aims and ambitions of the Council, and the pressure on them from
central Government for economic and housing growth.

We have actively engaged with every stage of consultation of the Local Plan Review; by addressing
issues of concern, accuracy, objectivity and policy compatibility in the Draft Plan and supporting
documents.

We are not against all development within our village, but believe that the needs of local people can
be best met by truly Affordable Housing under the current and proposed Rural Exception policies,
in small-scale developments sympathetic to the layout, topography and rural character of our
village, and its historic and landscape features being on both Offa’s Dyke SAM and Offa’s Dyke
Path National Trail.

We now seekrhinor modificationsto the current Draft to achieve sgund Plan for Adoption.






Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

DP3.1(h),
DP4.1(k), Policy
. | DP5.1(i), . | DP3, DP4, o Policies
Paragraph: DP6.1(h), Policy: DP5, DP6, Site: Map:
DP7.1(l) DP7
and (n).

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: I:l No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: I:l No: |ZI
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: I:l No: I:l

(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.





DP3 Affordable Housing Provision - DP3.1(h)

DP4 Affordable Exceptions - DP4.1(k)

DP5 Entry Level Exceptions - DP5.1(i)

DP6 Single Plot Exceptions - DP6.1(h),

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions - DP7.1(l) and (n).

None of these Policies refer to access to employment.
There is a requirement for reasonable access to local services by walking, cycling or public
transport, but none of these Policies refer to daily access to employment.

Sustainable travel to work is key for the suitability of developments and meeting Climate
Emergency aims and Policy SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability Objectives SO5, SO6, &
S0O12

If employment is not available in the settlement then there must be daily peak time public
transport. These Policies aim to assist lower income households. As many low paid jobs are
weekends or shifts this really needs to be 7days week and cover early starts late finish shifts
e.g. 6.00am 10.00pm

Also access to key Secondary services like GP, dentist, and pharmacy by return public
transport at suitable times of day is vital — appointments are often not available at peak times

These Policies aim to assist lower income households. If they are not to become burdened
with additional costs and/or isolated from a wider range of opportunities (e.g. budget
supermarket shopping, leisure and cultural activities) then a regular and frequent public
transport, including evenings and weekends, is fundamental.

(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.

Add a requirement to have access to employment and secondary services & facilities into -

DP3 Affordable Housing Provision - DP3.1(h)

DP4 Affordable Exceptions - DP4.1(k)

DP5 Entry Level Exceptions - DP5.1(i)

DP6 Single Plot Exceptions - DP6.1(h),

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions - DP7.1(l) and (n).

(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.

Part A Reference:

Office Use Only

Part B Reference:






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)

IZI 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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: | Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group Date: | 25/02/2021

) Part A Reference:
Office Use Only

Part B Reference:







TREFONEN — NEW DWELLING COMPLETIONS & BUILD RATES 2006-2016

Shropshire Council (SC) Report Development Strategy page 153
Para 17.59 Average completions have been around 2 homes per year during the period 2006-2016
Taking 2 x 10years = SC say 20 completions between 2006 — 2016 inclusive

Known completions 2006-2016
e The Willows, Sandrock Lane =1
e 1-5 Bellan Place (former Efel pub car park) =5
e Conversion of The Efel public house =1
e Conversion of The Old Forge behind The Efel = 1

Total 8 new dwellings completed between 2006 and 2016 inclusive
That is a build rate of less than 1 per year.

This has been accommodated into the village with some but less impact than the Gallier’s Homes
development (Whitridge Way, Onnen Garden, Carneddau Close)

From SC, 20 estimated completions = 12 remaining unaccounted for??

The final house completions of the Gallier’s Homes development were completed in 2006.
They might make up that remainder.

Consents Ref. 0OS/02/12179/FUL & OS/03/12892/FUL of 22 open market and 7 affordable
dwellings totalling 29 dwellings which received planning consent in 2003 and was substantially
completed in 2005 with a final few dwellings completed/occupied in 2006.

That was a major development of 9% growth on the village size in a single, high density, high
value, high impact, out of character development for the village.

Considering both these points, we believe that any final numbers from the Gallier’s Homes
development in 2006 should be discounted from the 2006-2016 build rate.

Proposed Build Rate

Para 17.59 Average completions have been around 2 homes per year during the period 2006-2016.
This is similar to the annual build rate required over the LPR period

i.e. SC saying 55 houses 2016-2036 = 2.75 per year is similar to 2 per year...

SC Proposal 50 additional dwellings in period 2020-2036 = 3 per year.

Actual Build Rate between 2006 and 2016 inclusive was _less than 1 per year —
Proposed 3 per year is not “similar”.

We believe that a build rate of 1dwelling per year = 16 for the period 2020-2036, in addition to
the 5 dwellings already committed, would be a similar level of growth for meeting “identified local
needs”’ whilst minimising the impact on the rural character of Trefonen and its surroundings.

Para 17.59 includes Qutstanding Commitments for 5 houses
& Table includes Dwellings committed as at 31st March 2017 =5
Those known with consent granted / started but not completed at 31° March 2017
e New house adjoining Offa Cottage, Chapel Lane — started before 2010 but only up to floor slab
e Dormer bungalow in grounds of Bryn Celyn Old Post Office Lane - nearly finished / just
occupied 2018
Lynstead - Garage conversion to dwelling - converted 2017
Self build Single Plot Rural Exception in field end of School Lane — under construction 2018
Carneddau Chapel - conversion to dwelling - converted 2018
New House in grounds of Richmond / Silverdale, Little London Lane — under construction 2019







Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

Click or DP4, Polici
Paragraph: | tap here to Policy: | DP5, & Site: ol\|4C|e§
ap:
enter text. DP7

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: D No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: D No: M
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: D No: I:I

(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.

DP4, DP5, & DP7 - Cumulative Impact risk from all “Exception Site” policies

Multiple or phased “exception” developments would have a cumulative impact amounting to
the same, or arguably greater impact, as a large development on rural settlements over the
course of time. Particularly relevant to smaller settlements would be where different
landowners promote development on adjoining fields.

We do not believe that this is the intention of NPPF in allowing Rural Exceptions.

Limitations on cumulative “Exception Site” developments adjacent to individual settlements
must be included within these policies.






(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.

Add wording into Policy DP4, DP5, & DP7
to address culmative impact from multiple “smal

III

Affordable Exception developments.

(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.

I:I No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)
|ZI 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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.

Part A Reference:

Office Use Only

Part B Reference:






Signature:

Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group

Date:

25/02/2021
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Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

: DP4
Click or
Paragraph: | ta 1L11(e;‘)el to Policy: | Affordable Site: Policies
graph: | tap Y* | Exception : Map:
enter text. Sites

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: D No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: D No: EI
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: D No: I:l

(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.





DP4 Affordable Exception Sites
DP4.1(c) limits development to that required by Identified Local Needs survey

However, the Policy does not include a definition of scale, which is only set out in the
Explanation para 4.57 saying there is an “expectation” that will not exceed 25dwellings
adjacent to Strategic, Principal & Key Centres.

That is very open to interpretation and not binding, so gives no confidence to local residents.

For Community Hubs & Clusters and other rural settlements there is no limitation to scale of
development.

As ‘Affordable Exception’ developments are predominately intended to be built adjacent to
those rural settlements, any development could be large in relative terms.

There is also no cumulative impact limitation on multiple developments adjacent to
settlements.

In Policy DP5 Entry Level Exception Sites DP5.1(b) includes limitations of scale within policy
wording
In Policy DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions DP7.1(e) includes guide of scale within policy wording

We believe that Policy DP4 Affordable Exception Sites must define limits of scale and
cumulative impact adjacent to Community Hubs & Clusters and other rural settlements (as
well as limited to Identified Local Needs) within Policy.

(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.

Add limitations of scale into Policy DP4

Adjacent to Strategic, Principal or Key Centres the scale of the development will solely be
dictated by the evidence of local affordable housing need, but will not normally exceed 25
dwellings.

Adjacent to Community Hub or Community Cluster or other Settlements the scale of the
development will solely be dictated by the evidence of local affordable housing need, but will
not normally exceed 10 dwellings.

Add wording to address culmative impact from multiple “small” Affordable Exception
developments - particularly relevant to smaller settlements where this would have a greater
impact if different landowners promote development on adjoining fields.

(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.

Part A Reference:

Office Use Only

Part B Reference:






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.

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

M 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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: | Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group Date: | 25/02/2021

Part A Reference:

Office Use Only

Part B Reference:







Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

DP7 Cross Policies
Paragraph: | DP7.1(f) Policy: | Subsidy Site: -
; Map:

Exceptions

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: I:l No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: I:l No: |ZI
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: I:l No: I:l

(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.

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions

We do not consider this specific policy is required as the NPPF Para 77 allows for viability
discretion on 100% Affordable Housing Rural Exception developments, which are allowed in
‘Countryside’ outside existing settlements.

A key factor in viability of 100% Affordable Exception schemes is land value. If landowners
can foresee higher land value via a Cross-subsidy Exception scheme that will be what they will
hold out for. By introducing this specific policy it could reduce the percentage Affordable
Homes provided.

Without prejudice to the above, if this Policy is to be retained then we disagree with the
minimum 70% Affordable Homes requirement in DP7.1(f)






We consider it should mirror the Open Market development Affordable Homes requirements
for its location within the county

i.e. it should be in North 90%AH / 10%0OM and in South 80%AH / 20%O0M to reflect
identified local needs.

Para DP7.1(a) refers to viability of schemes - how will this be determined?

Without public grant, viability is synonymous with profitability. It is inherent that Developers
are profit led, and therefore they will seek to build the maximum Open Market housing within
any development to maximise profit. Clearly, every development will differ in terms of land
values and build costs related to site factors, and saleability of Open Market housing.

No indication is given of what might be deemed an acceptable profitability level on a scheme
for the developer; nor how this would be assessed and determined within the Planning
Application process (indeed is a it legally a consideration under the Planning Act?).

(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.

Remove DP7 completely;

Or, if not, change DP7.1.f wording

Delete at least70% and require it should mirror the Open Market development Affordable
Homes requirements for its location within the county

i.e. it should be at least 90%AH in the North and 80%AH in the South to reflect identified
local needs.

(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.

I:l No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)
M 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:

Part A Reference:

Office Use Only

Part B Reference:






To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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: | Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group Date: | 25/02/2021

) Part A Reference:
Office Use Only

Part B Reference:







Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

DP7 Cross Policies
Paragraph: | DP7.1(a) Policy: | Subsidy Site: -
; Map:

Exceptions

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: I:l No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: I:l No: |ZI
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: I:l No: I:l

(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.

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions Para DP7.1(a) refers to unviability of 100% Affordable
Exception schemes - how will this be determined?

Without public grant, viability is synonymous with profitability. It is inherent that Developers
are profit led, and therefore they will seek to build the maximum Open Market housing within
any development to maximise profit. Clearly, every development will differ in terms of land
values and build costs related to site factors, and saleability of Open Market housing.

No indication is given of what might be deemed an acceptable profitability level on a scheme
for the developer; nor how this would be assessed and determined within the Planning
Application process (indeed is a it legally a consideration under the Planning Act?)

Which Department within the Council would undertake this commercial profitability assess-
ment of submissions?






(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.

Add wording into DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions as to how “unviable” will be assessed -
submission information and process for review & assessment

Add wording into DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions to define “viability” e.g. possibly by maximum
profitability margin limits over development costs.

(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.

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

|ZI 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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.

) Part A Reference:
Office Use Only

Part B Reference:






Signature:

Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group

Date:

25/02/2021
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Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

SP2
SP2.6 Strategic
and
i Approach
Hierarchy ici
. . . |land oo Policies
Paragraph: | of Policy: Site: )
Schedule Map:
Settlements SP2.2:
Para 5.41 & Communit
Table 10 Y
Hubs

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: I:l No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: |:| No: |ZI
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: I:l No: I:l

(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.





The Draft Plan is unsound because the determination of settlement status for development
and housing allocation is fundamentally flawed due to the Hierarchy of Settlements still
containing additional relaxation wording Para5.41 that is contrary to the full definition of
Settlement requirements within the HofS_and, critically, contrary to Climate Change policies
(both adopted and proposed).

Additionally the HofS assessment scoring still contains many inaccuracies which makes it unfit
for its intended purpose of being a “robust methodology” for “appropriate and robust
assessment” for objectively comparing settlements.

Para5.41 introduces an element of subjective assessment. That is completely at odds with
the aims to the HofS Methodology, and for addressing the concerns of the SAMDev
Examination Inspector in their Report 30t October 2015

The Threshold for Hub status of 48points was set by a “3point gap” in the original 2017 Table
10 settlement scoring as noted in HofS 2017 Para5.40. As previously raised, this gap never
existed. That inaccuracy led to the addition of the relaxation wording in Para5.40 to make
the policy fit the results rather than the results meeting the policy.

Subsequently in HofS 2018 the written reference to “3point gap” determining the threshold
was omitted but, critically, the Threshold score remained unchanged at 48points and the
relaxation wording was retained. Just removing the wording does not correct the mistake in
setting the Threshold at 48points when full Hub criteria is not met by settlements above that
score.

The issue of inaccurate assessment & scoring has not been fully addressed.

The HofS 2020 Para 2.8 disclaimer “Note” that "it is not intended to represent a
comprehensive assessment of all every services or facilities” just compounds the inaccuracy.
This assessment underpins the decisions on the development status of settlements and their
development guidelines; and therefore it is critical that it is 100% accurate. As it is not,
the whole outcome is flawed and unsound.

The officer’s proposal of a “larger range” of services and facilities to compensate for the lack
of these fundamental criteria is not defined, and is purely subjective.

It is patently obvious that facilities such as fortnightly mobile library visits, children’s
playgrounds, outdoor sport facilities & green space cannot possibly compensate in any way
for lack of employment and/or public transport.

This relaxation makes the Hierarchy of Settlements, and therefore the Draft Local Plan,
unsound.

We have raised these concerns at every stage of “"Consultation” since the HofS was first
published in October 2017, including information on known inaccuracies and areas of doubt
that required checking to provide a true comparison between settlements against full Hub
criteria.

We attach our submission to the most recent Regulation 18 consultation July 2020 detailing
all the points of concern that make the Hierarchy of Settlements and therefore the Draft Local
Plan, unsound.

There are clear contradictions between the Sustainability Objectives set out in the
Sustainability Appraisal with the application & relaxation of full Policy criteria within the
Hierarchy of Settlements and with Community Hub designations which are purported to give
significant positive effects on sustainability.

(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

Part A Reference:

Office Use Only

Part B Reference:






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) The Hierarchy of Settlements must be amended.

It must correspond with and support the Spatial Vision, SP1 Shropshire Test, SP3 Climate
Change and Sustainability Objectives SO5, SO6, & SO12 which seek to minimise car
travel and maximise trips by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

In Para 5.41 setting a minimum range of only 5 from 20 services & facilities for a Hub
settlement is patently far too low and must be increased.

In Para 5.41 the relaxation wording must be removed

Remove “In circumstances where there is no regular public transport service; and/or high
speed broadband; and/or multiple significant employment opportunities, a larger range of
services and facilities would be necessary to compensate to enable a settlement to achieve
the specified point’s threshold.

The full Hub criteria set out in Para 1.16 Table 2 and Para 5.35 Table 6 must be used to
determine Settlement status. Critically the requirement to have both “significant employment
opportunities” and “peak time public transport” for Hub status must be met.

To achieve its stated purpose, the HofS must be an objective assessment and not include any
element of subjective assessment.

The Settlement Threshold must be determined by the full Hub criteria, not by any “gap” that
appears in the results, nor by any relaxation wording introduced to support inaccurate scoring
results i.e. the Threshold must be set by the policy and not that the policy be re-written to fit
the results.

The Table 10 assessment needs to be properly and fully reviewed using on the ground
evidence of service & facilities and employment opportunities confirmed locally, not just
reliance on the Mint Database information.

2) The list of Settlements must then be reviewed to confirm compliance with the full
Hub criteria, and;
3) The Draft Plan settlement development status & allocations amended

accordingly.

(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.

I:I No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)
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IZ[ 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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: | Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group Date: | 25/02/2021
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Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

Click or SP5 High ol
Paragraph: | tap here to Policy: | Quality Site: OI\I/ICaIE%
enter text. Design :

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: D No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: D No: M
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: D No: I:I

(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.

SP5 High Quality Design

There is no reference to Neighbourhood Plans, Community Led Plans or Village Design
Statements being considered as part of compliance with this policy.

This should be included for these documents to be "material considerations" as part of overall
siting, site layouts, housing styles, and individual dwelling designs

It is noted that SP8(i) & SP9(h) refer to Neighbourhood Plans and Community Led Plans, but
they do not refer to Village Design Statements which are more likely to be in place for
Community Hubs and Clusters and smaller settlements






(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.

Add wording to SP5

for Neighbourhood Plans, Community Led Plans or Village Design Statements being considered
as "material considerations" as part of overall siting, site layouts, housing styles, and
individual dwelling designs

Add wording to SP8(i) & SP9(h) to refer to Village Design Statements

(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.

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

|ZI 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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.
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Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group

Date:

25/02/2021
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Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

I:l Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
M Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

Click or oric
Paragraph: | tap here to Policy: Site: OI\I/ICaIE%
enter text. .

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: D No: I:l
B. Sound Yes: D No: M
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: D No: I:I

(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.

The whole document is not objective but puts a positive spin on everything that the Cabinet
sought to promote from the outset of the Review in its “highly ambitious” High Growth
strategy for both housing and economic growth.

Hierarchy of Settlements

There are clear contradictions between the Sustainability Objectives set out in the Report with
the application of Policy within the Hierarchy of Settlements and with Community Hub
designations which are purported to give significant positive effects on sustainability.

The relaxation of key criteria for Community Hub settlements in the HofS to not require
multiple significant employment and peak time public transport is still included

Lack of these will fundamental requirements will result in additional private vehicle use travel
use which is contrary to the Council’s Climate Emergency Policy, to NPPF, and to
Government'’s Zero Carbon aims.






It is contrary to the “Spatial Vision” and SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability
Objectives SO5, S06, & SO12 which seeks to minimise car travel and maximise trips by
sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

Road transport is identified as the largest single contributor of CO2 emissions

S06 is explicit to focus developments to accessible locations, and reduce vehicle use.

Table 1.1 Housing Targets

All options proposed at initial Issues & Options stage were above the FOAHN identified needs
of the county, with additional growth additions of 5%, 10% or 15% respectively.

Therefore they all have significant benefits, irrespective of current SAMDev targets. The lower
rates might as well not have been included as options if they were never going to be given
creditability in the sustainability assessment

Table 1.2 ‘Poor’ sites.
Numerous sites assessed as ‘Poor’ appear to have been selected to be allocated for
development. That makes no sense.

Table 2.7

There is no assessment of employment opportunities within the Sustainability assessments for
residential sites - if they are available in the settlement, how far they are from the site, how
accessible they are by sustainable travel walking wheeling or cycling, or by public transport at
times when they will trade (including shift patterns if applicable)

These are key factors in achieving sustainable development to meet Sustainability
Objectives SO2 & S04 economy and services, and also SP3 Climate Change and
Sustainability Objectives SO5, SO06, & SO12 which seek to minimise car travel and
maximise trips by sustainable travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

Road transport is identified as the largest single contributor of CO2 emissions

S06 is explicit to focus developments to accessible locations, and reduce vehicle use.

Table 2.7 Services assessment

The footnote states that the list of services is consistent with the Primary Services in the HofS
That is incorrect. Table 2.7 does not assess Nursery, Convenience Store, Post Office, Petrol
Station which are considered “essential for day-to-day life”, whilst including many Secondary
items that are “nice to have but not essential”. Access to all the Primary services is
fundamental to sustainability.

Table 2.8
Peak time public transport provision is included in Table2.7 but not in Table 2.8
This should be a key factor in assessing and comparing sites.

DP3 Affordable Housing Provision

This policy does not itself “reduce the need for people to travel by car”, that is purely
determined by the siting of the Open Market development that it forms part of and that being
accessible by sustainable travel. If sites or settlements do not have that provision then all
residents will have to use cars, potentially impacting more on lower income households, and
on the environment.

DP4 Affordable Exception Sites

This policy does not itself “allow for a reduction in the need for private car use” It may not
increase the need if every one of the new residents uses the other options. Also the
requirement is only to access “/ocal services” which in a rural settlement might not include
many secondary services or, crucially employment. If settlements or sites do not have that
provision then all residents will have to use cars, potentially impacting more on lower income
households, and on the environment.

Whilst minimal harm to landscape character and historic feature is noted for urban settings,
the impact to rural settlements from these developments is not specifically considered, and
the likely impact is played down to suit. DP5 Entry Level Exceptions includes consideration of
this fact.

Part A Reference:
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DP6 Single Plot Exceptions.
Only reference is to urban settings with no mention of locations in or adjacent to rural
settlements where impacts will be greater

DP7 Cross Subsidy Exceptions

This completely overlooks developments adjacent to rural settlements.

These do not have the “best access to services and facilities in the county”

It cannot be said that they “naturally” reduce the need for travel by car, or that they
“encourage” sustainable travel.

DP7 only requires access to local service and facilities, but makes no mention of accessibility
to employment opportunities. If settlements or sites do not have work opportunities then all
residents will have to use cars, which potentially impacts more on lower income households,
and on the environment.

(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) Review of the overall Housing Target figure against full assessed needs and
additional sustainable growth — amend SP2 and associated housing allocations

2) The Hierarchy of Settlements must be amended.

It must correspond with and support SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability Objectives
S05, S06, & S012 which seek to minimise car travel and maximise trips by sustainable
travel, and to reduce carbon emissions.

In Para 5.41 setting a minimum range of only 5 from 20 services & facilities for a Hub
settlement is patently far too low and must be increased.

In Para 5.41 the relaxation wording must be removed

Remove “In circumstances where there is no regular public transport service; and/or high
speed broadband; and/or multiple significant employment opportunities, a larger range of
services and facilities would be necessary to compensate to enable a settlement to achieve
the specified point’s threshold.

The full Hub criteria set out in Para 1.16 Table 2 and Para 5.35 Table 6 must be used to
determine Settlement status. Critically the requirement to have both “significant employment
opportunities” and “peak time public transport” for Hub status must be met.

To achieve its stated purpose, the HofS must be an objective assessment and not include any
element of subjective assessment.

The Settlement Threshold must be determined by the full Hub criteria, not by any “gap” that
appears in the results, nor by any relaxation wording introduced to support inaccurate scoring
results i.e. the Threshold must be set by the policy and not that the policy be re-written to fit
the results.

The Table 10 assessment needs to be properly and fully reviewed using on the ground
evidence of service & facilities and employment opportunities confirmed locally, not just
reliance on the Mint Database information.

3) The list of Settlements must then be reviewed to confirm compliance with the full
Hub criteria, and; 4) The Draft Plan settlement development status & allocations

amended accordingly
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(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.

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

M 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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: | Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group Date: | 25/02/2021
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Shropshire Council:

Shropshire Local Plan ShrOpShire

Council

Representation Form

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: | TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP

Q1. To which document does this representation relate?

|ZI Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan
I:I Sustainability Appraisal of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire
Local Plan

I:I 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?

SP2 and
Schedule (Sicl)ﬁ‘;ﬁ']unity
Paragraph: Sp2.2 Policy: | Hubs - Site: POI'C'eS_
and Map:
Oswestry
S14.2.1
Place Plan
Area

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

A. Legally compliant Yes: D No: I:I
B. Sound Yes: D No: M
C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes: D No: I:I

(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.





Without prejudice to our overarching amendment to the HofS and review of all Settlement
statuses, we would specifically raise that Trefonen does not have any "“significant
employment opportunities” or “peak time public transport”. 1t is the only proposed Hub
settlement with neither of these key requirements.

1) Therefore, Trefonen does not meet the criteria for Hub settlement status, and allocating
it as such would be contrary to SP3 Climate Change and Sustainability Objectives SO5, SO6,
& S012 which seek to minimise car travel and maximise trips by sustainable travel, and to
reduce carbon emissions.

Trefonen should be designated "Other Rural” settlement, for which it meets the full
criteria,

Housing provision required to meet “identified local needs” for truly “Affordable Homes” for
local people ascertained by application to Home Point Housing Waiting List or by Right Homes
Right Places or local Housing Needs Survey during the period of the Plan can be met by Rural
Affordable Exceptions Policies DP4 - DP7 - and contribute as ‘Windfall’ to the overall Housing
Target.

2) We are very concerned that multiple “small” developments to reach the currently proposed
“"guideline” of 50 additional dwellings would have a cumulative impact amounting to the
same, or arguably greater, impact as a large development on our village over the course of
time. We do not believe that is the intention of NPPF in allowing Rural Exception
developments in and around rural settlements.

(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) Trefonen should be designated "Other Rural” settlement, for which it meets the full
criteria, and deleted from Policy S14.2.Community Hubs - Oswestry Place Plan Area and
from Appendix 5 Schedule A5(ii) Residential Guidelines and Supply within Community
Hubs.

No housing guideline should be allocated, excepting the principle of Windfall for housing
provision required to meet “identified local needs” for truly “Affordable Homes” for local
people to be met by Rural Exceptions Policies, which are allowed in ‘Countryside’ outside
existing settlements with schools, under policies DP4, DP5, & DP7 to meet local needs
established by Housing Needs Survey during the Period of the Plan

2) Limitations on cumulative "Exception Site” developments adjacent to individual
settlements must be included within policies DP4, DP5, & DP7

(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.
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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.

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

M 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:

To represent our member’s views on the status of their village for current and future
generations

(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: | Chair Trefonen Rural Protection Group Date: | 25/02/2021
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VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P1

OFFA’S DYKE PATH OFFA’S DYKE SAM rising up hillside VIEWS over Dyke to SHROPSHIRE PLAIN
follows the Dyke up hillside and in field continuing to heart of village

OFFA’S DYKE PATH OFFA’S DYKE SAM in field OFFA’S DYKE behind / under ‘stone hedge’ boundary
NATIONAL TRAIL also contains Post Mediaeval Ridge & Furrow properties on Chapel Lane to settlement edge and
SHROPSHIRE WAY THIS IS SLAA SITE 008 SLAA 006 behind houses 1883 Tithe Map

following course of field beyond properties

THE GUTTER HER30616 which continues across hillside to former
New Trefonen Colliery HER06624 and

Trefarclawdd Colliery SAM 1016680 Old Trefonen Colliery HER
in trees on Playing Field
Plas Offa HER26398 SLAA 014 behind trees
historic farmstead
on Chapel Lane

This viewpoint places OFFA’S DYKE in its historical setting as a linear border feature between the Shropshire Plain and the Welsh uplands,
which is of both heritage and landscape value

This view from both the OFFA’S DYKE NATIONAL TRAIL and the SHROPSHIRE WAY at this location it is also of economic value for local, national
and international tourism.






VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P2
OFFA’S DYKE PATH OFFA’S DYKE SAM rising up hillside VIEW OUT OF CENTRE OF VILLAGE
follows the Dyke up hillside vital to maintain rural character

Plas Offa HER26398 historic farmstead
Properties on CHAPEL LANE TREFONEN, TREFLACH & NANTMAWR CHAPEL LANE junction
along line of OFFA’S DYKE VILLAGE DESIGN STATEMENT with OSWESTRY ROAD
under heart of village records importance of views in & out of village

to residents for maintaining its rural character THIS IS SLAA SITES 006 & 017
With Trefonen being on the OFFA’S DYKE NATIONAL TRAIL and the SHROPSHIRE WAY,

and with local walking events it is of economic value for local, national and international tourism.






VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P3
OFFA’S DYKE SAM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL
rising up hillside and in field SLAA SITE 008 and SHROPSHIRE WAY along THE GUTTER
properties on OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL and SHROPSHIRE WAY
Chapel Lane approaching the settlement edge from the North

following THE GUTTER across this field
Vital to maintain a rural setting for views in & out of village

With Trefonen being on the OFFA’S DYKE NATIONAL TRAIL and the SHROPSHIRE WAY,
and with local walking events it is also of economic value for local, national and international tourism






VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P4

Playing field & Village Hall Church Chapel Lane leading to centre of village Whitridge Way Fron Barns & Fron Farm
SLAA 017 & 006 SLAA 008

Offa’s Dyke TREFONEN from the North — a rural village set in countryside which extends into heart of village

rising up hillside out of heart of village with distant views to Breidden Hills.





VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P5
SLAA Playing field & Village Hall Church Chapel Lane leading Whitridge Way Fron Cottages on
SITE 014 SITE 017 SITE 006 to centre of village SITE 008 Offa’s Dyke Path / Shropshire Way

OFFA’S DYKE SAM rising up hillside
and in field continuing to heart of village

From footpath to north of village TREFONEN- a rural village set in countryside which extends into heart of village
on line of THE GUTTER HER





VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P6

TREFONEN from the North West — a rural village wrapping around a low hill in countryside which extends into heart of village
with views over Shropshire Plain to the Wrekin and Shropshire Hills AONB.





VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE
P7

properties on OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL

Little London Lane approaching the settlement edge from the West

SLAA SITE 010 Vital to maintain a rural setting for views in & out of village
THE GUTTER HER

crosses the field by felled tree With Trefonen being on the OFFA’S DYKE NATIONAL TRAIL and the SHROPSHIRE WAY,

and with local walking events it is also of economic value for local, national and international tourism






VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE
P8

Trefonen a rural village wrapping around a low hill in countryside which extends into heart of village
From public footpath south west with views over Shropshire Plain





VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE

P9

Trefonen a rural village wrapping around a low hill in countryside which extends into heart of village
From New Well Lane to south
close to Certified Location caravan site — economic value for local tourism






VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE
P10

View to south out of village from footpath over John’s Hill towards New Well and Treflach
from SLAA SITE 002 — directly overlooking SITE 005, and 010 & 015 below Little London Lane
with views over Shropshire Plain to the Shropshire Hills AONB and Breidden Hills
adjacent to B&B and holiday cottage accommodation - economic value for local tourism






VIEW FROM OFFA’S DYKE PATH NATIONAL TRAIL, TREFONEN - LANDSCAPE and HERITAGE
OFFA’S DYKE PATH OFFA’S DYKE SAM

public footpaths & SHROPSHIRE WAY

[ pg |

014

013
011 008 017

004
006
P1 ‘\ 009

001

002 003
m SHROPSHIRE
005 WAY
010 015
/ BWLYTAI
015 ~ WOODS
SWT Nature
Reserve

.

OFFA’S DYKE PATH footpaths NEW WELL LANE OFFA’S DYKE line of Bellan Lane
C.L caravan site forms part of National Trail route






TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP SEPTEMBER 2020

QUERIES ON “HIERARCHY OF SETTLEMENTS 2020 - TABLE 10”SPREADSHEET

ALVELEY NO EMPLOYMENT score 0 +5 pts or +7 pts

Industrial Estate / Business Park- owned/managed by Shropshire Council
just outside village walk or cycle down private access roadway - multiple

businesses
W.F.Head& Sons Potato Merchants — office, storage & distribution B8
in village.

BASCHURCH NO EMPLOYMENTSscore 0 potentially +5 pts or +7 pts

Fyrnwy Equine Clinic— Specialist VVeterinary Services - SuiGeneris
Vets &Technicians, Pharmacist & Office staff

Newtown Garage— Motor Repairs SuiGen/B2small business?
Church Street Garage— Motor Repairs SuiGen/B2 small business?
G.T.Harper— Motor Repairs & Car Sales  SuiGen/B2 small business?

Moor Farm — Farm Shop & Café
SuiGenerisFamily run business — farm diversity — employees?

BOMERE HEATH NO EMPLOYMENT score 0
Leaton Industrial Estate just outside — multiple businesses
Walk or cycle — but no pavement on country road with no street lighting

HODNET NO EMPLOYMENT score 0 potentially +5 pts or +7 pts
Highways Depot(Shropshire Council’s contractors) B2
Hodnet Service Stationwith Petrol Filling
Garage — Motor Repairs & MOT  SuiGen/B2small business?
LLANYMYNECH NO EMPLOYMENT score 0 +5 pts
FixAuto (Pant Motor Bodies) in village  SuiGen
PANT EMPLOYMENT - scored 7 points = more than oneSignificant Employer???
Currently it’s a combined HUB with Llanymynech which is scored 0 for Employment
Does Pant have multiple Employment of its own??
It only has S.Owen& Sons Fuel Distributors
Have the jobs been wrongly allocated to Pant instead ofLlanymynech?
potentially -2 or -5pts
NESSCLIFFE EMPLOYMENT 5pts
What employment in Nesscliffe village itself?? potentially -5pts

Details confirmed from knowledge, physical checks, and internet research September 2020.
Those marked ??have not been 100% confirmed but are believed to be correct
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TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP SEPTEMBER 2020

QUERIES ON “HIERARCHY OF SETTLEMENTS 2020 - TABLE 10” SPREADSHEET

WHITTINGTON

NO EMPLOYMENT score 0 potentially +5 pts or +7 pts

Within VillageChrome Dental Services

Just outside Village

Dental Laboratory manufacturing and repairing
High Quality Dentures and other Dental Prosthesis SuiGen/B1

Highways Depot(Shropshire Council contractors)B2
andShropshire Council Divisional Surveyor’s Office B1

Shropshire Farm Vets SuiGeneris
Branch office —Vets &employees based there

Just Outside village - Walking distance — good flat footpath and cycleway

Whittington Business Park — B2
Stokes Of England
Bunning Gas
Eagle Tyre Fitters
Bcs Motors Repairs

British Telecom — Whittington House Bl
Artillery Business Park B2 /Bl

Whilst these are apparently scored in Park Hall, they as close to Whittington as to the

residential area of Park Hall, and served by a dedicated footpath/cycleway from Whittington.

Park Hall’s proposed sites (listed under Oswestry — whilst being geographically & physical

completely separate) are proposed to fulfil needs of the RIAH Gobowen hospital - not for the

needs of residents of Park Hall itself.

WESTON RHYN/
PREESGWEENE

COSFORD

NO EMPLOYMENT score 0 +5 pts or +7 pts

Operation Mobilisation (charity) main offices B1 SuiGen
Jones Bros builders

R.G.Stokes Portable Buildings Birchwood Park Ltd
Preesgweene /Rhosweil B2

Walk or cycle — pavements with street lighting - Moreton Business Park
multiple businesses

CHILDREN’S PLAYGROUNDS score 0 multiple +4 pts
CONVENIENCE STORE score 6 multipleNo - Miller’s has closed -2pts
POST OFFICE — mobile only 2hours per week in church

NO public Community Hall - only RAF facility—4pts

Children’s Playground

Outdoor Sports
Amenity Green Space no public - all RAF restricted

Details confirmed from knowledge, physical checks, and internet research September 2020.
Those marked ??have not been 100% confirmed but are believed to be correct
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TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP SEPTEMBER 2020
QUERIES ON “HIERARCHY OF SETTLEMENTS 2020 - TABLE 10” SPREADSHEET
CONDOVER AMENITY GREEN SPACE Woodland Park +3 pts

DUDLESTON HEATH OUTDOOR SPORTS score 3pts  multiple +1pt
Football, Tennis, Bowls

KNOCKIN POST OFFICE - only mobile 2hours per week in village hall
PHARMACY - only DISPENSARY in Surgery

MORDA CHILDREN’S PLAYGROUNDS multiple +1 pts
PLACE OF WORSHIP Church closed - 3pts

ST.MARTINS AMENITY GREEN SPACE score 0 Ifton Meadows +3 pts

IFTON HEATH

Details confirmed from knowledge, physical checks, and internet research September 2020.
Those marked ??have not been 100% confirmed but are believed to be correct

This does not propose any settlements to be designated as Hub status but just to create a factually
correct Table 10 scoring as an initial stage before an objective assessment of the full criteria key
factors (employment; public transport; services & facilities; & broadband) before determining Hub
status.

We believe that if the scoring is to be used as the initial stage in making an objective criterion based
determination of settlement status then the information must be 100% correct.

The HofS Para 2.8 disclaimer “Note” that “it is not intended to represent a comprehensive
assessment of all every services or facilities” just compounds the inaccuracy.

This assessment underpins the decisions on the development status of settlements and their
development guidelines; and therefore it is critical that it is 100% accurate.

As it is not, the whole Hierarchy of Settlements outcome is flawed and “unsound”

Liability Disclaimer: The information contained herein is provided in good faith, and every reasonable effort is made to ensure that it is accurate and up
to date. In no event shall TRPG, or its members, be liable for any damage arising, directly or indirectly, from the use of the information contained herein
including damages arising from inaccuracies, omissions or errors. Any person relying on any of the information contained herein or making any use of
the information contained herein, shall do so at its own risk.

Trefonen Rural Protection Group is a formally constituted body that works for the best interests of the community of Trefonen
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TREFONEN RURAL PROTECTION GROUP SEPTEMBER 2020
QUERIES ON “HIERARCHY OF SETTLEMENTS 2020 - TABLE 10” SPREADSHEET
KEY DIFERRENCES between CHEMIST / PHARMACY and DISPENSARY

PHARMACY Controlled by Licence
IT MUST BE OPEN TO SELL TO PUBLIC for licenced hours every week

MUST DISPENSE PRESCRIPTION MEDICINES
MUST OFFER ALTERNATIVE MEDICINES

CAN SELL “PHARMACY ONLY” MEDICINES
CAN SELL “OVER THE COUNTER” MEDICINES

DOES PROVIDE MEDICINAL ADVICE

DOES PROVIDE OTHER PHARMACY SERVICES

MUST BE OPEN FOR GUARANTEED / LICENCED OPENING HOURS EACH WEEK

ITISAWALK INPUBLIC SERVICE “SHOP”

DISPENSARY - Controlled by Licence

ONLY FOR REGISTERED PATIENTS OF A SURGERY
ONLY FOR PRESCRIPTION MEDICINES

CANNNOT SELL TO PUBLIC

CANNOT SELL “PHARMACY ONLY” MEDICINES

CANNOT SELL “OVER THE COUNTER” MEDICINES

DOES NOT PROVIDE MEDICINAL ADVICE
DOES NOT PROVIDE OTHER PHARMACY SERVICES

ITISNOT AWALK IN PUBLIC SERVICE LIKE APHARMACY OR CHEMIST
Therefore the benefit to the settlement community is not the same

The following settlements are scored for CHEMIST / PHARMACY -

BUT may only be DISPENSARY within the NHS GP SURGERY

Adding DISPENSARY to the description just seeks to clarify this ‘error’ in assessment

WESTBURY KNOCKIN BROCKTON CLIVE CRESSAGE
HODNET DITTONPRIORS  ALVELEY DORRINGTON
WORTHEN PREES BASCHURCH SHAWBURY CLUN

Liability Disclaimer: The information contained herein is provided in good faith, and every reasonable effort is made to ensure that it is accurate and up
to date. In no event shall TRPG, or its members, be liable for any damage arising, directly or indirectly, from the use of the information contained herein
including damages arising from inaccuracies, omissions or errors. Any person relying on any of the information contained herein or making any use of
the information contained herein, shall do so at its own risk.

Trefonen Rural Protection Group is a formally constituted body that works for the best interests of the community of Trefonen
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