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Clive Parish Council part B 
representation, for Regulation-19 pre-
submission draft Local Plan 


Q4: SP8 Managing Development in Community Hubs: 
Unsound 
Policy SP8 defines Community Hubs as significant rural service centres, as set out in Schedule SP2.2 
of Policy SP2. It sets out that the Community Hubs have been identified through a Hierarchy of 
Settlements Assessment, which has assessed settlement function through consideration of: 
a) The population and number of households within a settlement; and 
b) The extent to which the settlement provides services and facilities, high speed broadband; 
employment opportunities; and other transport links (paragraph 3.54 of Policy SP8).  
The evidence within this Hierarchy of Settlement assessment however is not based on up to date or 
accurate information and has not been applied consistently to all settlements in the Local Plan area 
and therefore Policy SP8 is not justified and is considered unsound.  
 
Shropshire Council’s approach to the identification of Community Hubs is guided by the application 
of a  consistent methodology contained in the ‘Hierarchy of Settlements’ document, which assesses 
the level of available services and facilities in an area. The Local Planning Authority considers this has 
been applied on a consistent basis, and where appropriate has responded to changing levels of 
provision locally. However, the application of paragraph 3.54 of Policy SP8 in the identification of 
Community Hubs is not based on up to date, accurate, or appropriate evidence, therefore the Policy 
is unjustified and unsound. Furthermore, the manner in which Shropshire Council has handled 
changes to local amenities and services throughout the Local Plan Review process has not been 
consistent across all settlements. Their deferral of matters relating specifically to the settlement 
designation of Clive (Wem Place Plan area) also mean the Plan is not effective. 


Clive Parish Council objections on grounds of soundness 
Clive Parish Council’s objections and subsequent modification request focus predominantly on 
Shropshire Council’s decision to include two amenities (Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling 
green) in Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements assessment score, despite the fact that these two facilities 
no longer exist. Without these two amenities, Clive does not meet the criteria for Community Hub 
designation, and therefore Clive’s inclusion as a Community Hub in Schedule SP2.2 (referred to in 
paragraph 3.56 of Policy SP8) is not based on accurate evidence and is not justified. Combined with 
the Council’s deferral of matters relating to Clive settlement, this means the Plan is not effective, 
and therefore it is unsound.  
 


Evidence supporting our representation 
We will be including the following evidence (in chronological order) which will be referred to at 
various points in our representation: 


1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018) 
Letter dated 24th May 2018 from Wrekin Housing Trust to the Clive Bowling Club (and email notifying 
Parish Council), in which they give the Bowling Club 4 weeks’ notice to vacate Clive Hall grounds and 
remove all bowling green associated buildings, as the new owners required vacant possession and 
private usage of the land.  







2. Clive Parish meeting minutes, attended by Eddie West, Shropshire Council (03.01.2019) 
During this public meeting Eddie West repeatedly emphasised and assured the community that the 
Hierarchy of Settlements methodology would be applied consistently to all settlements across the 
county, that points would be removed if amenities were lost, and that if Clive dropped below the 48 
point threshold it would no longer be classed as a Community Hub and would revert to Open 
Countryside. 


3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence 
base (Jan 2019) 


Originally there were no points allocated to Clive for Outdoor Sports Facilities (pg. 35-36, Hierarchy 
of Settlements 2017). Once the Parish Council realised that the Clive Hall bowling green had been 
erroneously added in the 2018 version of the Hierarchy of Settlements document the then Parish 
Council Chairman Cllr Kate Bentham immediately raised this with Shropshire Council. 


4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019)  
Our formal response to Preferred Sites stage of the consultation makes clear that the Hierarchy of 
Settlements evidence base was incorrect for Clive, as the bowling green no longer existed, and that 
Clive’s score should be adjusted from 54 to 51.  


5. Clive Hall site layout plan, planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019) 
In their own planning application drawings and plans, the new owners of Clive Hall refer to the 
former bowling green plot as lawn. 


6. Email correspondence with Eddie West, re. changing provision of amenities and Clive points 
score (Oct 2019) 


In this email chain Eddie West re-confirms that if both the Post Office and Village Shop were to close, 
“this would reduce the ‘score’ for the village to 43. […] this would lead SC to the decision to remove 
Clive from being a Community Hub in the emerging Local Plan Review in March 2020.” He also 
mentions that if these amenities were to re-open before submitting the plan for inspection, “we 
would then have the opportunity to re-introduce the village as a Community Hub as a ‘minor 
amendment’ and for this to be submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.”  


7. Email from Eddie West, confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019) 
Email from Shropshire Council’s Eddie West, in which he accepts that the outdoor sports facility 
(Clive Hall bowling green) is to be removed from Clive’s assessment score: “[….] I would continue to 
consider therefore the village scores 51 points, given I have accepted the parish council’s view that 
the outdoor play facility which had scored three points, is to be removed.” 


8. Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement 
status (Sept-Nov 2020) 


The Parish Council immediately informed Shropshire Council of the forthcoming shop closure and 
repeatedly asked for confirmation that the loss of 4 points for the shop would take Clive below the 
threshold for Community Hub designation. 


9. Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020) 
Shropshire Council argues that the Clive Hall bowling green is still included in the Open Space Needs 
Assessment (OSNA, 2017), and that we need to show it is surplus to requirements. The OSNA has 
however been superseded by the Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (PPOSS), formally 
adopted by Shropshire Council in Nov 2020, which does not include a bowling green at Clive Hall. 


10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response 
Our question to the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 (pg. 3-5) challenged the use of inaccurate and 
out of date information on non-existent amenities to justify Clive’s designation as a Community Hub, 
and raised concerns about the inconsistent application of the Hierarchy of Settlements 
methodology.  
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11. Email correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Clive’s settlement status (Dec 2020-Jan 
2021) 


Emails to Eddie West following the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 setting out detailed arguments 
for removing the no-longer-existent village shop and bowling green as amenities under Clive’s 
Hierarchy of Settlements assessment score.  


12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning applications for conversion of shop into 
residential annex 


The owner of the former shop building (who also owns and resides in the adjoining property, Crows 
Cottage) has now submitted planning applications to convert the former shop building into a 
residential annex.  


13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL. 
Supporting statements from the both former owner (Oct 2009 – Oct 2019), and the most recent 
tenant (Oct 2019 – Oct 2020) regarding the longstanding unviability of the Village Stores business. 
The previous owner confirms the shop was on the market for 5 years with little interest from 
potential buyers due to low profits, and Halls also confirms that despite marketing the business from 
June 2019 there was very little interest in taking it on.  
 
 


Inaccurate and out of date evidence regarding Clive settlement (Wem Place Plan 
area) 
With regard to inaccurate evidence, according to Shropshire Council, the current scoring for the 
settlement of Clive (Wem Place Plan area) includes the following amenities, for a total score of 54 
points: 
 
Public transport link:      5 points 
Regular service offered during peak travel time:   5 points 
Nursery/pre-school:     4 points 
Primary school:      4 points 
NHS/GP surgery:     4 points 
Chemist/Pharmacist:     3 points 
Convenience store*:     4 points 
Post Office:      4 points 
Place of worship:     3 points 
Community Hall:      4 points 
Library:       3 points 
Outdoor sports facility*:    3 points 
Amenity Green Space:     3 points 
Superfast broadband:     5 points 
 
However, the above scoring is not based on correct, appropriate, up to date evidence, and is 
therefore not justified or sound. It does not take into account the fact that the convenience store 
(Clive Village Stores), closed on 16th October 2020, and that the outdoor sports facility, the Clive Hall 
bowling green, has been under private ownership, the bowling pavilion and other associated 
buildings have been removed, and the site is completely inaccessible to the general public since the 
new owners took possession of Clive Hall in the summer of 2018 (Evidence 1. Wrekin Housing Trust 
letter to Bowling Club, and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018). The owners of Clive Hall also 
refer to the former bowling green land as lawn within their own planning applications (Evidence 5. 
Clive Hall site layout plan, planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019)). 
 
Taking into account these changes in amenities and services, 7 points should have been deducted 
and the correct assessment score for Clive should be 47 points. As this falls below the threshold for 
Community Hub designation (48 points), Clive does not meet the intended definition of a 
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Community Hub and overall settlement hierarchy needed to maintain overall sustainability, and 
therefore the inclusion of Clive as a Community Hub (Schedule SP2.2) cannot be considered to be 
justified.  
 


Inconsistent handling of changes in services and amenities 
Furthermore, the Parish Council is very concerned that the Hierarchy of Settlements methodology 
has not been applied consistently throughout the whole of Shropshire, specifically with respect to 
handling changes in amenities and services and subsequent reassessment of other proposed 
Community Hubs. For example, the Parish Council in Myddle (Wem Place Plan area) was able to 
simply notify Shropshire Council of the closure of the village convenience store in 2018, and the 
relevant points were subsequently deducted from Myddle’s Hierarchy of Settlements assessments 
score. As Myddle then fell below the threshold for Community Hub designation, the settlement was 
removed from the list of Community Hubs in the draft Local Plan. Similarly, the assessment score for 
Westbury settlement (Shrewsbury Place Plan area) was reviewed and points deducted following the 
closure of the Post Office in the summer of 2020. Westbury also then fell below the 48-point 
threshold and as it no longer met the criteria for Community Hub designation it is not included as a 
Community Hub in the Regulation-9 Pre-Submission draft of the Local Plan.  
 
However, Shropshire Council’s consistent approach has not been applied to Clive settlement, 
despite: 
a) Shropshire Council being notified that the Clive Hall bowling green facility no longer existed 
(Evidence 3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements 
evidence base (Jan 2019) and Evidence 4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred 
Sites consultation (Feb 2019), 
b) Shropshire Council acknowledging in November 2019 that the 3 points for the Clive Hall bowling 
green were to be removed from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score (Evidence 7. Email from 
Eddie West, confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019) 
c) Shropshire Council being immediately notified by the Parish Council (26.09.2020) of the imminent 
closure of the village shop, and the Parish Council confirming the closure on 16.10.2020 (Evidence 8: 
Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status 
(Sept-Nov 2020) 
 
Despite the email from Eddie West on 21.11.2019, Shropshire Council did not remove the points for 
the Clive Hall bowling green, and the Parish Council were only made aware of this fact indirectly (a 
phone call on 01.12.2020 with our County Cllr Simon Jones), after the close of the Regulation-18 
consultation. Up until this point the Parish Council had been working on the basis of a total points 
score for Clive settlement of 51 points (as per Eddie West’s email on 21.11.2019).  
 
The Parish Council has gone to great lengths over the last 3 years to ensure Clive’s assessment score 
was properly adjusted to reflect the most up to date changes in provision of amenities and services, 
via meetings, phone calls, and repeated correspondence with Shropshire Council Officers, in our 
formal responses to the Preferred Sites consultation (Evidence 4. Clive Parish Council response to 
Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019), and to the Regulation-18 stage (Oct 2020) of the 
Local Plan Review process, and via a question at the Shropshire Council cabinet meeting on 
07.12.2020 (after we became aware of Shropshire Council’s failure/refusal to remove the bowling 
green from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score). We understand that residents, including the 
owner of the former shop building, have also shared their concerns about the inaccuracies in 
relation to Clive’s designation as a Community Hub.  
 
Through these various channels of communication the Parish Council has highlighted the loss of 
amenities and inaccuracies of Clive’s assessment score, and has repeatedly asked Shropshire Council 
to confirm that Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlement’s score would be corrected, and to confirm that Clive 
would no longer be designated as a Community Hub. As Shropshire Council chose to progress the 
Regulation-19: Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan in December without addressing the incorrect 
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Hierarchy of Settlements score for Clive (in spite of evidence provided by the Parish Council and the 
owner of the shop building) and instead deferred this matter, Clive Parish Council is now forced to 
request a major modification to the Plan, on the grounds of it not being effective or justified, and 
therefore the Plan is unsound.  
 
Shropshire Council’s formal response to our question at the cabinet meeting on 7.12.2020 was that 
it would be “premature” to change Clive’s services and amenities settlement assessment, and that 
further evidence would be required before it could be reviewed, namely a change of use planning 
application for the shop (Evidence 10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire 
Council response). Shropshire Council is also justifying their decision to retain the Clive Hall bowling 
green as an outdoor sports facility under Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlement’s amenities and service 
score, because it is included in the Open Spaces Needs Assessment (2017), and have told the Parish 
Council that it will need to be tested against current or emerging Local Plan policy to show the Clive 
Hall bowling green is surplus to requirements. This is despite the fact that Shropshire Council is fully 
aware that the Clive bowling club was told to vacate Clive Hall bowling green in May 2018, (Evidence 
1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club (24.05.2018), and has been using Preston Brockhurst 
bowling green for over 2 years.  
 
Whilst the timing of the Clive Village Store closure is more recent than the loss of amenities in 
Westbury and Myddle, both those Parish Councils have confirmed that, aside from simple 
correspondence, no additional evidence was required for their respective Hierarchy of Settlement 
assessment scores to be corrected and for Shropshire Council to agree to remove both Myddle and 
Westbury from the list of Community Hubs within the Local Plan. If Shropshire Council had applied 
the same methodology consistently to Clive’s circumstances, then the matter of Clive’s designation 
as a Community Hub would have been resolved long before the current Regulation-19: Pre-
Submission draft Local Plan consultation.  
 
The Parish Council has also repeatedly expressed its intention to engage the community regarding 
whether Clive should become a Community Cluster or remain as Open Countryside, (Evidence 8. 
Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status 
(Sept-Nov 2020). It has also expressed the feeling that remaining as Open Countryside is not 
necessarily the right thing for the village, and was open to exploring the benefits of opting in as a 
Community Cluster. If Shropshire Council had treated Clive the same as Myddle and Westbury, and 
removed it as a Community Hub earlier in the process, then the Parish Council could easily have 
consulted the community and potentially agreed to put Clive forward as a Community Cluster, in 
time for it to have been incorporated in the Regulation-19 pre-submission draft Local Plan.  
 
As it stands now, assuming the Planning Inspector agrees with the evidence we have provided and 
removes Clive as a Community Hub, then it would automatically default to Open Countryside, and 
the only route for Clive to become a Community Cluster in future is the lengthy and expensive 
Neighbourhood Plan process.  
 
As the matter of Clive’s settlement designation has been repeatedly and unnecessarily deferred then 
the Plan cannot be considered effective or sound, and the inconsistent application of the Hierarchy 
of Settlements methodology with regard to Clive also raises serious questions over the soundness of 
the Local Plan.  
 


Additional evidence to support the removal of Clive Village Store and Clive Hall 
bowling green from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score 


Clive Village Stores 
Despite the disparity of Clive’s treatment, in order to meet Shropshire Council’s requirement for 
additional evidence, the owner of the Clive Village Stores building (7a High Street) has written to 
Shropshire Council on a number of occasions since the first announcement of the shop closure in 







Sept 2020. This correspondence has set out the reasoning behind the closure, namely the 
longstanding unviability of the business (rather than a temporary closure as a result of the Covid-19 
pandemic), their firm intention not to re-let the building as a shop, and more recently their intention 
to convert the building into a residential annex. Despite this correspondence, Shropshire Council 
continued to defer rather than resolve the matter regarding the points for the shop, therefore the 
Local Plan cannot be considered effective and is therefore unsound. 
 
Since the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020, planning applications have now been submitted to 
Shropshire Council to convert the shop building (Evidence 12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, 
Planning applications for conversion of shop into residential annex). Both the previous shop owner 
and the most recent tenant have provided supporting statements regarding the longstanding 
unviability of the business. Despite the business being marketed from 2014 to 2019, there was very 
little interest in taking it on due to low profits (Evidence 13. Supporting statements for planning 
applications 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL). The Parish Council has also emphasised the 
unviability of the shop business in its correspondence with Shropshire Council regarding the shop 
closure (Evidence 8. – Specifically email dated 22.10.2020 - Email correspondence to Shropshire 
Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-Nov 2020). However, as 
Shropshire Council has continued to defer these matters, and as the Regulation-19: Pre-Submission 
draft Local Plan has not taken into account this evidence, it cannot be considered effective or 
justified.  


Clive Hall bowling green 
With regard to the Clive Hall bowling green, Shropshire Council’s justification relies on its inclusion 
within the Open Space Needs Assessment (2017) which pre-dates the change of ownership of Clive 
Hall and the subsequent loss of the bowling green facility (2018). Furthermore, the Open Space 
Needs Assessment (OSNA) itself uses out of date data from 2009, and was a desktop assessment 
which did not involve any site visits to assess facilities (para. 3.1.2, pg. 13 OSNA) due to “financial 
constraints”. In addition to this, the data included in the OSNA on outdoor sports facilities has now 
been superseded by Shropshire Council’s more recently adopted Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports 
Strategy (Oct 2020), which, although it includes other local facilities in the Wem area such as 
Hadnall, Preston Brockhurst, and Shawbury bowling greens, it does not include the Clive Hall 
bowling green (Evidence 9. pgs. 29-31, Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020)). 
Shropshire Council is therefore relying on considerably out of date, inaccurate, and inappropriate 
evidence, and therefore the Plan is not justified or sound.  
 
Furthermore, when looking at the PPOSS in more detail, the key recommendations for the Wem 
area (pg. 25, PPOSS, Oct 2020) do not mention any shortfall in bowling provision, and in the 
executive summary the Headline Findings (pg. 3, Executive Summary, PPOSS, Oct 2020) show there 
is and will be “adequate provision” for bowls, both now and until 2038. Under the Sport-by-sport 
recommendations, the first recommendation for bowls is to “Retain the existing quantity of greens”, 
with no recommendation to increase this figure (pg.7, Executive Summary, PPOSS, Oct 2020). As the 
Clive Hall bowling green is not included in either the main PPOSS document or Executive Summary, 
by extension, this shows that there is no demand for this specific facility, as the PPOSS demonstrates 
that there is already adequate provision for bowling facilities without Clive Hall. Therefore the most 
up to date evidence shows there is no justification for including the Clive Hall bowling green in 
Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements services and amenities points score. As the Regulation-19: Pre-
Submission draft Local Plan has not taken into account the most up to date, accurate, and 
appropriate evidence then it cannot be considered justified or sound. 
 


Q5: Modification required:  
Clive settlement should be removed from Schedule SP2.2, Community Hubs (referred to in 
paragraph 3.56 of Policy SP8), as the evidence provided shows that Clive settlement clearly does not 
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possess the services and amenities required to meet the definition of a significant rural service 
centre, as defined by the Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base, and therefore does not qualify for 
a Community Hub designation.  
 


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)? 
 
YES 
 


Q7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 
Clive Parish Council is the local authority elected to represent the local community, and has been 
very closely involved in the detailed discussions relating to the Local Plan Review since the beginning 
of this process. We strongly believe we should be given the opportunity to participate in the hearing 
sessions during the examination to ensure a fair and balanced discussion of Clive’s status within the 
Local Plan. 
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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
m a ki n g effective rep rese ntati o n s.
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Name and Organisation: I Lydia Bardsley, Clive Parish Council


To which document does this representation relate?


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


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


Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the
Shropshire Local Plan


(Please tick one box)


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


B. Sound


C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate


(Please tick as appropriate).
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Q4. Please give details of why you consider the
Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan is not legally
fa i l s. tn GnEn pl,xt w it h the, d uty to, g.-"'..:o,p6,g,a te=ll mi


Q4. Please give details of rrhy you consider the Regulation 191 Pre-submissir
Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or
fails.to GnEnpI,f with the,duty to, g.-"'..:o,p6,g,ate=llma +,b$,,itfi,,8.,g.-e-Gis€ c",p.=o.=g..*ib1gn


If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Regulation 79: 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.
Please see separate PDF for our response to Q4, and PDFs of evidence referred to in this
response.


Yes:


Yes:
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No:


No:


Part B: O


Q3. Do you consider the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the







(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)


compliant i!!v
Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of mo,dificatioin at
examination. You will need to say why each modification will make the Regutation 79: pre-Submission
Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan legatty comptiant or sound. It witt be heipful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any poticy or text. Please be as precise as possible.
Clive settlement should be removed from Schedule S
paragraph 3.56 of Policy SP8), as the evidence provided shows that Clive settlement clearlv does
not possess the services and amenities required to meet the definition of a significant rural service
centre, as defined by the Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base, and therefore does not qualifr for
a Community Hub designation


(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessaryS
Please note: In your representation you shoutd provide succincily att the evidence and
supporting information necessary to support your representation and your suggested
modification(s). You should not assume that you witt have a further opportunity to make
submissions.


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


lan, do you


Please note that white this wilt provide an initiat indication of your wisn li participtate in ni,u,iing
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to p,articipate.


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


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


(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 thatthey wish to participate in hearing'session(s), you may be asked
ta confirm your wish to participate when the Inspector has ideniifiea the'matters and issues for
examination.
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CliveParishCouncilisthelocalauthorityelectedtorep
very closely involved in the detailed discussions relating to the Local Plan Review since the
beginning of this process. We strongly believe we should be given the opportunity to participate in
the hearing sessions during the examination to ensure a fair and balanced discussion of Clive,s
status within the Local Plan.
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From:  
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 3:26:51 PM 
To:  
Subject: Update Info on Clive Hall Sale. 


  
Hello Ms.Bardsley 
  
My name is Andy Johnson (Head Of Housing at Wrekin Housing Trust) and wanted to give you a 
‘heads-up’ on a letter we have sent today to the secretary of Clive Bowling Club. 
  
As you are probably aware, we have been marketing for sale Clive Hall, and are very close to 
securing a buyer that will be occupying the whole hall and refurbishing it back to its former glory, 
however, with the sale comes the issues surrounding the use of the bowling green, and hence my 
reason for the email. 
  
Our organisation did write originally to the Bowling Club on 2nd February this year to advise of the 
marketing of the hall and the potential issues that might lead to the continued use, or not, of the 
bowling green and pavilion on the site of the hall. We have now heard from the purchaser, and he 
has expressed that he will require vacant possession of the hall and its land, and has specifically 
requested that the green and the buildings are not used once completion is agreed. This includes the 
removal of the current bowling pavilion on the land over the next 4 weeks. 
  
I have today written to the secretary of the club to notify them of the purchaser’s request, and 
thought it important that I made you and the parish members aware of this matter, in case you were 
contacted by your parishioners. 
  
I am more than happy to respond to you and be a contact if you have any queries, however, there is 
probably little we can do if the purchaser no longer wishes the village to use his private  gardens. 
  
Please contact me if you need me to clarify any points in relation to the sale, as I would be glad to 
advise or discuss. 
  
Thanks for your time. 
 
Andy Johnson     
  


 


_______________________________________________________ 


IMPORTANT: This e-mail may contain confidential information. If you are not the 


intended recipient please do not copy, distribute, disclose or otherwise use the 


information contained in this e-mail nor should you take any action in reliance on its 


contents; to do so is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Please inform us by 


telephone, fax or e-mail that this message has gone astray before deleting it. Tel: 01952 


217100, Fax: 01952 213950. 



http://www.wrekinhousingtrust.org.uk/thetrust/morethanahome.aspx





Errors and omissions may occur in the contents of e-mail messages after they have been 


sent. This may arise out of or in connection with data transmission, network malfunction 


or failure, machine or software error or malfunction, or operator error. The Wrekin 


Housing Trust accepts no responsibility for any such errors or omissions, and you are 


advised to confirm the accuracy of the contents of this e-mail before relying on it for any 


purpose. Attachments to this e-mail may contain software viruses that could damage 


your systems. The Wrekin Housing Trust has checked the attachments for viruses before 


sending, but you should virus-check them before opening. 


THE WREKIN HOUSING TRUST CANNOT BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ATTACHMENT 


CONTAINING A VIRUS. 


The Wrekin Housing Trust Ltd is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England 


(no. 3558717) a registered social landlord (no. LH4220) and a registered charity (no. 


1074701).  Registered Office: Colliers Way, Old Park Telford TF3 4AW 


For more information about The Wrekin Housing Trust, visit us 


at http://www.wrekinhousingtrust.org.uk 


 



http://www.wrekinhousingtrust.org.uk/
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which sets out how the Council will be seeking consultation standards above 
minimum regulatory requirements. It is therefore not considered consultations 
held after 6th April are invalid.   
 
 
 
 
 
4. Question from Susan Howle 
 
I was pleased to note that item 108 in "Summary of the Assessment of Garden 
Village Proposals in Bridgnorth to inform the ‘Regulation 19’ Pre-Submission Draft of 
the Shropshire Local Plan" acknowledges that there is a conflict of interest between 
an IPU and TGV going ahead on the same site. Before putting TGV forward as the 
preferred option in the R19 SLP cabinet need to be certain that this conflict can be 
resolved. Planning Permission cannot be granted on a temporary basis revokable on 
a specific future event. Do cabinet agree that without an enforceable legal position to 
protect the preferred site for residential housing they must reject Tasley as the 
preferred option; unless they are prepared to first insist that the promoter withdraw 
their Planning Application for an IPU and second guarantee that should Planning 
Permission for an IPU be sought within the TGV site, once included in the SLP, it will 
be rejected? 
 
The current planning application for poultry units (17/01033/EIA) is being 
considered separate from the emerging Local Plan process, and is being 
considered against its compliance with the current Local Plan and any other 
material planning considerations.  However, it is appropriate for the Local Plan 
to take into account the potential consequences of a grant of approval for the 
Poultry units in or surrounding the proposed Tasley Garden Village site where 
the site assessment process has identified a potential conflict with the these 
uses.  On this basis it has been considered appropriate to include specific 
reference within the developer guidelines of the site that any before 
occupation of the first dwelling on the site, any poultry units operating on the 
site or indeed land within the wider site promotion will cease operation. 
 
 
 
5. Question from Lydia Bardsley, Clerk to Clive Parish Council 
 
Clive Parish Council would like to highlight that the current points total for the 
hierarchy of settlements for Clive is based on facilities that do not exist and will not 
open again.  
  
The bowling green listed was in a privately-owned garden that is no longer open to 
the public since a change in ownership two years ago. The village shop was in a 
privately-owned building and after the tenant surrendered the tenancy in October 
2020 the premises will no longer be let as a shop, and will revert to private use by 
the owner.  
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Is Shropshire Council cabinet aware that the points allocation is based on historic 
information that is inaccurate? The Parish Council were consistently assured by 
Shropshire Planning Officers that if Clive fell below the points threshold, we would 
drop out of Community Hub status. Can the Cabinet explain why Clive is still 
allocated as a Community Hub in this version of the Local Plan?  
  
The Parish Council are concerned that the consistent methodology is not being 
adopted across Shropshire and wonders how many other settlements are affected 
across the county.   
 
 
The Council’s approach to the identification of Community Hubs is guided by 
the application of a methodology contained in the ‘Hierarchy of Settlements’ 
document, which assessed the level of available services and facilities in an 
area.  This has been applied on a consistent basis, and where appropriate has 
responded to changing levels of provision locally.  


  


The current scoring for Clive includes the bowling green as an outdoor sports 
facility and the convenience store.   


  


With regard to the bowling green, whilst it is recognised there is no active club 
currently using this space, this facility remains included within the Council’s 
published Open Space Needs Assessment, and the removal of this facility will 
therefore need to be tested against either current or emerging Local Plan 
policy which, amongst other things, needs to show this facility is surplus to 
requirements.  This is in line with general advice from Sport England. To this 
end, officers feel it continues to be appropriate to include this facility in the 
assessment. 


  


With regard to the convenience store, whilst officers have received recent 
correspondence from the owner that he is not seeking to re-le following the 
recent departure of his tenant in October 2021, this has only very recently 
become the case, and indeed he has also confirmed that until October he was 
actively seeking to let the facility. Without further evidence of marketing more 
widely or suitable assurances about the potential future uses for the facility, 
on the balance of judgement it is felt it would therefore be premature to delete 
this facility from the assessment.  


  


Whilst this is the current position of officers, it is recognised that the Council’s 
methodology does require continued review, especially in light of any potential 
change to service provision resulting from the Covid 19 pandemic.  The 
proposed consultation on the Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan will 
allow parish councils to indicate if they consider the Council’s approach to the 
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identification of Community Hubs is ‘sound’.  If there are concerns expressed, 
the Council has the ability to propose minor modifications to the Plan before 
submitting for Examination in March 2021.  More substantial changes to the 
Plan (known as Main Modifications) can then be considered by the appointed 
Inspector, who as part of this process will be considering all representations 
made to the Plan at Regulation 19.  It is therefore considered there continues 
to be suitable opportunities for the Plan to be reviewed in light of any updated 
evidence before it is adopted – likely to mid-2022.  In the case of Clive, until the 
point of adoption, the settlement continues to be classified as ‘Countryside’ 
for the purposes of decision taking.    


 
 
6.  Question from Les Berryman 
 
re Shropshire Local Plan : Tasley Garden Village  
 
Taylor Wimpey has estimated an additional 600-700 vehicle movements per hour on 
the A458 Bridgnorth bypass during peak periods. This is a doubling of vehicle 
movements based on the latest published traffic survey data. Their estimate does 
not take into account the additional vehicle movements from the planned 500 
dwelling SAMDEV development in Tasley. 
 
The assessment of the garden village options for Bridgnorth states that the Tasley 
Garden Village development “would have a significant impact on the 
surrounding highway network and mitigation measures would be required to 
manage this growth.”  
 
 
What mitigation measures are planned and how much will they cost?  
 
Will Shropshire Council be liable for the cost of these mitigation measures? 
 
What are the traffic mitigation measure costs for the Stanmore Garden Village 
option that was originally Shropshire Councils preferred option?  
 
As part of the Regulation 18 stage of plan preparation both Taylor Wimpy and 
the Stanmore Consortium have provided strategic Transport Assessments to 
support their respective site promotions.   Due to the scale of both 
developments, it is likely that both would have a significant impact on the 
surrounding highway network and mitigation measures would be required to 
manage this growth. The conclusions of both proposals’ Transport 
Assessments would support this conclusion, although it is also considered 
that either proposal is likely to have the ability to mitigate these impacts. 
 
In proposing the Tasley Garden Village proposal for inclusion as an allocation 
within the Local Plan Review it is accepted that further assessment will be 
required to identity more precisely specific highway mitigation measures, and 
this requirement is included within the developer guidelines proposed for the 








Emails to Eddie West re. Clive settlement designation.  


 


RE: Local Plan, Clive parish settlement designation 
Edward West  
Sun 10/01/2021 19:58 


To: 


  '  


Cc: 


  Simon P. Jones  


  Dan Corden  


Dear Lydia, 
  
Please see below in red responses to your questions. 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Eddie 
  
  
Eddie West 
Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager  
Shropshire Council 
Tel  
e-mail:  
  
  
  
  
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 18 December 2020 15:56 
To: Edward West  
Cc: Robert Macey ; Peter Nutting 


; Simon P. Jones ; 
PATERSON, Owen ; Dan Corden 


 
Subject: Local Plan, Clive parish settlement designation 
  
Dear Eddie, 
I hope you are keeping well? Following on from our question which was considered at the 
Shropshire Council cabinet meeting on 7th December, the Parish Council has asked me to 
write to Shropshire Council with a few queries, and to repeat our request for the inaccurate 
points allocation for Clive to be adjusted. In order to give us time to consider and discuss the 
information in your response, draft, agree, and submit our formal response to the 
regulation 19 consultation, we would need to have a response to this email by 8th Jan 2021. 
We are hoping to meet again on 11th January to agree next steps, so given office closures 







and annual leave over the Christmas holidays, we hope you agree that 8th Jan is a 
reasonable amount of time for a response. 
  
Firstly, please could someone send me a copy of the document that explains the difference 
between a minor and major modification to the Local Plan, as we are not currently clear on 
whether a change to Clive's settlement status would be classed as a minor or major 
modification to the Local Plan. It is important for us to be absolutely clear on the distinction 
as it will impact how, and to whom the Parish Council will send its comments regarding the 
Local Plan. 
  
There is no specific definition of what exactly constitutes a minor or main modification, or where the 
distinction lays.  However, in general Minor Modifications are considered those modifications which 
do not materially affect the draft Local Plan’s policies. Main Modifications are those modifications 
which materially affect the draft Local Plan’s policies and are only made if they are necessary to 
make a plan sound and/or legally compliant, provided a specific request is made by the Local 
Planning Authority for such modifications to be recommenced by the relevant Planning Inspector. 
  
In my view, a change to status of Clive as a Community Hub would fall into the Main Modifications 
category and therefore we would be unable to propose it before we submit for Examination.  
  
However, it is important here to set out the role of the Examination, and the choices before a 
Planning Inspector.  In essence the Inspector can conclude one of the following: 


1)      Agree the Plan is sound without the need for any Main Modifications; 
2)      Agree the Plan is sound as long as one or more Main Modifications are made; 
3)      Find the Plan unsound 


  
In line with the vast majority (if not all) previously adopted Plans, I consider it highly likely the 
Inspector will require Main Modifications to be made.  This is entirely normal and the regulations 
specifically allow this to happen. 
  
So, under one scenario, if you or others where to object to the Plan on soundness grounds, these 
objections would go to the Planning Inspector and he/she has the opportunity to review.  The 
Examination itself is made up of a period of written communication between the Inspector and the 
Authority, where the Inspector will raise a number of questions for the Authority to answer.  All this 
is done in public.  The Examination is then very likely to have a number of public hearing sessions, to 
allow these issues to be discussed in a ‘round table’ environment.  Objectors can be invited to 
relevant sessions at the request of the Inspector. Through these communications and hearing 
sessions the Inspector could suggest areas of the Plan she/he is considering Main Modifications and 
invite the LPA to propose these Main Modifications for he/she to consider.  
  
Hopefully this provides some reassurance that the role of the Examination offers an opportunity for 
Main Modifications to be introduced and therefore more significant changes can be made before 
adoption.  
  
Secondly, we would also like to ask why the points assessment methodology (Hierarchy of 
settlements) is not being applied consistently to all settlements? At the public meeting in 
Jan 2019 and in subsequent emails to the Parish Council, you did emphasise several times 
that the hierarchy of settlements methodology had been consulted on and approved, and 
was being applied consistently across all settlements in the county. You also repeatedly 
assured the community that if any settlement lost or gained a service or amenity at any 







point during the Local Plan review process (before the Local Plan is submitted to the 
inspectorate), that points would be adjusted accordingly. Consequently, if a settlement 
were to fall below the 48-point threshold, we were assured that they would automatically 
default back to Open Countryside (with the option to become a Community Cluster by 
choice). The Parish Council and community are therefore deeply dismayed that this 
consistent methodology is not being applied in Clive's case. 
  
As advised within our response to the question at Cabinet on the 7th December 2020, we consider 
that the Hierarchy of Settlements has been applied on a consistent basis, and where appropriate has 
responded to changing levels of provision locally. The current scoring for Clive includes the bowling 
green as an outdoor sports facility and the convenience store. 
  
With regard to the bowling green, whilst it is recognised there is no active club currently using this 
space, this facility remains included within the Council’s published Open Space Needs Assessment, 
and the removal of this facility will therefore need to be tested against either current or emerging 
Local Plan policy which, amongst other things, needs to show this facility is surplus to requirements. 
This is in line with general advice from Sport England. To this end, officers feel it continues to be 
appropriate to include this facility in the assessment. 
  
With regard to the convenience store, whilst officers have received recent correspondence from the 
owner that he is not seeking to re-let following the recent departure of his tenant in October 2020, 
this has only very recently become the case, and indeed he has also confirmed that until October he 
was actively seeking to let the facility. Without further evidence of marketing more widely or 
suitable assurances about the potential future uses for the facility, on the balance of judgement it is 
felt it would therefore be premature to delete this facility from the assessment. 
  
Whilst this is the current position of officers, it is recognised that the Council’s methodology does 
require continued review, especially in light of any potential change to service provision resulting 
from the Covid 19 pandemic. The ongoing consultation on the Regulation 19 version of the 
Shropshire Local Plan provides Town and Parish Councils an opportunity to indicate if they consider 
the Council’s approach to the identification of Community Hubs is ‘sound’. 
  
Clearly, as part of the Reg 19 consultation, you and others have the ability to raise soundness issues 
on any part of the Plan, which could be the methodology and application of the Hierarchy of 
Settlements document.  To reiterate the points made above,  the Examination process would then 
allow for the potential for Main Modifications to be made if necessary.     
  
For the avoidance of any doubt, ahead of the adoption of the Local Plan (expected in 2022 following 
the Examination) Clive village continues to be classified as ‘Countryside’ for the purposes of decision 
taking in line with the currently adopted Local Plan. 
  
  
With specific regard to the inclusion of the former bowling green in Clive's points score 
under the heading of "outdoor sports facility", as you are aware, no such facility has existed 
in Clive for over 2 years since the change in ownership of Clive Hall. That specific plot of land 
now exists as a private lawn for the owners' personal use, and is not accessible to the public, 
a fact that is supported by our ward Councillor Simon Jones. The bowling club which 
had previously used the green at Clive Hall were formally notified by the agents prior to the 
change of ownership that the club would no longer be able to access the land, as the 
owners were keeping it as private property. It is therefore incorrect to include (and score) 







this piece of land as an outdoor sports facility for Clive, as this facility no longer exists. It is 
precisely because of the lack of outdoor sports facility that the Clive bowling club members 
have been using the bowling green at Preston Brockhurst for the last 2 years.  
  
Clive Parish Councillors discussed the loss of the bowling green with yourself following the 
change of ownership of Clive Hall, and back then the Planning department agreed with the 
logic of removing the points for an outdoor sports facility from Clive's settlement score. We 
were therefore surprised and confused as to why the former bowling green had been added 
back on to Clive's points score under the regulation-19 draft Local Plan. We note that 
Cabinet's formal response to our question on 7th Dec refers to the former bowling green's 
inclusion in the published Open Space Needs Assessment (which dates from before the 
change of ownership of Clive Hall), and a need for the Parish Council to evidence that the 
former bowling green is surplus to requirements in order to remove it from Clive's points 
score. However, it is not possible to prove that the land is "surplus to requirements", as the 
outdoor sports facility simply does not exist anymore. Logically therefore it should not be 
counted in Clive's points score, and we urge Shropshire to remove it. 
  
Whilst I appreciate this has been discussed before, the bowling club has consistently been included 
within the scoring for the settlement at each consultation stage.  The above answer sets out the 
rationale for why this facility has continued to be included.  You have the ability to raise this as a 
point of soundness in your representation(s) to the Reg 19 Plan, and the Examination process then 
has the ability to consider this, and should the Inspector agree with the points raised, a Main 
Modification can be suggested at that stage.    
  
  
With regard to the village shop, we understand that the owner of 7a High Street (formerly 
Clive Village Stores) has already written on a number of occasions to notify you that the 
shop closed on 16th October 2020, that there are no plans to renew the tenancy of the shop 
business, and nor do they intend to let the building out as a shop in the future. We feel that 
this alone should be sufficient justification to remove the shop as an amenity from Clive's 
point's score, and the Parish Council questions whether other settlements that have lost 
amenities have had to go to such lengths in order to prove the non-existence of an 
amenity. That being said, we understand that the owner of 7a High Street is in discussions 
with architects to convert the building into a residential annex, and that a change of use 
planning application is imminent. Again, as this amenity no longer exists (and will not revert 
to a shop in the future), logically it should not be included in Clive's points score.  
  
The rationale for the continued inclusion of the shop in the scoring is dealt with above, and again I 
would stress that you have the ability to raise this as a point of soundness in your representation(s) 
to the Reg 19 Plan, and the Examination process then has the ability to consider this, and should the 
Inspector agree with the points raised, a Main Modification can be suggested at that stage. 
  
I would equally point out that the Regulation 19 consultation also provides an opportunity for other 
parties to raise concerns of soundness on the Plan’s application of the Hierarchy of 
Settlements document from the other angle, i.e. that we may have not included a service or facility 
in the scoring.  
  
As we have stressed on previous occasions, the loss of both these amenities is not 
temporary, and if Shropshire Council's methodology of adjusting settlement scores 







according to the loss or gain of amenities or facilities is being applied consistently, 
then logically Clive should lose 7 points for the shop and outdoor sports facility, and drop to 
47 points. As this is below the threshold for Community Hub status, then logically Clive 
should revert to open Countryside (with the option to become a Community Cluster by 
choice). 
  
We do understand that Shropshire Council is under pressure to ensure their Local Plan 
includes sufficient land supply and housing allocations to meet their housing targets, 
however Community Hubs are supposed to be assessed and designated on the basis of 
being 'sustainable communities', i.e. they have sufficient services and amenities to support 
both existing residents plus an appropriate amount of additional housing. By the logic 
of Shropshire Council's own Hierarchy of settlements methodology, without the shop and 
outdoor sports facility, Clive does not have enough services and amenities to be considered 
a sustainable community, and we therefore strongly urge Shropshire Council to reconsider 
Clive's designation as a Community Hub. Conversely, we also believe that there are that 
some particularly sustainable Community Hubs in the vicinity of Clive, that would be happy 
to accept additional housing allocations beyond what has been originally proposed by 
Shropshire Council. On that basis, if Shropshire Council agrees to adjust Clive's points score, 
with the result that Clive drops out of Community Hub status, then we are confident that 
the additional housing in these other settlements would easily compensate for the loss of 
housing allocations in Clive.  
  
On a separate point of information (which is hopefully irrelevant if Shropshire Council 
agrees to adjust the points score for Clive), we would also like to point out that, although 
the housing development guideline figure for Clive in section S.17.2 of the regulation 19 
draft Local Plan is listed as 30 houses (20 allocated, the remainder as windfall), Schedule 
A5(ii): Residential Guidelines and Residential Supply within the Community Hubs (starting on 
page 346) still shows a total residential development guideline of 40 houses for Clive (pg. 
347). We did flag up this error at the last stage of consultation and were assured that it was 
an oversight and would be corrected to 30, but this has not yet been changed in the 
regulation 19 version of the Local Plan.  
  
Thank you for making us aware of this matter. Please do include this as part of your wider 
representation on the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan.  This would 
be dealt with as a Minor Modification as it relates purely to internal consistency.  
  
  
Thank you for taking the time to consider this information and we look forward to hearing 
from you in January. In the meantime, if you would like to discuss any of this further please 
do not hesitate to get in touch.  
  
Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     
                     







 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 
Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 
Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 
will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To find 
out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –
 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 
viewed. 
 


 


Re: Local Plan, Clive parish settlement designation 
L Bardsley  
Fri 08/01/2021 14:23 


To: 


  Edward West  


Cc: 


  Simon P. Jones  


  Dan Corden  


Hello Eddie,  
I hope you had a safe and pleasant Christmas and New Year. Just checking if you are still able to 
respond to our email (from 18th Dec) today as previously agreed, as we will be holding an extra 
ordinary meeting on Monday 11th Jan to discuss next steps.  
 
Thanks very much in advance, and all the best. 
 


Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     
                      


 
   



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





PRIVACY NOTICE 


Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 


Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 


will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To 


find out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –


 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 


viewed. 


 


 
From: Edward West  
Sent: 18 December 2020 16:12 
To: L Bardsley  
Cc: Robert Macey ; Peter Nutting 


; Simon P. Jones ; 
PATERSON, Owen ; Dan Corden 


 
Subject: RE: Local Plan, Clive parish settlement designation 


  
Dear Lydia, 
  
I’m well thanks and I hope you’re the same.  Thank you for your e-mail and I will be happy to 
respond to the points  raised by the 8th January as requested.  In the meantime I hope you have a 
happy and safe Christmas and New Year.  
  
Kind regards, 
  
Eddie 
  
Eddie West 
Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager  
Shropshire Council 
Tel  
e-mail:  
  
---------------------------------------------- 


Local Plan, Clive parish settlement designation 
L Bardsley  
Fri 18/12/2020 15:56 


To: 


  Eddie West  


Cc: 


   


   


  Simon P. Jones ; 


  PATERSON, Owen  


  Daniel Corden  



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





Bcc: 


Dear Eddie, 
I hope you are keeping well? Following on from our question which was considered at the 
Shropshire Council cabinet meeting on 7th December, the Parish Council has asked me to 
write to Shropshire Council with a few queries, and to repeat our request for the inaccurate 
points allocation for Clive to be adjusted. In order to give us time to consider and discuss the 
information in your response, draft, agree, and submit our formal response to the regulation 
19 consultation, we would need to have a response to this email by 8th Jan 2021. We are 
hoping to meet again on 11th January to agree next steps, so given office closures and annual 
leave over the Christmas holidays, we hope you agree that 8th Jan is a reasonable amount of 
time for a response. 
 
Firstly, please could someone send me a copy of the document that explains the difference 
between a minor and major modification to the Local Plan, as we are not currently clear on 
whether a change to Clive's settlement status would be classed as a minor or major 
modification to the Local Plan. It is important for us to be absolutely clear on the distinction 
as it will impact how, and to whom the Parish Council will send its comments regarding the 
Local Plan. 
 
Secondly, we would also like to ask why the points assessment methodology (Hierarchy of 
settlements) is not being applied consistently to all settlements? At the public meeting in Jan 
2019 and in subsequent emails to the Parish Council, you did emphasise several times that the 
hierarchy of settlements methodology had been consulted on and approved, and was being 
applied consistently across all settlements in the county. You also repeatedly assured the 
community that if any settlement lost or gained a service or amenity at any point during the 
Local Plan review process (before the Local Plan is submitted to the inspectorate), that points 
would be adjusted accordingly. Consequently, if a settlement were to fall below the 48-point 
threshold, we were assured that they would automatically default back to Open Countryside 
(with the option to become a Community Cluster by choice). The Parish Council and 
community are therefore deeply dismayed that this consistent methodology is not being 
applied in Clive's case. 
 
With specific regard to the inclusion of the former bowling green in Clive's points score 
under the heading of "outdoor sports facility", as you are aware, no such facility has existed 
in Clive for over 2 years since the change in ownership of Clive Hall. That specific plot of 
land now exists as a private lawn for the owners' personal use, and is not accessible to the 
public, a fact that is supported by our ward Councillor Simon Jones. The bowling club which 
had previously used the green at Clive Hall were formally notified by the agents prior to the 
change of ownership that the club would no longer be able to access the land, as the 
owners were keeping it as private property. It is therefore incorrect to include (and score) this 
piece of land as an outdoor sports facility for Clive, as this facility no longer exists. It is 
precisely because of the lack of outdoor sports facility that the Clive bowling club members 
have been using the bowling green at Preston Brockhurst for the last 2 years.  
 
 







Clive Parish Councillors discussed the loss of the bowling green with yourself following the 
change of ownership of Clive Hall, and back then the Planning department agreed with the 
logic of removing the points for an outdoor sports facility from Clive's settlement score. We 
were therefore surprised and confused as to why the former bowling green had been added 
back on to Clive's points score under the regulation-19 draft Local Plan. We note that 
Cabinet's formal response to our question on 7th Dec refers to the former bowling green's 
inclusion in the published Open Space Needs Assessment (which dates from before the 
change of ownership of Clive Hall), and a need for the Parish Council to evidence that the 
former bowling green is surplus to requirements in order to remove it from Clive's points 
score. However, it is not possible to prove that the land is "surplus to requirements", as the 
outdoor sports facility simply does not exist anymore. Logically therefore it should not be 
counted in Clive's points score, and we urge Shropshire to remove it. 
 
With regard to the village shop, we understand that the owner of 7a High Street (formerly 
Clive Village Stores) has already written on a number of occasions to notify you that the shop 
closed on 16th October 2020, that there are no plans to renew the tenancy of the shop 
business, and nor do they intend to let the building out as a shop in the future. We feel that 
this alone should be sufficient justification to remove the shop as an amenity from Clive's 
point's score, and the Parish Council questions whether other settlements that have lost 
amenities have had to go to such lengths in order to prove the non-existence of an 
amenity. That being said, we understand that the owner of 7a High Street is in discussions 
with architects to convert the building into a residential annex, and that a change of use 
planning application is imminent. Again, as this amenity no longer exists (and will not revert 
to a shop in the future), logically it should not be included in Clive's points score.  
 
 
As we have stressed on previous occasions, the loss of both these amenities is not temporary, 
and if Shropshire Council's methodology of adjusting settlement scores according to the loss 
or gain of amenities or facilities is being applied consistently, then logically Clive should lose 
7 points for the shop and outdoor sports facility, and drop to 47 points. As this is below the 
threshold for Community Hub status, then logically Clive should revert to open Countryside 
(with the option to become a Community Cluster by choice). 
 
 
We do understand that Shropshire Council is under pressure to ensure their Local Plan 
includes sufficient land supply and housing allocations to meet their housing targets, however 
Community Hubs are supposed to be assessed and designated on the basis of being 
'sustainable communities', i.e. they have sufficient services and amenities to support both 
existing residents plus an appropriate amount of additional housing. By the logic 
of Shropshire Council's own Hierarchy of settlements methodology, without the shop and 
outdoor sports facility, Clive does not have enough services and amenities to be considered a 
sustainable community, and we therefore strongly urge Shropshire Council to reconsider 
Clive's designation as a Community Hub. Conversely, we also believe that there are that 
some particularly sustainable Community Hubs in the vicinity of Clive, that would be happy 
to accept additional housing allocations beyond what has been originally proposed by 
Shropshire Council. On that basis, if Shropshire Council agrees to adjust Clive's points score, 
with the result that Clive drops out of Community Hub status, then we are confident that the 
additional housing in these other settlements would easily compensate for the loss of housing 
allocations in Clive.  
 







On a separate point of information (which is hopefully irrelevant if Shropshire Council agrees 
to adjust the points score for Clive), we would also like to point out that, although the 
housing development guideline figure for Clive in section S.17.2 of the regulation 19 draft 
Local Plan is listed as 30 houses (20 allocated, the remainder as windfall), Schedule A5(ii): 
Residential Guidelines and Residential Supply within the Community Hubs (starting on page 
346) still shows a total residential development guideline of 40 houses for Clive (pg. 347). 
We did flag up this error at the last stage of consultation and were assured that it was an 
oversight and would be corrected to 30, but this has not yet been changed in the regulation 19 
version of the Local Plan.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this information and we look forward to hearing 
from you in January. In the meantime, if you would like to discuss any of this further please 
do not hesitate to get in touch.  
 
Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     
                      


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 


Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 


Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 


will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To 


find out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –


 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 


viewed. 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/














 
14 December 2020 


 
 
 
 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 
 
Clive Shop – 7a High Street, Clive, Shrewsbury 
Formerly t/a Clive Village Stores Ltd 
 
I entered into an agreement with Mr and Mrs Daniel to lease the above premises as a village shop 
from October 2019.  The shop remained closed for the first two months of the lease whilst a total 
internal refurbishment was undertaken.  The shop opened in early December with a welcomed 
response from the village.  Trading was steady at first, understanding what I needed to stock to 
satisfy custom.  When the country went into lockdown in March, as an essential service I continued 
to trade, business however was poor and continued to weaken.  
  
Mr Daniel approached me in September as the lease was due for renewal.  I stated that I was unsure 
if I wanted to continue.  He offered me terms where I could lease on a month by month basis so I 
didn’t need to enter into another 12 month lease.  After careful consideration I decided not to 
continue, as I had not taken a salary during my term, I concluded the business was not sustainable. 
 
The shop closed on 16 October 2020. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Helen Atkinson 
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Dear Bryan, 


 


To confirm we were instructed to market the property 18
th


 June 2019. 


  


We have on record two direct immediate enquiries from online portals and we received few 


phone call enquiries which developed into viewings. The enquiries were mainly to open a 


convenience store. 


  


The Tenancy at Will is dated 4
th


 October 2019, to confirm this is when the successful letting 


took place. 


 


Please let me know if you need anything further. 


  


Kind regards, 


Lucy 
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Signed ………………………….. Date……………………………….. 
 


CLIVE PARISH MEETING  
Thursday 3 January 2019 at 7.30pm in  


Clive Village Hall 
 


MINUTES 
 


 Present: Chairman of the Parish Council, Cllr Bentham. Parish Clerk: Lydia Bardsley, minute taker.   
Speakers: Eddie West – Shropshire Council, Principal Planning Officer 
Members of the public – 46  
The meeting commenced at 7.30pm. 


  
12/18 The Vice Chairman of the Parish Council, Cllr Jinks welcomed all present and thanked Eddie West for coming 


to Clive to talk to us all.  
  


13/18 Apologies for absence – Cllr Peter Walters 
  


14/18 Update on Shropshire Council Local Plan Review by Eddie West, Principal Planning Officer for Shropshire 
Council 
Followed by Public Forum 
 
Eddie West gave a presentation on the Preferred Sites consultation stage of the Local Plan Review. 
 
Eddie has already done a round of these events around the county in the Place Plan areas e.g. there was already 
a meeting in Wem, but as none of the Councillors could attend, he has come to present specifically for Clive 
tonight. He will be talking about what Shropshire Council is proposing for Clive, but also the wider context of 
what is important for Shropshire county overall. 
 
He explained that Shropshire Council has a statutory duty to review the Local Plan regularly. The current Local 
Plan is SAMDev which goes up to 2026. The national agenda is changing, and household projections are 
changing, and as a result there are things Shropshire Council has to do by law to reflect these changes e.g. 
producing an updated plan. There are consequences in terms of planning if the council doesn’t do this. One of 
the most important aspects is that Shropshire has to maintain a 5 year housing land supply. If they can’t do that, 
there are important consequences on how Shropshire Council makes planning decisions. Effectively it is to 
ensure the council can keep in control of decision-making in the area.  
 
Time-frames:  
Shropshire is still in preamble stage, proposing things, and they are asking for opinions locally, but not just 
residents, but also infrastructure providers, developers, landowners, Clinical Commissioning Group, etc.  
 
Preferred scale and distribution of development consultation (how much development in Shropshire in 
general) – end 2017  
Preferred sites consultation – began end 2018. What it means for individual settlements, housing numbers etc. 
This stage is still very much a consultation.  
Expected Final Plan – hopefully by late 2019. This will be what Shropshire Council thinks is the right plan 
for Shropshire. 
Independent examination of Plan by government – 2020. The planning inspectorate will examine the Local 
Plan and will always make amendments.  
Adoption of updated plan - Expected towards end of 2020.  
 
Eddie West emphasised that this is not something being thrust upon residents; it is a proper engagement 
process, and Shropshire Council want to hear residents’ views. This should bring some comfort to residents.  
 
Context: Shropshire’s growth.  
Shropshire has to meet the Housing Need. To discover this we use a methodology handed down by government 
– approx. 25000 homes in Shropshire overall is the minimum goal. If they don’t meet that Shropshire will be in 
trouble. The goal is to aim a bit higher (approx. 15%) and they consulted on that end of 2017. This gives a 
figure of 28750 between 2016 and 2036. Already roughly 18500 houses already accounted for (built or 
committed). 
 
10250 is roughly the residual amount identified as new sites in Shropshire. This is what needs to be found.  
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Employment growth is also important for context, which need to be balanced with housing levels. Shropshire 
Council is taking an urban approach, looking to develop slightly more housing in main urban areas, e.g. 
Shrewsbury, Whitchurch, Market Drayton, Wem, Bridgnorth, Ludlow, and Oswestry in particular. 
 
Tonight – Shropshire is asking your opinion on hierarchy of areas, towns, villages, settlements.  
Shrewsbury is at the top of the tree, taking about 30% of housing and Town Council is fairly supportive of that.  
 
Principle Centres in this part of the world are Whitchurch and Market Drayton. 
Key centre here – Wem 
Community Hubs and Community Clusters – that’s the rural areas 
Shropshire Council has identified a list of Community Hubs. Clive is being proposed as Community Hub, it 
isn’t a Hub at the moment, in the current Local Plan it is classed as Open Countryside. Shropshire Council is 
asking your opinion on that.  
 
Shropshire Council has identified its preferred options for sites, and for the overall amount of growth for 
Community Hubs.  
 
In the Wem Place Plan area, the key centre is Wem, and the Community Hubs in this Place Plan area are Clive, 
Hadnall, and Shawbury. The Community Clusters are the next level down on the hierarchy, smaller settlements 
that can take some infill development e.g. Grinshill, Harmer Hill, etc. 
 
Community Hub - what it really means is that Shropshire Council thinks Clive and other Community Hubs are 
sustainable villages. There are 39 identified Community Hubs being proposed across Shropshire in this 
consultation process. Prees is one example, several in the Oswestry rural area as well. Basically it means 
Shropshire thinks Clive is sustainable, it has services to maintain a moderate increase in housing numbers over 
the 20 year period (up to 2036).  
 
An important point to remember is that Shropshire recognises that not all hubs are the same, and this has an 
impact on what the level of growth being proposed in each Community Hub. Bayston Hill is a much larger 
settlement, it is the largest village in the county, which clearly has implications for what that means for that 
particular village.  
 
How has Shropshire identified those 39 villages? They have taken a consistent methodology throughout the 
county. This is important from a planning perspective, as we have to make sure that the things Shropshire says 
and the settlement hierarchy that will be proposed to the Planning Inspectorate has its basis in evidence, e.g. 
hierarchy of villages.  
 
The way Shropshire has done that, is to look at the levels of services and facilities in those areas e.g. GP, 
primary school, convenience store, community hall etc. 
Secondary services – supermarket, secondary school, library, leisure centre, play area, community green space.  
 
Broadband and local employment opportunities are also important factors.  
Shropshire Council has looked at every single village in Shropshire and has scored each village according to 
whether it has these facilities, each of which has its own score, e.g. outdoor leisure facility = 3 points. 
 
Clive – 54 points (threshold is 48 points), and this is what Shropshire Council thinks there is in Clive. Bear in 
mind that several facilities can be housed in a single facility e.g. Shop and post office in one building. They 
have consulted on this before, and Shropshire Council thinks they are correct, but they know that things change, 
e.g. shop has been sold. 
If Shropshire Council has got it wrong, they need to know, but we have consulted before on the principle of 
using this approach to identify which settlements should and shouldn’t be Community Hubs.  
 
To clarify, scoring for a library includes mobile libraries. That has caused some concern locally, but it’s 
important to remember that the County Council has taken a consistent approach across whole county, e.g. a 
mobile library will score 3 points here and every else in county. It is not really the methodology we are 
concerned about now, but the factual input going into the methodology. 
 
About 4 months ago Myddle was proposed as Community Hub. Then the shop closed, so they dipped under the 
48 point threshold and they came out of the process for being a Community Hub.  
 
Cllr Jinks: To clarify, the Parish Council has had 2 meetings with Shropshire Council about this points scoring 
system, everything has been discussed and clarified. There were even some things that have been taken out that 
were incorrect.  
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Eddie West (cont): As it stands Clive scores 54 points. The 48 point threshold is felt to be natural cut off point. 
The Planning Authority thinks the methodology works well. Shropshire Council understands there will be some 
elements which raise eyebrows, but the consistent approach is an important thing to remember. 
 
What does Community Hub status mean in terms of figures for Clive? Over 20 years, they are proposing 40 
houses for Clive, which is a relatively moderate housing number compared to Shawbury (150 houses) and 
Hadnall (125 houses), and in Clive this amounts to roughly 2 houses a year on average. There have been no 
buildings since 2016 but there are 2 commitments, so Shropshire Council needs to find space for 38 houses. 
 
They propose to allocate a site to support the delivery of that housing figure, and a small proportion of windfall 
development, e.g. infill development. For those unfamiliar with the term, infill development is 2- 3houses 
within the built area, with development on either side, with a frontage on to the road.  
 
The proposed housing figure is based on: 


- Population of village 
- Level of services and facilities 
- Development opportunities and site options  
- Consultation responses 


 
Number is at lower end of other proposed Community Hubs in Shropshire. Only one settlement which is lower 
(Bicton, outside Shrewsbury) has a guideline of 25-30. 
 
In Clive it would be approximately 20% increase in housing over 20 years.  
 
Site options: 
Please treat site option maps being circulated with caution – they are sites that have been proposed by 
landowners and have been considered by Shropshire Council, nothing more than that. None of these site 
options have any planning merit, or status, at this stage, not even those highlighted on the map (CLV010, 
CLV017 etc.) This is still very early on in the consultation process.  
 
CLV010 on western edge of village was identified by Shropshire Council as one sustainable option for village, 
with access from Station Road, with 20-25 houses. Actively being promoted by landowner, it is the site option 
that Shropshire Council is consulting on at the moment. Clive Parish Council has had discussions about the site 
options, and there have been initial concerns and wanting to open up other potential options on the table.  
 
Other main contender would be development at the other end of the village, sites CLV017, CLV013, and 
potentially CLV018. This option would be an alternative to CLV010 not in addition to CLV010. 
 
There has been a very in depth methodology to assess the suitability of the sites. The County Council then 
whittles this down to a more moderate number, looking at factors like risk factors e.g. flood zones, open space, 
can you get safe access to the site, etc. Highways think they can get safe access into CLV010 via Station Road 
not Field Drive (there is a ransom strip there). The specific access point would be assessed and subject to a 
planning application and decided at later stage. 
 
Shropshire Council felt CLV010 was a more sustainable location for development, as it was believed to be 
closer to the heart of village, closer to the built up area, within walking distance of the facilities and services, 
etc. Some residents voiced their disagreement with this argument, but it was agreed to save specific comments 
until after the presentation.  
 
As an aside, Eddie West made the point that he was aware that development was not well-liked by some people, 
but that everybody lives in houses that once weren’t there. 
 
In terms of the choice of sites options, the Planning authority is prepared to listen to the views of individuals 
and the Parish Council, and the authority has the ability to make changes. All things being equal, there is not 
much difference between various sites on the map, so it comes down to a professional judgement call.  In terms 
of the option on the Eastern side of the village, CLV017, it has been through the assessment process, and no 
significant issues were identified. Residents are entitled to say if they think the preferred option (CLV010) is 
not the best option. Whether you agree or disagree with Shropshire Council, they will listen, because both those 
options can be credible.  
 
Some other options are less credible e.g. down Wem road, the area near the Railway Inn pub, as well as some of 
the larger sites to the north of the village, that Shropshire Council do not consider appropriate in the context of 
village.  
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Because of the amount of land available on CLV010 site, Shropshire Council thinks you could develop a low 
density housing option in keeping with character of village. One of the issues with the sites on the eastern area, 
is there might be an element of cramming, and they might need more windfall development over the course of 
the 20 years to meet the housing need. This is one of the reasons why CLV010 is the preferred option for 
Shropshire Council, but Eddie West reiterated that Shropshire Council is listening. This is a consultation, and 
he wouldn’t be here if it was a tick box exercise.  
 
He also mentioned that the evidence based documents can be found on the consultation website if anyone is 
interested, which includes evidence for why Clive has been identified as a Hub in the first place.  
 
Shropshire Council is also consulting on how they deliver affordable housing in the county. Affordable 
housing is a challenge to the Council, e.g. availability of land, economics of the process, public perception of 
affordable housing, willingness of landowners to release land at a lower rate.  
Policy currently potentially allows for rural exception scheme sites in Clive (these would be for 100% 
affordable housing) if there is a need. Shropshire Council feels this scheme is not currently working as well 
as it could do, and they want to incentivise landowners to part with their land. This is the cross –subsidy 
policy, which if it goes through, will allow an element of open market housing mixed with affordable 
housing to make the scheme more economical. The cross-subsidy policy if approved could see the council 
moving to a percentage split of perhaps 25% open market, 75% affordable housing, but that will be based on 
open book accounting.  
 
The consultation ends 31st Jan, but it may be extended by a week possibly, but this will be confirmed in the next 
week. 
 
The message is clear. Shropshire Council is planning for growth. If you don’t plan for growth effectively it will 
happen where you don’t want it. It’s a very broad message but it’s true. Shropshire Council has used a 
consistent approach to help with planning for growth effectively, but we are asking your opinions, and they will 
be listened to.  
 
Cllr Jinks: Thank you Eddie for your presentation. As it stands we are Open Countryside. Shropshire Council’s 
proposal is for Clive to be a Community Hub. If we adopt the proposal to be a Community Hub, there will be 
designated areas for develop over the next 20 years that we can influence as a community, because we’re 
involved in the consultation process. If we stay as Open Countryside, what would the implications be? 
EW: If Shropshire Council has got it drastically wrong and Clive remains as Open Countryside, then in general 
open market housing would be resisted, unless Clive opted in as a Community Cluster, which you may want to 
do. Clive wouldn’t then be eligible for infill open market development, what you might be eligible for is 
affordable housing. This is because of the ever growing need for Affordable Housing. In general, open 
market, infill development will be resisted by policy in areas classed as Open Countryside. 
 
JJ: The feeling is, we can either work against Shropshire Council and dig our heels in, and say we wish to 
remain as we are. Keep in mind there have been just over 20 houses built over the last 20 years in Clive 
anyway. In those cases, whether we like it or not, as a Parish Council, we have very little influence over those 
developments. We can object to planning applications, but ultimately the decision is taken by the Planning 
Authority (Shropshire Council).  
If we embrace the Community Hub proposal, we have more input into those choices. We can only influence, we 
can’t control, and the final decisions are made by planners. We as a council are interested to know the feelings 
of the residents – do we want to stay as we are, and accept uncontrolled infill development, or do we want to 
have influence over the next twenty years, as to what we see, where it goes, and how it’s controlled? 
 
At the meeting parish councillors had at Shirehall, as a group of councillors, we all felt that CLV010 was 
inappropriate as the preferred choice, we felt it was the wrong end of the village. There is the issue of density 
on the eastern side of the village, but this could be controlled by extending into other sites. It is best not to focus 
too much on discussions of specific sites at this point though, as the proposal for Community Hub status is the 
main question here.  
 
Cllr Jinks opened the floor to discussion: 
 
What if the shop closes? 
It was clarified that if the shop was to close during this process (i.e. up until the final plan is submitted to the 
inspectorate towards the end of this year), then Clive would fall out of Community Hub status. Shropshire 
Council has to live by the consistent methodology they have adopted. If Clive drops below the 48 point 
threshold then the village would simply not be a Community Hub. But it was cautioned that the idea of 
voluntarily losing a facility in order to be saved from development was an unhealthy attitude to take.  
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What are the options for opting into a cluster with Grinshill?  
EW: Grinshill are very keen to be a cluster, if Clive fell beneath the Community Hub threshold. If Clive 
remains as a Community Hub, Grinshill would be eager to be a Community Cluster in their own right, because 
they recognise they want infill development and shared services. Wouldn’t really affect Clive’s status. Only if 
Clive opted in as a Community Cluster (potentially with Grinshill) would open market infill development 
potentially be permitted. 
 
If the village accepts the proposals, would the Planning Authority be able to help protect a service under 
threat (e.g. shop or Doctors’ surgery) from certain planning applications e.g. shutting shop, change of use 
etc.  
EW: Unfortunately it doesn’t really work like that in planning, as every planning decision is made on its own 
merits. Under the Local Plan there are existing policies, that don’t specifically protect services, but they are 
taken into account particularly where there is the last shop or last service in a village. This is certainly one of 
the things we will be consulting on later this year, a suite of development management policies (not sites, or 
locations) but the policies that planning officers use in making decisions and what those issues could be in 
bolstering the protection of services in Community Hubs. We are not consulting on that right now, but it is a 
good point raised. 
 
Is site Yorton 002 one of the considered areas for Clive? 
EW: This is not within the village boundary so it dropped out of considerations fairly early on. It is felt it was 
divorced from Clive. It has been considered as an option for Yorton but not Clive; it just happens that it appears 
on the Clive options map because of the scale of the map we’ve used. We wouldn’t develop that site in Yorton 
anyway because Yorton is not being proposed as a Community Hub, so that option is effectively off the table. 
Shropshire Council makes a distinction between Parish and village boundaries, so the development near Yorton 
station also does not count towards the Clive growth target of 40 houses. The point was raised that people in 
Yorton make use of services in Clive. 
 
Once a site has been allocated e.g. CLV010, how would that impact future applications? 
If CLV010 was allocated that would form part of the development boundary, as per the boundary map being 
proposed, which is also being consulted on. Any land outside that boundary would be classed as Open 
Countryside. In policy terms, unless the proposal for land outside the boundary was for an affordable housing 
scheme or a cross-subsidy affordable housing development, then it would be against policy, so it would most 
likely be refused.  
 
Transport links scores?  
EW: It’s mostly to do with public transport i.e. bus services provision, rather than rail, so Yorton station is not 
really considered here.  
 
Will bus service subsidies continue until 2036?  
The point was raised that residents are being asked to look forward and get behind this consultation when the 
very services that contribute towards the Community Hub point threshold could be taken away by the same 
people who have proposed Clive being made into a Community Hub in the first place.  
EW: We hope it will be, but there is no guarantee of this. If the bus services were taken away during the 
consultation then Clive would drop below the points threshold, but it’s important to remember that we are 
consulting based on the information we have at a fixed moment in time (like for the village shop), and we need 
a consistent approach. This is the same situation in all settlements across the county. 
 
Hadnall and Shawbury have very good infrastructure for transport, Clive’s is very poor. Will there be 
any improvement in our roads?  
EW: Clive clearly is not the same as these other settlements. All are being proposed as Community Hubs, but 
it’s important to make the distinction between bigger and smaller settlements and what that means for growth 
potential in each case. Our intention is not to ruin villages, but to help them grow sustainably, which is why we 
have proposed moderate growth for Clive purposely. It would be wrong of us to apply a one size fits all 
approach. Potentially road improvements can come off the back of housing development. Development pays for 
things and it is one of the benefits of development. 
 
Concerns were raised over additional vehicles (approximately 80-120 cars) and potentially dangerous traffic 
levels on single track lanes with narrow passing points. 
EW: This is why we have proposed a relatively moderate level of growth, but if you disagree that is why we are 
asking your opinions in this consultation process. 
 
How are you going to get access onto CLV010 site? We live next to that site and had to move our drive 
because it’s considered so dangerous on that corner.  
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EW: Like all the other sites, this one has been through an assessment process, and bear in mind that a 
development of 20+ houses there would pay for things to improve. Drainage concerns around that site are 
something we would have to discuss with utilities companies.  
 
Cllr Bryant-Griffiths raised a question on the village boundary map. 
EW: We are consulting on the Clive village boundary as well, the current proposed boundary map only includes 
the preferred option CLV010 and not the sites on the eastern side of the village, but if there was enough 
evidence and argument for it, then we could change the preferred boundary to include those alternative 
preferred sites instead of going around site CLV010. 
 
This is why it is so important we have this process to get your opinions. Some views we will not consider 
appropriate, some we will. It’s not a case of who shouts the loudest, but the points and issues that are raised. If 
there are very good reasons why you think the preferred option CLV010 is not appropriate, and there are better 
options, this is the absolutely time to tell us.  
 
Regardless of which site is eventually allocated, what influence do we have in the planning process? In 
terms of the nature, type, size of housing, whether it is affordable or open market?  
EW: The general view in Shropshire is that the new houses that are being developed are not necessarily meeting 
local needs, they are too big. One of our jobs is to work with the development industry. We have told them 
there is a greater need for affordable housing. We will be drafting up and consulting on the policies that will 
guide that, in around May/June this year. These policies will include design and type of housing etc., and will 
be aiming to match the needs of local communities with the aspirations of the development industry. Shropshire 
Council does quite well at building affordable housing, we do quite well at building executive houses, but what 
we don’t do so well at is the middle ground, i.e. £200,000 houses. Two things will change that: Firstly, policies, 
i.e. developers would only get permission if they included a high proportion of 2-3 bedroom houses open to 
family housing. The second thing that will change that is the market. We are not really talking about this level 
of detail in this current consultation, but please do use this consultation to raise those points. 
 
Neighbourhood plan process.  
Eddie West explained what a Neighbourhood Plan is.  
EW: It is a statutory part of the development plan process for the area. In practice, this means you will go 
through a process similar to what Shropshire Council is doing now, but in a more localised area, and led by but 
not run by the Parish Council through a Neighbourhood Plan group, who will guide the development of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. This can be a number of things: a document which sets out the level of growth for the 
area, allocations for the area, or it can say Shropshire Council will take care of those things, and the local 
community will take care of what type of housing we want e.g. affordable, family homes etc. 
 
It is a much more rigorous process, than what you might be used to in Parish Council planning. It relies on 
evidence, e.g. if you want a policy for housing need, you’d need a housing needs survey. Much in the way that 
Shropshire Council is being examined on its Local Plan in 2020, your local Neighbourhood Plan will also be 
examined.  A large part of it will be doing surveys, producing evidence, defining what you want from the plan, 
and producing planning policies, e.g. development here shall only be considered if conditions x, y, and z are 
met. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan is then submitted to Shropshire Council, who appoints an examiner, and it then goes 
to be examined. We’ve just been through that process with two settlements (Market Drayton and Woore). 
Woore did a plan which took them about 2 years. Would have been identified as Community Hub, and they are 
still being proposed as Community Hub, but because they have done the Neighbourhood Plan two years ago, 
they are able to identify the housing number, and how that growth is produced. Market Drayton did the same on 
a much larger scale.  
 
Be under no illusion, it is a rigorous process, and the emphasis is on the evidence base. Market Drayton 
Neighbourhood Plan has been 3 years in the making, and it has been a very expensive process. The examiner 
rejected the first plan as there was not enough evidence to support the Plan. This is unusual, but not wholly 
unexpected. In Woore there were some fairly significant changes made by the examiner to their preferred plan 
due to evidence base. That plan will go to a referendum, and if 50% of residents say they like it, it is adopted, 
and then is used in the planning application processes. The Neighbourhood Plan is then part of the development 
plan and has more weight in the decision making process.  
 
Cllr Jinks: Clive Parish Council thinks there is a necessity for a Neighbourhood Plan in the village. It will take 
time and money, and funding will be looked into. But a Neighbourhood Plan will not have an impact on this 
consultation, so it will not be in place before the end of the consultation. 
EW: Condover and Pontesbury are doing a Neighbourhood Plan, and they can be very specific, but in the 
future, it would be the local community who would be defending their Plan and fighting landowners who 
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wanted their land to be part of that plan. Shropshire Council would be taking a back seat at that point. 
 
At the moment Shropshire Council are all ears. We think Clive should be a Community Hub, we think the 
numbers are right, but we are prepared to say there are other options for site allocations to consider, and there is 
time to do that. We don’t think there is any need to increase that figure of 40. 
 
Previously development has been sympathetic in small pockets over the last 18 years. But large sites look 
like estates, which is out of keeping with the feel of the village. There are also concerns about access 
bottlenecks. If we divided up the housing figure across the village it would be more sympathetic to the 
village overall.  
 
EW: We have to show deliverable options. If the allocations that we proposed are too small, landowners might 
not think it is worth their while, but that opinion is a useful one to consider. 
 
Where are the third and fourth options? Which other sites meet criteria more or less?  
EW: Sometimes it is better to have development in just one area to contain the impact in one space over a 
shorter period of time. There are significant constraints with a lot of the other options in Clive. Those two 
options that book-end the village are certainly more appropriate than others. One is not considerably better than 
the other. Our professional judgement is that CLV010 was better, but we don’t live here, you do.  
The gap between CLV012 and CLV18 would work quite well if it was promoted, but at this point we can’t 
consider that gap as the landowner hasn’t put it forward. We would definitely have a rethink in terms of scale of 
development if it did come forward. 
 
What about visual impact?  
Residents raised the following concerns: For those that live near CLV010 it would be looking out over a large 
development, and would devalue our houses. There are also far more people who would be affected by any 
development at the western side of the village. 
EW: There are two important principles to remember in planning. People don’t have a right to a view, and the 
effect on the value of existing houses is not a material consideration. 
 
Visual impact assessments have been done however. Technicians look at parcels of land, what is the character 
e.g. rolling landscape, pastoral, etc., and how sensitive that area is to change. Each parcel is then given a score 
of low, medium, or high sensitivity. It doesn’t mean you can’t get development next to it, but it might mean 
there are better options elsewhere. Especially if you are looking at sites on the periphery of a village. All sites 
around Clive have roughly the same score in terms of sensitivity. 
 
The land at CLV010 is higher and slopes down towards the road, what about drainage onto lower level 
properties?  
Cllr Bryant-Griffiths explained there is a drain outside that field that regularly drains onto the road, and other 
residents mentioned the personal expense of having the land drained and that kerb stones have eroded due to the 
run-off. 
 
The general consensus seems to be that people prefer site allocations on the eastern end of village (if the Parish 
Council were to adopt the Community Hub and work with the County Council). 
 
Cllr Jinks: It’s worth bearing in mind that landowners have promoted their land themselves; they have not been 
approached by developers. If we embrace the Community Hub we can have a bit more say in the process. The 
idea of this meeting is to gather your feedback, and to encourage you to email the clerk with feedback 
(responding to the specific consultation questions). The Parish Council will then discuss the feedback at the 
next committee meeting on 10th January, and draft a response. Clive Parish Council can then put forward to 
Shropshire Council what we see as the village’s opinion in terms of what it wants or doesn’t want. I personally 
(as an individual, not a councillor) believe we will lose the opportunity to influence the decision if we fight the 
Community Hub status. I personally believe that we will be a Community Hub regardless of what is said 
tonight (that’s not the Council’s opinion, just mine). 
 
What is the stance on the shop?  
JJ: It is open now. If it closes next week then we will not be a Hub. But that is a commercial concern. This is 
complete hearsay, but we understand that the building has been sold, but the owner is staying on until the new 
owner finds someone to come in and run it. We don’t have a choice except to make a decision as a Parish 
Council based on the information we have and where we stand at this moment in time. We can’t make a 
decision based on what might happen to the shop in the future.  
 
EW: Whilst this stage of the consultation ends 31st January, if something significant happens with the shop etc., 
in March/April, please tell us.  







 


 
8 


Signed ………………………….. Date……………………………….. 
 


 
There was a quick (non-binding) show of hands comparing support for Community Hub status or staying as 
Open Countryside, which seemed to be marginally more in favour of staying as Open Countryside.  
 
EW: If people prefer the middle ground of trying to be a cluster with Grinshill, even though that option is not 
currently being considered, it is worth saying that in your responses.  
 
There was another quick show of hands, and more people were in favour of being a Community Cluster.  
EW: What being a Cluster means is that you wouldn’t have a development boundary, you would have no site 
allocations, which means you would be open to infill development in the main built up area, and you wouldn’t 
get a housing figure. There would be no housing figure cap, but it would be naturally capped as development 
could only be infill. 
 
Whether you are Open Countryside, a Cluster, or a Community Hub, there is an option on the table for Rural 
Exception Schemes on the edge of the village (if there is a local need for Affordable Housing) and policy 
could allow for this to happen. So being a Cluster or open Countryside doesn’t mean that there will be no 
development.  
 
Can we clarify whether Community Hub, Open Countryside, or Community Cluster gives us more 
influence over what kind growth we’d have?  
EW:  
Community Hub – Shropshire Council gives you a boundary. Inside the boundary is the Hub, outside the 
boundary is Open Countryside. Open Market housing would be resisted outside that Hub boundary, and we 
would give you a Housing number as well.  
Open Countryside – there is no boundary, no opportunity for open market infill development. You might get a 
landowner putting forward land for affordable housing, and could have a mix of open market and affordable. 
Applications will be judged on merits and local housing need. 
Community Cluster – This is the middle ground. There would be no boundary, and no site allocations. 
Development would be infill only, but you might get cross-subsidy development for affordable housing. 
 
I would say the Local Plan process will give you an element of control in any case. If we’re wrong in 
assessment of Clive as a Community Hub and Clive drops below threshold, you have the option of opting in as 
a Community Cluster.  
 
Services capacity e.g. School and GP 
We have this score (of 54) because of the amenities we have but those amenities (e.g. School and GP) couldn’t 
accommodate all the extra people from this extra housing e.g. 80-120 children. The school is tiny and being 
used by the surrounding areas, which are also getting extra housing. 
EW: The Education Department tells us that there are on average 18 children per 100 houses, but this could 
change if it’s predominantly family housing being built, but it’s never as many children as you think. 
 
In terms of the GP surgery, we speak to the Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) as part of the consultation to 
discuss what the County needs from them in terms of infrastructure.  
JJ: Part of the problem with the GP surgery is that Clive also services the greater part of Wem, Shawbury, and 
Hadnall. If Shropshire Council is doubling size of Hadnall, why aren’t they adding a medical centre? 
 
EW: We also have to have an infrastructure plan alongside our housing plan when we submit the Local Plan to 
government, so we do consider these things. There is often a local perception of an issue, that isn’t really an 
issue in practice, but that might not be the case here. Quite often the CCG say it is not an issue of capacity, but 
how a GP surgery works, e.g. hours worked etc. It’s not always a case of needing more space.  
 
Cllr Jinks thanked everyone for coming to the meeting and reminded them to email the clerk with their 
responses to the consultation questions, and importantly whether they prefer Open Countryside, Community 
Cluster, or Community Hub, and if the latter, which end of the village they would prefer site allocations. 
 
Cllr Jinks also thanked Eddie West for coming to the meeting and answering our questions. 


  
15/18 Next Parish meeting: Annual Parish Meeting 16th May 2019 


  
 Meeting closed: 9.38 pm. 
  


                               








From: Dan Corden  
Sent: 08 January 2019 15:58 
To: Kate Bentham  
Subject: RE: Hierarchy of Settlements 
  
Dear Kate, 
  
As explained within the updated Hierarchy of Settlements document “The assessment has been 
updated to reflect best available information about local facilities, services and infrastructure, 
including feedback from previous stages of consultation on the Local Plan Review and informal 
consultation with representatives of local communities. Similarly, the application of this assessment 
has considered comments received from previous stages of consultation on the Local Plan Review”. 
  
I believe that the outdoor sports facility in Clive is the bowling green. 
  
If you consider that any of the information within the Hierarchy of Settlements document is 
incorrect, please use the ongoing ‘preferred sites consultation’ which runs until the 31st January 
2019 as an opportunity to highlight these concerns. 
  
Thank you 
  
Kind Regards 
  
Daniel Corden 
Planning Policy, Shropshire Council – Shirehall, Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury, SY2 6ND 
Phone no: 01743 254 614 
Email:  


  
From: Kate Bentham 
Sent: 08 January 2019 10:52 
To: Planning Policy <planningpolicy@Shropshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Hierarchy of Settlements 
  
Thanks Lindsay, 
  
Interestingly in the first document there were no points awarded for outdoor sports equipment for 
Clive, but in the latest one there is – can you clarify what outdoor sports equipment has been 
identified? 
  
Thanks 
  
Kate 
  
  
From: Lindsay Short On Behalf Of Planning Policy 
Sent: 08 January 2019 10:48 
To: Kate Bentham  
Subject: RE: Hierarchy of Settlements 
  


Hi 
  



mailto:planningpolicy@Shropshire.gov.uk





So sorry Kate did a search and assumed the one at the top would be the latest! 
  
https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-settlements-assessment.pdf 


  
  
All the best 
Lindsay 
  


  
From: Kate Bentham 
Sent: 08 January 2019 10:21 
To: Planning Policy <planningpolicy@Shropshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Hierarchy of Settlements 
  
Hi Lindsey, 
  
Thanks for the link – unfortunately I think the document on the link is an out of date – as it still 
indicates that Clive has a public house, which closed over 18 months ago, something which was 
flagged at the time. 
  
Do you have an up to date version? At a recent meeting Eddie West mentioned that it had been 
updated recently. 
  
Also with regard to the outdoor sports equipment for Clive – what has been classed as outdoor 
sports equipment for Clive, as there isn’t anything obvious in the village which could fall into this 
category. 
  
Thanks 
  
Kate 
 



https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-settlements-assessment.pdf

mailto:planningpolicy@Shropshire.gov.uk










Shropshire Council Local Plan Review: Preferred Sites consultation 
 


Clive Parish Council response 
 
Q58a: Do you agree with the identification of Clive as a Community Hub?  
YES 
The Parish Council only accepts Community Hub status as per the conditions listed below 
and in the answers to the remaining consultation questions. However, the Hierarchy of 
Settlements evidence base is incorrect for Clive. There are no outdoor sports facilities in 
Clive following the closure of the bowling club, and Clive’s score needs adjusting from 54 to 
51. 
 
Housing figure: Max 25 in total. 
Allocation to be fulfilled by a single development area of 10-15 dwellings, 50% of which to 
be mixed housing needs of 2 & 3 bedroom bungalows and family houses. The remaining 
50% of single development area to be open market. The remaining allocation of 10-15 
dwellings (up to 25 dwellings in total) will be fulfilled by infill development of no more than 
3 properties per development.  
 
Development Boundary: See attached map. Development Boundary to be revised to allow 
inclusion of CVL012, CVL013, and CVL 017, and the removal of CLV010. To be clear, CLV010 
will fall outside of proposed development boundary. 
 
Site allocation: Clive Parish Council strongly objects to CLV010 and proposes CLV012, 013, 
and 017 as more suitable sites for development. 
 
Q58b: Do you agree with the preferred housing guideline for Clive? 
NO 
 
40 dwellings is considered too many as it is not in keeping with the historical expansion of 
the village, the infrastructure would not cope with the additional load, and local services 
and roads would be stretched beyond viable limits. The Parish Council feels that 25 
dwellings would be a realistic and safer proposition for Clive.  
 
Clive is a small sized village situated to the south of Wem off the A49 and B5476. There are 
no significant roads (A or B Roads) leading to, or running through, the village. The village is 
accessed by single track country lanes. The village is also used as a cut through to the A49 or 
to the B5476, with little consideration given to the 30-mph speed limit. 
Once in the village, the main thoroughfare, Station Road leading into High Street, has no 
continuous footpaths running from one end to the other (approximately 1 mile). Cars are 
often parked on the side of the streets, forcing pedestrians into the middle of the road to 
navigate round them. This is a challenge for the large number of senior citizens living in 
Clive, one of whom had a fall that required medical attention after trying to avoid a 
speeding vehicle. 
There have already been several concerns raised to the Parish Council about the level of 
traffic parked in the village, the volume of traffic travelling through the village and the speed 
at which traffic drives through the village. 







Given that several premises abut directly on to the road there seems little that can be done, 
other than to limit as far as possible vehicles coming through these congested parts of the 
village (Station Road and High Street). 
The proposed development of 40 dwellings would result in an increase in traffic, with 
potentially an additional 80 plus vehicles in the village on a day to day basis. We have grave 
concerns for the safety of pedestrians, and other road users, the safety of which would be 
put at risk if additional traffic were travelling through the village. 
 
Q58c: Do you agree with the proposed development boundary for Clive?  
NO – see attached map. 
 


The development boundary needs to be altered to include CVL012, 013 and 017 as these are 
the preferred sites for development and have safer access to village services, schools and 
surgery. In addition any development traffic would not be required to travel through the 
village to access construction sites if Easterly access routes are used. 
CLV010 is to be removed from the development boundary area as it underperforms as a site 
(see scoring below) and does not have the benefits of other proposed areas.  
 
CLV010 sustainability appraisal score: Fair.  
CLV012 sustainability appraisal score: Good.  
CLV013 sustainability appraisal score: Fair.  
CLV017 sustainability appraisal score: Good.  
 
There have also been passionate objections raised in the village against the inclusion of site 
CLV010 (see response to Q58d). 
 
The Parish Council is also aware that the landowner of site CLV012 is proposing extending 
the existing development boundary of that site to abut the western border of site CLV018, 
which we understand makes a significant difference to the suitability of site CLV012.  
 


Q58d: Do you agree with the preferred housing allocation CLV010 in Clive? 
NO 
 
As mentioned above site CLV010 is no better than the alternative sites being proposed by 
Clive Parish Council and is less sustainable than some sites by Shropshire Council’s own 
admission in their site assessments. 
 
Many valid concerns and objections have been raised by residents with specific regard to 
site CLV010. 
 
Number of dwellings on one site: (11 comments) 
There are strong objections amongst residents against building a large housing ‘estate’ on 
one single site in the village which would be a radical shift from the existing character of the 
village and how it has gradually growth historically, predominantly through smaller-sized 
developments and in-fill. 
 
Drainage: (8 comments) 







There are already existing issues with surface water-run off at the West end of the village, 
and with CLV010 being higher up than existing dwellings on Field Drive for example, there 
are already problems with flooding and damage being caused to driveways. There is a 
strong feeling among many residents that a large development on this site would further 
exacerbate these drainage problems. 
 
Visual impact: (13 comments) 
There have been strong objections from residents about the visual impact of developing on 
site CLV010, and that a development of the proposed size (25 houses) would drastically alter 
the view of the village from the approach from that side, and would ruin the visual impact of 
the existing open countryside. It is felt that the alternative sites being proposed by Clive 
Parish Council (CLV012, 013, 017) would have much less of an impact visually as they would 
be predominantly smaller-scale developments, on approximately the same level 
topographically speaking as the existing developed parts of the village that would surround 
them. Whilst the Parish Council respects that individuals do not have a right to a view, it is 
felt that the visual impact of CLV010 will have a significantly negative impact on a larger 
number of existing residents on that side of the village, than the alternatives sites would 
have on the Eastern end of the village. 
 
Distance from CLV010 to amenities: (3 comments) 
Shropshire Council’s belief that site CLV010 is more suitable for development because it is 
more central to Clive village is not based on fact, as it is actually further away from the 
school and the medical centre etc. than the proposed alternative sites CLV012, 013, 017.  
 
Road safety: (8 comments)  
As mentioned under Q58b, there are considerable concerns that increasing the number of 
vehicles in the village would increase the risks to pedestrian safety, particularly of school 
children, and the large number of senior citizens in Clive. Site CLV010 is situated along a 
stretch of road with no pavements or streetlights and there are already concerns about the 
excessive speed of vehicles in that part of the village.  
 
Traffic: (11 comments) 
As site CLV010 is further away from the school and as there are no pavements on that 
stretch of road it is highly likely that people living in those homes would feel unsafe walking 
to the school and medical centre, and would drive instead, which would further exacerbate 
the problems of traffic in the village around these hot spots. These serous concerns have 
already been highlighted by Clive Parish Council and recognised by Shropshire Highways. If 
development was focussed on the alternative sites as proposed by Clive Parish Council, they 
would be closer to these amenities and people living on those sites would be able to walk 
more safely to school etc., without using vehicles and adding to the already difficult traffic 
and parking problems that the Parish Council and Shropshire Highways are struggling to 
resolve.  
 

















Email correspondence with Shropshire Council re. amenities and Clive points score (Oct 
2019) 


 


RE: Clive Community Hub Status (Shop and Post Office, points score) 
Edward West  
Mon 14/10/2019 14:55 


To: 


  L Bardsley  


Hi Lydia, 
  
Hope you’re well.  Please see below responses to your questions… 
  
As a general point, we are very happy to take a pragmatic view where there is clear evidence the 
shop/post office are due to be re-open, even where the exact opening date does not correspond 
with our deadlines for agreeing the draft Plan.  
  
Any further questions let me know, although after this Wednesday I’m going to be on leave until 
28th October.  
  
Kind regards, 
  
  
Eddie 
  
Eddie West 
Principal Planning Policy Officer 
Shropshire Council 
Tel  
e-mail:  
  
  
  
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 07 October 2019 08:50 
To: Edward West  
Subject: Clive Community Hub Status (Shop and Post Office, points score) 
  
Hello Eddie, 
  
I hope you're well. Apologies in advance for the long email and all the questions! 
  
I've been passed the notes from the public meeting in Clive on Thursday (attached). We've 
got some questions about implications of this (as well as other points scoring) on the Hub 
status that we'd like clarifying if possible by the time we have the next Council meeting on 
17th Oct. As you'll see from the minutes, there are plans in place to provide temporary post 
office facilities in the village hall for two mornings/week, once the Post Office find someone 
willing/able to do this.  







 
 
 
Q1. When a postmaster has been found and this provision is up and running, would two 
mornings/week still tick the box as a post office for the purposes of your assessment 
methodology?  
Yes – we would consider this as a post office facility for the purposes of our assessment. 
 
 
Q2. Assuming a deal goes ahead with the shop owner and the owners of Clive Hall, if the 
shop is closed while they are refurbishing it over a period of 4-6 weeks, but they are able in 
some way to provide basic essentials for purchase, would this be temporary provision be 
classed as a village shop for the purposes of the methodology? I'm afraid I wasn't at the 
meeting itself so I have no idea what they were suggesting in terms of temporary provision.  
A temporary provision would further support the continued inclusion of the shop within the 
assessment, but would not be essential as long as we can point to evidence of the intention 
of opening the shop re-opening in a reasonable timeframe. In terms of evidence I suggest 
this could be a letter/e-mail from either the PC or the proposed shopkeeper.  In terms of 
reasonable timeframe, can I suggest this would be before March 2020 which is when we 
intend to agree a final draft of the Local Plan for statutory consultation.  We would not wish 
to undermine the continued identification of the village as a Hub for the sake of a few 
weeks, especially given the plan is to 2036.    
 
 
Q3. If either or both of the Post Office or temp Shop provision would NOT be classed as 
counting towards the points score in the two instances above, how would the timing of the 
closures and re-opening (in a way that would count in terms of points) impact the scoring 
and eventual decision on whether Clive becomes a community hub or not?  
  
I gather you and your colleagues will be working on a draft plan in December and Jan, and if 
the amenities are still considered closed at that point, I'm assuming they would not count 
towards Clive's points allocation, and that in the draft plan Clive would either be proposed 
as Open Countryside or a possible cluster with Grinshill? If they then re-opened (in a way 
that counts in terms of points) before the plan was submitted to Central Government would 
they then be added back on? I've been asked to clarify that assuming the question will most 
likely come up at the next meeting.  
 
 
In this scenario where both the Post office and the shop are discounted (which seems 
unlikely given what you have indicated in Qs1 and 2) this would reduce the ‘score’ for the 
village to 43. If this was the case (and no other points were found) this would lead SC to the 
decision to remove Clive from being a Community Hub in the emerging Local Plan Review in 
March 2020.  In this scenario, it would be open to the PC to ‘opt in’ for Clive village to 
become a Community Cluster, either on their own or with other villages, or to remain as 
open countryside.  If the shop/post office were then to re-open before we submit 
(scheduled for July 2020) we would then have an opportunity to re-introduce the village as a 
Community Hub as a ‘minor amendment’ and for this to be submitted to the Secretary of 







State for Examination.  However, to be clear, this is a bit messy and it would be far better for 
us to understand that the shop and post office were to re-open and for us to take this into 
account within the scoring before March 2020.   
 
 
Just to complicate things, we've also been asked to clarify the following: 
 
 
 
Q4. Does the Village Hub (formerly known as Clive Village Club) on Back Lane count as a 
public house or a members club?  
  
It is open 5/7 days a week and obviously has a licence for the consumption of alcohol, but 
some believe it is not a pub but a members club; apparently you have to register to drink 
there, although membership is not restrictive like a golf club might be for example. This is 
what one of the councillors has said on the matter: 
"The information by the current licences is that they did not wish to have a pub license and 
as such it is a membership license, not a public house license. If it is a public house it would 
require a stated licencee with all that legally goes with holding a publicans license. This was 
discussed at the meeting held with the residents recently and confirmed that all of the 
committee are licences therefore not a public house license. The licencing department at 
Shirehall are also of this opinion according to their records." 
  
We have not recorded a pub in the village and on the basis of the above information regards 
the distinction between a members club and public house I consider we would wish to 
maintain this position.  
  
Q5. Sansaw farm and estate offices are not within the development boundary for Clive, and 
are about 2 miles away from the village proper according to the chair, so would they be 
classed as significant employment or not? 
  
It's been suggested by some members of the public that Clive should have points added for 
significant employment. I've gone back and checked the criteria for this, and I think I'm 
correct in my understanding that any single employer of at least 5 employees would be 
classed as significant employment (**Use Class B includes offices; research & development; 
light industry; general industry; and/or storage and distribution; appropriate A2 financial 
and professional services; and/or appropriate Sui-Generis comprises commercial and/or 
industrial activities) and that would add 7 points to Clive's score. We're not sure which 
boundary to take into account though with regard to employment.  
  
We have classified employment opportunities where they are within a comfortable walking distance 
of occupiers of the settlement.  Whilst not explicit in the assessment itself, we generally use 480m to 
define this distance (consistent with our Sustainability Appraisal process).  This would therefore rule 
out Sansaw farm and estate office.   
  
Sorry again for all these complicated questions, we're just anticipating getting a lot of 
questions along these lines at the meeting next week so we're trying to ensure we have all 
the facts ready when it comes to it.  







  
Thanks very much in advance for your help! 
  
Kind Regards, 
  
Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council:     


           


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 
Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 
Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 
will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties unless 
necessary, and only where those third parties have appropriate security measures in place to 
protect your personal data.  To find out more about our privacy arrangements please access 
the Council’s website – www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and 
Privacy Policy can be viewed. 
****************************************************************************** If you are not 


the intended recipient of this email please do not send it on to others, open any 


attachments or file the email locally. Please inform the sender of the error and then 


delete the original email. 


****************************************************************************** 
 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/










Email from Edward West, Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager, 21.11.2019 


 


Edward West  
Thu 21/11/2019 10:22 


To: 


    


Hi Lydia, 
  
Many apologies for the delay in this responding to this.  I have included my brief responses to the 
question in red on your e-mail below.  I hope this makes sense!  
  
Many thanks, 
Eddie 
  
Eddie West 
Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager  
Shropshire Council 
Tel  
e-mail:  
  
  
  
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 14 November 2019 13:10 
To: Edward West  
Subject: Re: Clive - Community Hub Status 
  
Hi Eddie,  
I did read today actually that you had been promoted - congratulations! Hope it all goes well 
and that's not too manic for you. 
  
If it's possible to get a response in time for the 21st that would be brilliant, even if its via 
someone else in your team.  
  
Thanks again for all your help with Clive and the LPR so far. We really appreciate that you 
have gone out of your way on numerous occasions to talk to the community and help 
Council get its head round the whole process.  
  
All the best for your new role. 
  
Kind Regards, 
  
Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council:     


                  







 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 
Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 
Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 
will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties unless 
necessary, and only where those third parties have appropriate security measures in place to 
protect your personal data.  To find out more about our privacy arrangements please access 
the Council’s website – www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and 
Privacy Policy can be viewed. 
  


 
From: Edward West  
Sent: 14 November 2019 12:56 
To: L Bardsley  
Subject: RE: Clive - Community Hub Status 
  
Hi Lydia, 
  
Apologies for not replying earlier.  There has been some restructuring in the team and I have needed 
to pick up a few issues urgently, however I will get you a response in time for the 21st Nov meeting. 
  
Many thanks, 
Eddie 
  
  
Eddie West 
Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager 
Shropshire Council 
Tel  
  
  
  
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 13 November 2019 17:45 
To: Edward West  
Subject: FW: Clive - Community Hub Status 
  
Hi Eddie,  
I hope you are well. Sorry to bother you, but I was wondering if you'd had a chance to look 
at any of the questions raised in my previous email (below)? 
  
The next council meeting is on 21st November so ideally we'd like to have some clarification 
so we can inform members of the public. If it's possible to send me a copy of the most up to 
date version of the points assessment for Clive that would also be very much appreciated. 
  
Thanks again and all the best. 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





  
Kind Regards, 
  
Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council:     


             


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 
Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data Protection Act 
2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information will only be processed by 
the Council and will not be shared with any third parties unless necessary, and only where those 
third parties have appropriate security measures in place to protect your personal data.  To find out 
more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –
 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be viewed. 


 
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 30 October 2019 09:13 
To: Eddie West  
Cc:  
Subject: FW: Clive - Community Hub Status 
  
Hello Eddie, I hope you are well, and that you had a nice break.  
  
At the last Council meeting a member of the public gave an update on the village shop and 
post office, as well as raising some questions about the points scoring for Clive. He did make 
it clear that he feels strongly that Community Hub status would benefit the village, and that 
is why he has been looking for additional points for Clive's assessment.  
  
It's highly likely that he may have already been in touch to raise these questions with you or 
your colleagues directly, but if not, please find attached Mr Crawcour's update. Please note, 
we did emphasise at the meeting that the Community Hub status was currently 'proposed' 
and not 'allocated', as the Council did not think it wise to give the impression that this 
decision was pre-determined.  
  
Below are some queries that we would some like clarification on. If possible we'd like to be 
able to report back on the current situation at the next Council meeting on 21st November 
to ensure that residents have all the facts, and that there is no confusion. 


1. Pub. We have already established I believe that the Village Hub would not be 
classed as a pub in Shropshire Council's eyes, however Mr Crawcour feels 
that if this is the case, that the building should be classed as a community 
amenity instead and should add points to Clive's score. What are your 
thoughts on this? – From my understanding this facility is a members club 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





and therefore to maintain a consistent approach to the use of the 
methodology across all areas I am minded to maintain the currently 
published position for Clive. 


2. Chemist/pharmacy and dispensary. As I understand it, there had previously 
been a mistake in the scoring, in that points were allocated for both a 
pharmacy and a dispensary, but following discussions between yourself and 
Council members in the summer, the points were reduced to account 
for just the dispensary (apologies if I've got this the wrong way round). 
However, Mr Crawcour stated at the meeting and in his report that both 
amenities had been removed from the version of the points assessment that 
he was looking at. I'm afraid I only have access to the hierarchy of 
settlements assessment data published in October 2017 before any changes 
were made, but if you could double check your latest version and confirm 
that points are still being allocated for the dispensary we would be very 
grateful. If you wouldn't mind sending me a copy of the most up to date 
points assessment for Clive that would also be very much appreciated. It 
would appear Mr Crawcour is using an earlier iteration of the Hierarchy of 
Settlements document.  In the most recent published version 
(http://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-
settlements-assessment.pdf) we have included 3 points for Clive as we do 
include a dispensary service in this category. 


3. Significant employment. Mr Crawcour believes that points should be 
allocated to the primary school, GP surgery, and hair salon for significant 
employment (apparently there are 5 employees at the salon, but this may 
need to be verified), but none of these are class B type of employment. If 
such types of employment have not been counted in other settlements, then 
I don't think it would be consistent for Shropshire Council to count them in 
this instance, but if you could confirm either way that would be 
great.  Whilst I think there is some merit in What Mr Crawcour is saying, I 
equally believe the current approach provides a consistent approach across 
all areas and is therefore fit for purpose for the assessment of services and 
facilities.  It should be remembered that many of the facilities which MJr 
Crawcour mentions are taken into account in other parts of the 
assessment.  What Mr Crawcour is suggesting would be a significant change 
to the interpretation of this part of the methodology, which has been subject 
to Cabinet approval.  It is not proposed to alter the assessment in this 
regard. 


4. Cont. He also believes that Clivewood Farm should be allocated points for 
significant employment. I'm not sure how many employees there are already 
on the farm, but the (retrospective) planning application for the change of 
use consent this summer only listed 1 full time employee and 2 part time 
employees as being created under the alpaca wool mill. Mr Crawcour states 
there are 5 employees in his report, but this may need to be verified. I'm also 
not sure the farm would be included on the basis of how far it is from the 
village, as it is 0.6 miles walk from the Post Office (but I'm not sure what 
starting point Shropshire Council used in their assessments).  



http://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-settlements-assessment.pdf

http://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-settlements-assessment.pdf





0.6 miles is considered to be divorced from the settlement, and as you say 
we have no confirmation that this company meets the methodology in any 
case.    


5. Cont. He also mentions Grinshill quarry as a potential source of significant 
employment, and again, distance from the village may be decisive. If you 
could let me know what Shropshire Council's view would be on the quarry 
that would be appreciated.  Again, this is divorced from the village and on 
this basis we would not include in the assessment 


6. Cont. He also mentions the various businesses on Sansaw estates, but I 
believe it has been established that they are not close enough to Clive village 
to be classed as significant employment for the purposes of the 
assessment. Agree with your views on this.  no change to the assessment 


  
Given the recent positive news on the post office and shop, I would continue to consider therefore 
the village scores 51 points, given I have accepted the parish council’s view that the outdoor play 
facility which had scored three points, is to be removed.  This would continue to support the villages 
inclusion as a Community Hub in the Local Plan Review. 
  
  
Apologies for all the questions, we are just keen to make sure there is no confusion. 
  
Thanks very much in advance, and all the best. 
  
Kind Regards, 
  
Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council:     


     


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 
Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data Protection Act 
2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information will only be processed by 
the Council and will not be shared with any third parties unless necessary, and only where those 
third parties have appropriate security measures in place to protect your personal data.  To find out 
more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –
 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be viewed. 


 
 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/










Clive Parish Council part B representation, 
for Regulation-19 pre-submission draft 
Local Plan 


Q4: S17 Community Hubs - Wem Place Plan Area: Unsound 
 
Settlement policy 17.2 sets out the Community Hubs within the Wem Place Plan Area and associated 
residential guidelines, where Clive is currently included as a Community Hub. Clive is also included as a 
Community Hub under S17.4 Wider Rural Area: Wem Place Plan Area (paragraphs 5.245 and 5.247). 
Policy S17 is based on inaccurate and out of date evidence on settlement sustainability. In addition, there 
has been inconsistent consideration and treatment of the presence of local facilities and changing 
circumstances across parishes during the plan development which has led to the Local Planning Authority 
deferring consideration of the settlement of Clive as a main modification. The policy is therefore not 
considered effective or justified and is therefore unsound.  
 
The Hierarchy of Settlements (August 2020) supports the Local Plan Review and in particular Policies SP2 
and SP8 (which will be dealt with in separate representations) and settlement policy S17, by setting out 
the methodology and conclusions for identifying Shropshire’s service centres. The purpose of the 
evidence of the Hierarchy of Settlement is to inform policy with an assessment of specific and consistent 
criteria about Shropshire’s settlements and their sustainability and ability to support additional housing. 
 


Clive Parish Council objections on grounds of soundness 
Clive Parish Council’s objections and subsequent modification request focus predominantly on Shropshire 
Council’s decision to include two amenities (Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling green) in Clive’s 
Hierarchy of Settlements assessment score, despite the fact that these two facilities no longer exist. 
Without these two amenities, Clive does not meet the criteria for Community Hub designation, and 
therefore Clive’s inclusion as a Community Hub in Settlement Policy S17.2 and S17.4 is not based on 
accurate evidence and is not justified. Combined with the Council’s deferral of matters relating to Clive 
settlement, this means the Plan is not effective, and therefore it is unsound.  
 


Evidence supporting our representation 
We will be including the following evidence (in chronological order) which will be referred to at various 
points in our representation: 


1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018) 
Letter dated 24th May 2018 from Wrekin Housing Trust to the Clive Bowling Club (and email notifying 
Parish Council), in which they give the Bowling Club 4 weeks’ notice to vacate Clive Hall grounds and 
remove all bowling green associated buildings, as the new owners required vacant possession and private 
usage of the land.  


2. Clive Parish meeting minutes, attended by Eddie West, Shropshire Council (03.01.2019) 
During this public meeting Eddie West repeatedly emphasised and assured the community that the 
Hierarchy of Settlements methodology would be applied consistently to all settlements across the 
county, that points would be removed if amenities were lost, and that if Clive dropped below the 48 
point threshold it would no longer be classed as a Community Hub and would revert to Open 
Countryside. 







3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base 
(Jan 2019) 


Originally there were no points allocated to Clive for Outdoor Sports Facilities (pg. 35-36, Hierarchy of 
Settlements 2017). Once the Parish Council realised that the Clive Hall bowling green had been 
erroneously added in the 2018 version of the Hierarchy of Settlements document the then Parish Council 
Chairman Cllr Kate Bentham immediately raised this with Shropshire Council. 


4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019)  
Our formal response to Preferred Sites stage of the consultation makes clear that the Hierarchy of 
Settlements evidence base was incorrect for Clive, as the bowling green no longer existed, and that 
Clive’s score should be adjusted from 54 to 51.  


5. Clive Hall site layout plan, planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019) 
In their own planning application drawings and plans, the new owners of Clive Hall refer to the former 
bowling green plot as lawn. 


6. Email correspondence with Eddie West, re. changing provision of amenities and Clive points score 
(Oct 2019) 


In this email chain Eddie West re-confirms that if both the Post Office and Village Shop were to close, 
“this would reduce the ‘score’ for the village to 43. […] this would lead SC to the decision to remove Clive 
from being a Community Hub in the emerging Local Plan Review in March 2020.” He also mentions that if 
these amenities were to re-open before submitting the plan for inspection, “we would then have the 
opportunity to re-introduce the village as a Community Hub as a ‘minor amendment’ and for this to be 
submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.”  


7. Email from Eddie West, confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019) 
Email from Shropshire Council’s Eddie West, in which he accepts that the outdoor sports facility (Clive 
Hall bowling green) is to be removed from Clive’s assessment score: “[….] I would continue to consider 
therefore the village scores 51 points, given I have accepted the parish council’s view that the outdoor 
play facility which had scored three points, is to be removed.” 


8. Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status 
(Sept-Nov 2020) 


The Parish Council immediately informed Shropshire Council of the forthcoming shop closure and 
repeatedly asked for confirmation that the loss of 4 points for the shop would take Clive below the 
threshold for Community Hub designation. 


9. Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020) 
Shropshire Council argues that the Clive Hall bowling green is still included in the Open Space Needs 
Assessment (OSNA, 2017), and that we need to show it is surplus to requirements. The OSNA has 
however been superseded by the Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (PPOSS), formally adopted 
by Shropshire Council in Nov 2020, which does not include a bowling green at Clive Hall. 


10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response 
Our question to the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 (pg. 3-5) challenged the use of inaccurate and out of 
date information on non-existent amenities to justify Clive’s designation as a Community Hub, and raised 
concerns about the inconsistent application of the Hierarchy of Settlements methodology.  


11. Email correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Clive’s settlement status (Dec 2020-Jan 2021) 
Emails to Eddie West following the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 setting out detailed arguments for 
removing the no-longer-existent village shop and bowling green as amenities under Clive’s Hierarchy of 
Settlements assessment score.  



https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s16708/Appendix%20Local%20Plan%20report%20-%20Hierarchy%20of%20Settlements%20Assessment.pdf

https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s16708/Appendix%20Local%20Plan%20report%20-%20Hierarchy%20of%20Settlements%20Assessment.pdf

https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-settlements-assessment.pdf

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/42C3AD8FC419D6F8374A72B04F345C6F/pdf/19_02885_FUL-SITES_LAYOUT-3682721.pdf

https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/media/11407/shropshire-open-space-needs-assesment.pdf

https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/media/11407/shropshire-open-space-needs-assesment.pdf





12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning applications for conversion of shop into residential 
annex 


The owner of the former shop building (who also owns and resides in the adjoining property, Crows 
Cottage) has now submitted planning applications to convert the former shop building into a residential 
annex.  


13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL. 
Supporting statements from the both former owner (Oct 2009 – Oct 2019), and the most recent tenant 
(Oct 2019 – Oct 2020) regarding the longstanding unviability of the Village Stores business. The previous 
owner confirms the shop was on the market for 5 years with little interest from potential buyers due to 
low profits, and Halls also confirms that despite marketing the business from June 2019 there was very 
little interest in taking it on.  
 


Inaccurate and out of date evidence regarding Clive settlement (Wem Place Plan area) 
With regard to inaccurate evidence, according to Shropshire Council, the current scoring for the 
settlement of Clive (Wem Place Plan area) includes the following amenities, for a total score of 54 points: 
 
Public transport link:      5 points 
Regular service offered during peak travel time:   5 points 
Nursery/pre-school:     4 points 
Primary school:      4 points 
NHS/GP surgery:     4 points 
Chemist/Pharmacist:     3 points 
Convenience store*:     4 points 
Post Office:      4 points 
Place of worship:     3 points 
Community Hall:      4 points 
Library:       3 points 
Outdoor sports facility*:    3 points 
Amenity Green Space:     3 points 
Superfast broadband:     5 points 
 
However, the above scoring is not based on correct, appropriate, up to date evidence, and is therefore 
not justified or sound. It does not take into account the fact that the convenience store (Clive Village 
Stores), closed on 16th October 2020, and that the outdoor sports facility, the Clive Hall bowling green, 
has been under private ownership, the bowling pavilion and other associated buildings have been 
removed, and the site is completely inaccessible to the general public since the new owners took 
possession of Clive Hall in the summer of 2018 (Evidence 1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, 
and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018). The owners of Clive Hall also refer to the former bowling 
green land as lawn within their own planning applications (Evidence 5. Clive Hall site layout plan, 
planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019)). 
 
Taking into account these changes in amenities and services, 7 points should have been deducted and the 
correct assessment score for Clive should be 47 points. As this falls below the threshold for Community 
Hub designation (48 points), Clive does not meet the intended definition of a Community Hub and overall 
settlement hierarchy needed to maintain overall sustainability, and therefore the inclusion of Clive as a 
Community Hub (Schedule SP2.2) cannot be considered to be justified.  
 
 



https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QMH680TDJQU00

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/42C3AD8FC419D6F8374A72B04F345C6F/pdf/19_02885_FUL-SITES_LAYOUT-3682721.pdf

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/42C3AD8FC419D6F8374A72B04F345C6F/pdf/19_02885_FUL-SITES_LAYOUT-3682721.pdf





Inconsistent handling of changes in services and amenities 
Furthermore, the Parish Council is very concerned that the Hierarchy of Settlements methodology has 
not been applied consistently throughout the whole of Shropshire, specifically with respect to handling 
changes in amenities and services and subsequent reassessment of other proposed Community Hubs. For 
example, the Parish Council in Myddle (Wem Place Plan area) was able to simply notify Shropshire 
Council of the closure of the village convenience store in 2018, and the relevant points were 
subsequently deducted from Myddle’s Hierarchy of Settlements assessments score. As Myddle then fell 
below the threshold for Community Hub designation, the settlement was removed from the list of 
Community Hubs in the draft Local Plan. Similarly, the assessment score for Westbury settlement 
(Shrewsbury Place Plan area) was reviewed and points deducted following the closure of the Post Office 
in the summer of 2020. Westbury also then fell below the 48-point threshold and as it no longer met the 
criteria for Community Hub designation it is not included as a Community Hub in the Regulation-9 Pre-
Submission draft of the Local Plan.  
 
However, Shropshire Council’s consistent approach has not been applied to Clive settlement, despite: 
a) Shropshire Council being notified that the Clive Hall bowling green facility no longer existed (Evidence 
3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base (Jan 
2019) and Evidence 4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 
2019), 
b) Shropshire Council acknowledging in November 2019 that the 3 points for the Clive Hall bowling green 
were to be removed from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score (Evidence 7. Email from Eddie West, 
confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019) 
c) Shropshire Council being immediately notified by the Parish Council (26.09.2020) of the imminent 
closure of the village shop, and the Parish Council confirming the closure on 16.10.2020 (Evidence 8: 
Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-
Nov 2020) 
 
Despite the email from Eddie West on 21.11.2019, Shropshire Council did not remove the points for the 
Clive Hall bowling green, and the Parish Council were only made aware of this fact indirectly (a phone call 
on 01.12.2020 with our County Cllr Simon Jones), after the close of the Regulation-18 consultation. Up 
until this point the Parish Council had been working on the basis of a total points score for Clive 
settlement of 51 points (as per Eddie West’s email on 21.11.2019).  
 
The Parish Council has gone to great lengths over the last 3 years to ensure Clive’s assessment score was 
properly adjusted to reflect the most up to date changes in provision of amenities and services, via 
meetings, phone calls, and repeated correspondence with Shropshire Council Officers, in our formal 
responses to the Preferred Sites consultation (Evidence 4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, 
Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019), and to the Regulation-18 stage (Oct 2020) of the Local Plan 
Review process, and via a question at the Shropshire Council cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 (after we 
became aware of Shropshire Council’s failure/refusal to remove the bowling green from Clive’s Hierarchy 
of Settlements score). We understand that residents, including the owner of the former shop building, 
have also shared their concerns about the inaccuracies in relation to Clive’s designation as a Community 
Hub.  
 
Through these various channels of communication the Parish Council has highlighted the loss of 
amenities and inaccuracies of Clive’s assessment score, and has repeatedly asked Shropshire Council to 
confirm that Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlement’s score would be corrected, and to confirm that Clive would 
no longer be designated as a Community Hub. As Shropshire Council chose to progress the Regulation-19: 
Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan in December without addressing the incorrect Hierarchy of Settlements 
score for Clive (in spite of evidence provided by the Parish Council and the owner of the shop building) 
and instead deferred this matter, Clive Parish Council is now forced to request a major modification to 
the Plan, on the grounds of it not being effective or justified, and therefore the Plan is unsound.  
 



https://www.hugofox.com/shared/attachments.asp?f=ff03f248%2Ddfbc%2D433c%2Dbd0d%2Dbadf026e5bd2%2Epdf&o=Clive%2DPC%2DLocal%2DPlan%2DReview%2Dreg%2D18%2DPart%2Db%2Dconsultation%2Dform%2Epdf





Shropshire Council’s formal response to our question at the cabinet meeting on 7.12.2020 was that it 
would be “premature” to change Clive’s services and amenities settlement assessment, and that further 
evidence would be required before it could be reviewed, namely a change of use planning application for 
the shop (Evidence 10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response). 
Shropshire Council is also justifying their decision to retain the Clive Hall bowling green as an outdoor 
sports facility under Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlement’s amenities and service score, because it is included 
in the Open Spaces Needs Assessment (2017), and have told the Parish Council that it will need to be 
tested against current or emerging Local Plan policy to show the Clive Hall bowling green is surplus to 
requirements. This is despite the fact that Shropshire Council is fully aware that the Clive bowling club 
was told to vacate Clive Hall bowling green in May 2018, (Evidence 1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to 
Bowling Club (24.05.2018), and has been using Preston Brockhurst bowling green for over 2 years.  
 
Whilst the timing of the Clive Village Store closure is more recent than the loss of amenities in Westbury 
and Myddle, both those Parish Councils have confirmed that, aside from simple correspondence, no 
additional evidence was required for their respective Hierarchy of Settlement assessment scores to be 
corrected and for Shropshire Council to agree to remove both Myddle and Westbury from the list of 
Community Hubs within the Local Plan. If Shropshire Council had applied the same methodology 
consistently to Clive’s circumstances, then the matter of Clive’s designation as a Community Hub would 
have been resolved long before the current Regulation-19: Pre-Submission draft Local Plan consultation.  
 
The Parish Council has also repeatedly expressed its intention to engage the community regarding 
whether Clive should become a Community Cluster or remain as Open Countryside, (Evidence 8. Email 
correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-Nov 
2020). It has also expressed the feeling that remaining as Open Countryside is not necessarily the right 
thing for the village, and was open to exploring the benefits of opting in as a Community Cluster. If 
Shropshire Council had treated Clive the same as Myddle and Westbury, and removed it as a Community 
Hub earlier in the process, then the Parish Council could easily have consulted the community and 
potentially agreed to put Clive forward as a Community Cluster, in time for it to have been incorporated 
in the Regulation-19 pre-submission draft Local Plan.  
 
As it stands now, assuming the Planning Inspector agrees with the evidence we have provided and 
removes Clive as a Community Hub, then it would automatically default to Open Countryside, and the 
only route for Clive to become a Community Cluster in future is the lengthy and expensive 
Neighbourhood Plan process.  
 
As the matter of Clive’s settlement designation has been repeatedly and unnecessarily deferred then the 
Plan cannot be considered effective or sound, and the inconsistent application of the Hierarchy of 
Settlements methodology with regard to Clive also raises serious questions over the soundness of the 
Local Plan.  
 


Additional evidence to support the removal of Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling 
green from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score 


Clive Village Stores 
Despite the disparity of Clive’s treatment, in order to meet Shropshire Council’s requirement for 
additional evidence, the owner of the Clive Village Stores building (7a High Street) has written to 
Shropshire Council on a number of occasions since the first announcement of the shop closure in Sept 
2020. This correspondence has set out the reasoning behind the closure, namely the longstanding 
unviability of the business (rather than a temporary closure as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic), their 
firm intention not to re-let the building as a shop, and more recently their intention to convert the 
building into a residential annex. Despite this correspondence, Shropshire Council continued to defer 







rather than resolve the matter regarding the points for the shop, therefore the Local Plan cannot be 
considered effective and is therefore unsound. 
 
Since the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020, planning applications have now been submitted to Shropshire 
Council to convert the shop building (Evidence 12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning 
applications for conversion of shop into residential annex). Both the previous shop owner and the most 
recent tenant have provided supporting statements regarding the longstanding unviability of the 
business. Despite the business being marketed from 2014 to 2019, there was very little interest in taking 
it on due to low profits (Evidence 13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC 
and 21/00048/FUL). The Parish Council has also emphasised the unviability of the shop business in its 
correspondence with Shropshire Council regarding the shop closure (Evidence 8. – Specifically email 
dated 22.10.2020 - Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and 
settlement status (Sept-Nov 2020). However, as Shropshire Council has continued to defer these 
matters, and as the Regulation-19: Pre-Submission draft Local Plan has not taken into account this 
evidence, it cannot be considered effective or justified.  


Clive Hall bowling green 
With regard to the Clive Hall bowling green, Shropshire Council’s justification relies on its inclusion within 
the Open Space Needs Assessment (2017) which pre-dates the change of ownership of Clive Hall and the 
subsequent loss of the bowling green facility (2018). Furthermore, the Open Space Needs Assessment 
(OSNA) itself uses out of date data from 2009, and was a desktop assessment which did not involve any 
site visits to assess facilities (para. 3.1.2, pg. 13 OSNA) due to “financial constraints”. In addition to this, 
the data included in the OSNA on outdoor sports facilities has now been superseded by Shropshire 
Council’s more recently adopted Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020), which, although it 
includes other local facilities in the Wem area such as Hadnall, Preston Brockhurst, and Shawbury 
bowling greens, it does not include the Clive Hall bowling green (Evidence 9. pgs. 29-31, Playing Pitch 
and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020)). Shropshire Council is therefore relying on considerably out of 
date, inaccurate, and inappropriate evidence, and therefore the Plan is not justified or sound.  
 
Furthermore, when looking at the PPOSS in more detail, the key recommendations for the Wem area (pg. 
25, PPOSS, Oct 2020) do not mention any shortfall in bowling provision, and in the executive summary 
the Headline Findings (pg. 3, Executive Summary, PPOSS, Oct 2020) show there is and will be “adequate 
provision” for bowls, both now and until 2038. Under the Sport-by-sport recommendations, the first 
recommendation for bowls is to “Retain the existing quantity of greens”, with no recommendation to 
increase this figure (pg.7, Executive Summary, PPOSS, Oct 2020). As the Clive Hall bowling green is not 
included in either the main PPOSS document or Executive Summary, by extension, this shows that there 
is no demand for this specific facility, as the PPOSS demonstrates that there is already adequate provision 
for bowling facilities without Clive Hall. Therefore the most up to date evidence shows there is no 
justification for including the Clive Hall bowling green in Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements services and 
amenities points score. As the Regulation-19: Pre-Submission draft Local Plan has not taken into account 
the most up to date, accurate, and appropriate evidence then it cannot be considered justified or sound. 
 


Q5: Modification required:  
Clive settlement should be removed from both S17.2, Community Hubs: Wem Place Plan Area, and S17.4, 
Wider Rural Area: Wem Place Plan Area, (paragraphs 5.245 and 5.247) as the evidence provided shows 
that Clive settlement clearly does not possess the services and amenities required to meet the definition 
of a significant rural service centre, as defined by the Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base, and 
therefore does not qualify for a Community Hub designation.  
 



https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QMH680TDJQU00





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)? 
 
YES 
 


Q7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary: 
Clive Parish Council is the local authority elected to represent the local community, and has been very 
closely involved in the detailed discussions relating to the Local Plan Review since the beginning of this 
process. We strongly believe we should be given the opportunity to participate in the hearing sessions 
during the examination to ensure a fair and balanced discussion of Clive’s status within the Local Plan. 
 





		Q4: S17 Community Hubs - Wem Place Plan Area: Unsound

		Clive Parish Council objections on grounds of soundness

		Evidence supporting our representation

		1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018)

		2. Clive Parish meeting minutes, attended by Eddie West, Shropshire Council (03.01.2019)

		3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base (Jan 2019)

		4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019)

		5. Clive Hall site layout plan, planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019)

		6. Email correspondence with Eddie West, re. changing provision of amenities and Clive points score (Oct 2019)

		7. Email from Eddie West, confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019)

		8. Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-Nov 2020)

		9. Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020)

		10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response

		11. Email correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Clive’s settlement status (Dec 2020-Jan 2021)

		12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning applications for conversion of shop into residential annex

		13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL.



		Inaccurate and out of date evidence regarding Clive settlement (Wem Place Plan area)

		Inconsistent handling of changes in services and amenities

		Additional evidence to support the removal of Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling green from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score

		Clive Village Stores

		Clive Hall bowling green





		Q5: Modification required:

		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)?

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






Emails to Shropshire Council re. Village Shop closure and Clive settlement status 


Clive, Local Plan Review 
L Bardsley  
Thu 26/11/2020 16:16 


To: 


 Eddie West 


Hello Eddie,
I hope you are keeping safe and well. At our last Parish council meeting SC Cllr Simon Jones
said you were likely to get in touch with us last Friday to ask some questions, but we've not
heard anything, so wanted to check if there's anything you need from us at this point?


I was also wondering if you had an update for us on the decision re. Clive's settlement
status? Is the LPR still due to be discussed at cabinet on 7th Dec?


Thanks and all the best. 


Kind regards, 


Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council 


PRIVACY NOTICE 


Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 


Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 


will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To 


find out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –


 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 


viewed. 


------------------------------------------------------- 


Re: Important: Clive settlement status 
L Bardsley  
Thu 22/10/2020 14:59 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





To: 


  Edward West  


  Dan Corden  


Cc: 


   


   


Hello Eddie, 
I hope you are well, and thank you very much for getting back to me. I've relayed your 
message to the councillors and they feel it is very important for me to reiterate that the 
closure of the shop is not related to covid-19, but a result of contractual arrangements 
between the landlord and tenant, and the long-standing problems of commercial viability. 
 
The shop in Clive had already been struggling for years, long before covid-19 arrived on the 
scene. The previous owner had had the shop on the market for a number of years but was 
unable to find a buyer until late 2019 due to the viability of the business; I believe it was also 
mentioned at the meeting you attended in January 2019 that the shop was expected to close 
before long. When it did re-open last year under new tenants there was a lease in place for 12 
months starting from 19th October 2019, and considerable investment and efforts were made 
to improve the shop and give it the best chance of surviving. The Parish Council also did its 
best to support and promote the shop to help keep it in business. Sadly, when it came to 
deciding whether or not to renew this lease, the tenant felt that, despite their best efforts, the 
business was still not commercially viable and the landlord decided not to seek replacement 
tenants. Therefore, a mutual decision was taken to close the shop permanently on 16th 
October 2020. The tenant's judgement regarding the viability of the business echoes that of 
the previous owner who had been struggling to keep the shop open for years before they 
eventually managed to sell the business; we understand that they had in fact stopped paying 
themselves a wage for quite some time in an attempt to keep the business afloat. The current 
owner has made it very clear to councillors and myself that they have no intention of re-
letting the property as a shop at any point in the future. This is not therefore a temporary 
closure but a permanent closure, and should not be understood as an unfortunate casualty of 
the covid-19 pandemic.  
 
In our previous email exchanges regarding the original closure of the shop and post office 
back in 2019, (and indeed at the public meeting you kindly attended in Jan 2019), you did 
emphasise that the methodology had to be applied consistently across all settlements in 
Shropshire, and that while the shop and post office were closed those points would be 
removed. Equally when those amenities eventually re-opened in the winter, the points would 
be added back on to Clive's settlement score. So logically the expectation of the councillors 
and, indeed, a significant proportion of the community, is that since the village shop is now 
closed, and with no intentions for it to re-open in the future, this reduces Clive's settlement 
score to 47, and therefore below the points threshold for Community Hub status.  
 
Councillors feel very strongly that, as the original methodology was consulted on many years 
ago, any proposed change in methodology, e.g. lowering the threshold for Community Hubs, 
should go back to consultation, as this will surely have a considerable impact on many 
settlements in Shropshire, not just Clive. I hope that our insistence regarding the shop 
closure, the resulting points score, and the methodology, is not misinterpreted as a cynical 







attempt to "beat the system", and prevent allocated development sites in Clive at all costs - 
we have in fact been very clear with residents that affordable housing will still be an option 
under both Cluster and Open Countryside, so "no housing" is not an option. The Parish 
Council has also discussed what might happen long-term if we became Open Countryside 
again, and there are concerns that dropping to the bottom of the hierarchy could ultimately 
lead to loss of further services in Clive and could potentially lead to the "death" of the village. 
The Parish Council is indeed very concerned about the impact these decisions regarding 
development will have on Clive's future, and we still plan to conduct our own engagement 
with the community regarding preferences for settlement status, i.e. Cluster/Open 
Countryside, once we have confirmation that Clive will not become a Community Hub. 
Without that confirmation however, we do not feel it would be appropriate to potentially 
waste taxpayers' money and Council resources on further community engagement, if it turns 
out that Cluster/Open Countryside are no longer options after all. 
 
I know you will be very busy working on the revised plan right now, but if you have the time 
and would like to discuss any of this further with either myself or the parish councillors, we 
would of course welcome the opportunity.  
 
Thank you again for your time and all the best. 
 
Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 


Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 


Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 


will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To 


find out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –


 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 


viewed. 


 


 
From: Edward West  
Sent: 16 October 2020 12:38 
To: L Bardsley  Dan Corden  
Cc:  
Subject: RE: Important: Clive settlement status 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





  
Dear Lydia, 
  
Thank you for the information.  Whilst I do fully appreciate the need for certainty as quickly as 
possible, we will not be in a position to provide that level of clarity by Monday 19th October.   
  
As you would expect, having undertaken such a large consultation exercise we do need to reflect 
upon the responses and what they mean for the Plan going forward.  We also need to consider if we 
need to reflect upon the impact Covid 19 is having on services and facilities, and if this requires us to 
take a different approach to our current methodology for identifying hubs.  We are moving forward 
quickly with this, and are aiming to get to Cabinet with a revised Plan by the end of November, and 
clearly if we were to seek a change in Clive’s emerging Hub status we will inform you and other 
interested parties (site promoters for instance) as quickly as possible.      
  
However, clearly this does not stop Clive Parish Council taking a view in the meantime, and providing 
this view to Shropshire Council for consideration. 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Eddie 
  
Eddie West 
Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager  
Shropshire Council 
Tel  
e-mail:  
  
  
  
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 16 October 2020 11:19 
To: Edward West  Dan Corden 


 
 


Subject: Important: Clive settlement status 
  
Hello both,  
I hope you are keeping safe and well. Further to my previous emails, Clive village shop is 
now closed as of today (16th October). Please could either of you (or anyone else in the 
Planning policy dept) confirm that Clive will no longer be a Community Hub, and that it will 
default to Open Countryside? 
  
As we will need to consult the local community on whether they prefer to stay as Open 
Countryside or opt in as a Community Cluster, (so that the parish council can pass this on to 
SC and respond accordingly at the final round of public consultation) we really do need to 
know for certain that Clive will not be a Community Hub. Please could someone confirm this 
by end of play on Monday 19th Oct, to allow us enough time for us to prepare, deliver, and 
collect surveys, analyse the results, and then consider it at the next PC meeting. We do not 
normally meet in December so we are aiming to have our survey results by 19th November. 
  







As part of our community engagement, and to ensure that the community is fully informed 
of the implications of both options, we'd also be extremely grateful if someone in the 
planning department could please provide us with a short summary of the pros and cons of 
both Open Countryside and Community Cluster options?  
  
Hopefully if we can get moving on this quickly, this will also help Shropshire Council factor in 
any necessary amends to the Clive-specific parts of the draft Local Plan.  
  
Thank you very much both and all the best. 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 
Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 
Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 
will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To find 
out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –
 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 
viewed. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


Village shop and Community Hub status, Clive 
L Bardsley  
Thu 08/10/2020 14:06 
To: 


  Eddie West  
  Daniel Corden  


Hello Eddie and Dan,  
I hope you are both well. Just wondering if either of you could help with some LPR queries 
we have in Clive?  
 
 
I understand from the landlord that the village shop will close on 16th October (sooner than 
we expected), so would either of you be able to confirm please that Clive will drop 4 points 
to 47 points total, and would therefore default back to Open Countryside, rather than 
becoming a Community Hub as currently proposed in the draft Local Plan?  



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





 
 
The other question we have is what would SC consider a shop in terms of points for 
Community Hub status? I.e. would an ordering and delivery service for basic groceries be 
classed as a shop, or would only bricks and mortar retail outlets be classed as shops for the 
purposes of the points system? We only ask because a resident has approached a councillor 
to ask about this, this is not an approach that the parish council is currently planning on 
pursuing/promoting.   
 
On the assumption that the Clive does drop to below the points threshold for amenities and 
service and defaults back to Open Countryside, is there any key information we need to be 
aware of (outside what is already in the draft Local Plan) if Clive remains as Open 
Countryside, or alternatively if the community decides it wants to opt in as a Community 
Cluster? Our next Parish Council meeting is Thurs 15th Oct, so it would be really helpful to 
be able to inform residents on where we stand in terms of Community Hub status (given the 
closure of the shop), what would constitute a shop in SC view, and what the key points 
would be if we a) remained as Open Countryside, or b) opted in to be a Community Cluster. 
That way we can start to plan our next round of community engagement to establish 
whether Clive should stay as Open Countryside or become a Cluster. 
 
I do recognise you must both be very busy right now, so thanks very much in advance for 
your help, and all the best. 
Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 


Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 


Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 


will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To 


find out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –


 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 


viewed. 
 


---------------------------------------------------- 


 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





Re: Update - Village shop, Clive 
L Bardsley  
Tue 29/09/2020 17:22 


To: 


  Edward West  


Hello Eddie,  
thanks very much for getting back to me. I absolutely understand that Shropshire Council 
will need to consider this situation carefully (as will the Parish Council), but would you be 
able to say whether some kind of local grocery delivery service or mobile shop, or a shop 
run from the village hall on certain days of the week (another suggestion I've seen recently), 
would be classed as a shop for the purposes of the points system?  
 
At this point there are still quite a few unknowns, (we do not yet have a date for the closure 
for example), but in order to try and clarify some questions, it would be really helpful to 
have an idea of where Shropshire Council would stand on this, so that we can inform 
residents accordingly. 
 
Thanks again for your help and all the best. 
 
Kind regards, 
  
Miss Lydia Bardsley 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council     


 
   
PRIVACY NOTICE 


Clive Parish Council is collecting/managing your personal data under the new Data 


Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulations 2018. Your information 


will only be processed by the Council and will not be shared with any third parties. To 


find out more about our privacy arrangements please access the Council’s website –


 www.cliveparishcouncil.org where our detailed Privacy Notice and Privacy Policy can be 


viewed. 


 


 
From: Edward West  
Sent: 28 September 2020 09:10 



http://www.cliveparishcouncil.org/community/clive-parish-council-10158/procedural-documents/





To: L Bardsley  
Subject: RE: Update - Village shop, Clive 


  
Dear Lydia, 
  
Thank you for passing on this information.  Clearly Shropshire Council will need to reflect upon this 
and not rush to any hasty decisions on the status of the village, although of course you are welcome 
to factor this into your response. 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Eddie 
  
Eddie West 
Interim Planning Policy and Strategy Manager  
Shropshire Council 


 
e-mail:  
  
  
From: L Bardsley  
Sent: 26 September 2020 11:55 
To: Edward West  
Subject: Fwd: Update - Village shop, Clive 
  
Hello Eddie,  
I hope you are well. Following on from the conversation we had about a group of residents 
looking into the possibility of deliberately closing a service/amenity in Clive (the post office 
was mooted as one possiblity), you may have since heard that the landlord of the village store 
has sadly announced (unexpectedly) that they will be closing the store in the next customs of 
months. This would then mean that Clive drops to 47 points and I assume would take us out 
of Community Hub status and we would default back to Open Countryside I presume. We 
have been assured by the landlord that the timing of this is decision was coincidental, and that 
it is a permanent not a temporary closure, and that the building (7a High Street), will not be 
reopening as a shop in the future.  
  
We'll be factoring this into our official response to the Local Plan Review consultation, but 
unfortunately due to the timing of this revelation, we don't have time to engage the 
community (before the consultation finishes) about whether - assuming the closure does go 
ahead - they would prefer to remain as Open Countryside or become a Cluster. But once we 
have an idea of when exactly the shop will close, we will certainly be engaging with the 
community again.  
  
However, as you'll see from the email below, someone has asked the parish council for our 
views on a mobile shop. Would something like the below be classed as a shop and take us 
back into Community Hub status? 
  
If it doesn't, and Clive does stop being a Hub, is there any further information you can 
provide us re. Community Clusters, and Open Countryside, besides what is already published 
in the current draft of the local plan? Assuming the village shop does close, we want to make 







sure we have all the necessary information ourselves to share with the community, so that 
when we do ask residents for their preferences, they can make an informed decision.  
  
Thanks very much and all the best. 
  
P.s. Sorry for emailing you on a weekend, I certainly don't expect a reply immediately, but 
wanted to get this sent to you asap.  
  
Kind regards, 
 
Lydia Bardsley 
 
Clerk to Clive Parish Council 


 
 


 
Sent from my Android 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
  


 
From:  
Subject: Mobile shop 
 
 
 
 
Hi, 
 
I have been approached by someone in the village looking into the idea of a mobile shop. This would 
be a list of items villagers can ring up and order, and they would be delivered to the villagers home 
that day. This resident has also said they were considering offering a newspaper collection service 
from their house. 
 
They wanted to know what the parish councils views on this would be. 
 
I explained about the current situation with the Development points system and that villagers might 
not want a service that takes them back over the points, but I said I would ask for your thoughts. 
 
Would Shropshire Council consider this delivery service, of the basics bread, milk, eggs etc, to be a 
shop? 
 
Kate  
 



https://aka.ms/ghei36










Shropshire Council:  
Shropshire Local Plan 


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:  Lydia Bardsley, Clive Parish Council 


 


Q1. To which document does this representation relate? 


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


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


Local Plan 


 
Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the 


Shropshire Local Plan 


(Please tick one box) 


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


Paragraph: 


Click or 
tap here to 
enter text. 


Policy:  S17 Site:   
Policies 


Map: 
  


 


Q3. Do you consider the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the 


Shropshire Local Plan is: 


A. Legally compliant Yes:   No:  
      


B. Sound Yes:   No:  
      


C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate Yes:   No:  


  (Please tick as appropriate).  


Q4. Please give details of why you consider the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission 


Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 
fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. 


If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft 


of the Shropshire Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to 
set out your comments. 


Please see separate PDF for our response to Q4, and PDFs of evidence referred to in this 


response. 







Office Use Only 
Part A Reference:  


Part B Reference:  


 


(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. 


Clive settlement should be removed from both S17.2, Community Hubs: Wem Place Plan Area, 
and S17.4, Wider Rural Area: Wem Place Plan Area, (paragraphs 5.245 and 5.247) as the evidence 
provided shows that Clive settlement clearly does not possess the services and amenities required 
to meet the definition of a significant rural service centre, as defined by the Hierarchy of 
Settlements evidence base, and therefore does not qualify for a Community Hub designation.  


(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 


Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and 


supporting information necessary to support your representation and your suggested 


modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 


submissions. 
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, 


based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination. 
 


Q6. If your representation is seeking a modification to the Regulation 19: Pre-


Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to 
participate in examination hearing session(s)? 


Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing 
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate. 


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


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


 (Please tick one box) 


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


Clive Parish Council is the local authority elected to represent the local community, and has been 
very closely involved in the detailed discussions relating to the Local Plan Review since the 
beginning of this process. We strongly believe we should be given the opportunity to participate in 
the hearing sessions during the examination to ensure a fair and balanced discussion of Clive’s 
status within the Local Plan. 
 


(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. 


 


 


 







Office Use Only 
Part A Reference:  


Part B Reference:  


 


Signature:    Date:   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This is the Executive Summary for Shropshire Council’s Playing Pitch & Outdoor Sports 
Strategy (PPOSS). Both the Strategy and the preceding Assessment Report have been 
produced in accordance with Sport England guidance and both have achieved sign off from 
National Governing Bodies of Sport (NGBs) and Sport England. The study covers the 
period up to 2038, in line with the emerging local plan.  
 
Scope 
 
The project provides guidance and support in order to understand and assess the need for 
playing pitches. It provides a strategic framework for the maintenance and improvement of 
existing provision and covers the following sports:  
 
 Football pitches (including 3G 


pitches) 
 Cricket pitches 
 Rugby union pitches (including 3G 


pitches) 
 American football pitches 


 Hockey pitches (sand/water based 
AGPs) 


 Tennis courts 
 Bowling greens 
 Netball courts 


 
Vision 
 
A vision has been set out to provide a clear focus with desired outcomes for the Shropshire 
PPOSS. It seeks to: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aims  
 
The following overarching aims are based on the three Sport England themes. It is 
recommended that they are adopted by the Council and partners to enable delivery of the 
overall PPOSS vision and Sport England planning objectives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 


‘'An accessible, high quality and sustainable network of sports pitches and other 
outdoor sports facilities which supports increased sports participation by all residents, 


at all levels of play, from grassroots to elite'.’ 
 


AIM 1 


To protect the existing supply of outdoor sport facilities where it is needed to meet 
current and future needs.  
 
 


AIM 2 


To enhance outdoor sport facilities and ancillary facilities through improving quality 
and management of sites.  
 


AIM 3 


To provide new outdoor sport facilities where there is current or future demand to do 
so. 
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Headline findings 
 
The table below highlights the quantitative headline findings relating to the main pitch sports 
from the Assessment Report.  
 


Sport Analysis 
area 


Current demand (2019) Future demand (2038)1 


Pitch type Current capacity total 
in MES[1] 


Future capacity total 
in MES 


Football 
(grass 
pitches) 


Central 


 


 


Adult  Spare capacity of 5.5 Spare capacity of 2.5 


Youth 11v11 Spare capacity of 1.5 Shortfall of 1.5 


Youth 9v9 At capacity Shortfall of 2 


Mini 7v7 Spare capacity of 1 Spare capacity of 1 


Mini 5v5 Spare capacity of 3 Spare capacity of 3 


North East 


 


Adult Spare capacity of 0.5 Shortfall of 0.5 


Youth 11v11 Shortfall of 2.5 Shortfall of 2.5 


Youth 9v9 Spare capacity of 2 Spare capacity of 2 


Mini 7v7 At capacity At capacity 


Mini 5v5 


 


  


Spare capacity of 1 At capacity 


North West Adult  Spare capacity of 0.5 Spare capacity of 0.5 


Youth 11v11 Shortfall of 0.5 Shortfall of 1.5 


Youth 9v9 Spare capacity of 0.5 Spare capacity of 0.5 


Mini 7v7 At capacity At capacity 


Mini 5v5 Spare capacity of 0.5 At capacity 


South Adult  Spare capacity of 0.5 Spare capacity of 0.5 


Youth 11v11 At capacity At capacity 


Youth 9v9 At capacity Shortfall of 1 


Mini 7v7 At capacity At capacity 


Mini 5v5 At capacity At capacity 


South East Adult  Shortfall of 3.5 Shortfall of 3.5 


Youth 11v11 Spare capacity of 1 At capacity 


Youth 9v9 Shortfall of 1 Shortfall of 1.5 


Mini 7v7 Shortfall of 0.5 Shortfall of 0.5 


Mini 5v5 Shortfall of 3 Shortfall of 5.5 


South West Adult  Spare capacity of 1.5 Spare capacity of 1 


Youth 11v11 At capacity Shortfall of 1 


Youth 9v9 At capacity Shortfall of 2.5 


Mini 7v7 At capacity At capacity 


Mini 5v5 At capacity At capacity 


 


Football 
(3G 
pitches)[2] 


Central Full size / 
small size, 
floodlit 


Shortfall of 3 full 
sized 3G pitch for 
team training 


Shortfall of 3.5 full sized 
3G pitch for team 
training 


North East Shortfall of 2 full 
sized 3G pitch for 
team training 


Shortfall of 2 full sized 
3G pitch for team 
training 


North West Shortfall of 0.5 full 
sized 3G pitch for 
team training 


Shortfall of 0.5 full sized 
3G pitch for team 
training 


                                                
1 Please note future demand for football and cricket are referenced in Part 4: Sport Specific Issues Scenarios 
and Recommendations 
[1] MES – match equivalent sessions per week (per season for cricket) 
[2] Based on accommodating 38 teams on one full size pitch  
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Sport Analysis 
area 


Current demand (2019) Future demand (2038)1 


Pitch type Current capacity total 
in MES[1] 


Future capacity total 
in MES 


South At capacity At capacity 


South East Shortfall of 3 full 
sized 3G pitch for 
team training 


Shortfall of 3.5 full sized 
3G pitch for team 
training 


South West Shortfall of 0.5 full 
sized 3G pitch for 
team training 


Shortfall of 0.5 full sized 
3G pitch for team 
training 


 


Cricket Central  Saturday Shortfall of 27 Shortfall of 60 


Sunday Spare capacity of 28 Shortfall of 5 


Midweek Spare capacity of 46 Spare capacity of 14 


North East  Saturday Shortfall of 20 Shortfall of 42 


Sunday Spare capacity of 13 Shortfall of 20 


Midweek Spare capacity of 30 Spare capacity of 2 


North West Saturday Shortfall of 13 Shortfall of 24 


Sunday Shortfall of 13 Shortfall of 24 


Midweek Shortfall of 5 Shortfall of 13 


South Saturday At capacity Shortfall of 11 


Sunday At capacity Shortfall of 11 


Midweek At capacity At capacity 


South East Saturday Spare capacity of 9 Shortfall of 24 


Sunday Spare capacity of 31 Shortfall of 9 


Midweek Spare capacity of 40 Spare capacity of 12 


South West Saturday Spare capacity of 22 Spare capacity of 22 


Sunday Spare capacity of 33 Spare capacity of 33 


Midweek Spare capacity of 36 Spare capacity of 32 


 


Rugby 
union 


Central Senior Shortfall of 5.25 Shortfall of 5.75 


North East Senior At capacity Shortfall of 1 


North West Senior Shortfall of 4.5 Shortfall of 6 


South Senior Shortfall of 1.25 Shortfall of 5.5 


South East Senior Shortfall of 2 Shortfall of 3 


South West Senior Shortfall of 0.5 Shortfall of 0.5 


 


Hockey 
(sand 
AGPs) 


Shropshire Full size, 
floodlit 


There is a need to 
improve pitch quality 
and create a pitch to 
return exported 
demand. 


There is a need to 
improve pitch quality 
and create a pitch to 
return exported 
demand. 


Tennis Shropshire Courts Adequate provision Adequate provision 


Bowls Shropshire Greens Adequate provision Adequate provision 


Netball Shropshire Courts Adequate provision Adequate provision 


Other 
sports 


Shropshire Pitches Adequate provision Adequate provision 


 
From a quantitative perspective, the existing position for all sports is either that demand is 
being met or that there is a shortfall, whereas the future position shows the creation of 
shortfalls for some pitch types and in some areas where demand is currently being met and 
the exacerbation of existing shortfalls. There are current and future shortfalls of 3G pitches, 
rugby union pitches, cricket squares, and current shortfalls youth 11v11 pitches (North East 
and North West analysis areas) and adult, youth 9v9, mini 7v7 and mini 5v5 pitches in the 
South East Analysis Area. 
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When taking into consideration future demand, shortfalls worsen with additional shortfalls 
arising on adult pitches (North East Analysis Area), youth 11v11 pitches (Central and South 
West analysis areas) and youth 9v9 pitches (Central, South and South West analysis 
areas). 
 
As such it is considered that football shortfalls can be met through the better utilisation of 
existing provision, such as via pitch re-configuration, improving quality and encouraging or 
enabling access to unused/unavailable provision.  
 
In comparison for cricket and rugby union there is a need to improve the quality of existing 
facilities in addition to creating new provision to meet current and future levels of demand. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, a shortfall of 3G pitches can only be met through increased 
provision. With resources to improve the quality of grass pitches being limited, an increase 
in 3G provision could also help reduce grass pitch shortfalls through the transfer of play, 
thus reducing overplay, which in turn can aid pitch quality improvements.  
 
Further, there is also an unsuitable stock of hockey suitable AGPs relating to quality issues 
and an identified need for a new pitch within Market Drayton to accommodate exported 
demand.  
 
Where provision is played to capacity there may still be a need to sustain or improve quality, 
due to poor quality and to create strategic reserve to better sustain quality. 
 
Sport-by-sport recommendations 
 
A number of relevant scenarios have been tested against key issues for each sport, 
resulting the following recommendations.   
 
Football 


 Protect existing quantity of pitches until all demand is being met (unless replacement 
provision meets Sport England requirements and is agreed upon and provided).  


 Sustain pitch quality and seek improvements where necessary via utilisation of the 
FA’s Pitch Improvement Programme and associated funding opportunities. 


 Explore opportunities to gain long-term access to sites where community use is not 
currently offered.  


 Work to accommodate future demand at sites which are not operating at capacity or 
at sites not currently available for community use that could be moving forward.  


 Improve ancillary facilities where this is a clear need to do so.  
 Ensure clubs playing within, or with aspirations to play within, the football pyramid can 


progress. 
 Explore pitch reconfiguration where possible in order to alleviate pitch shortfalls 
 Explore the reinstatement of pitches to alleviate shortfalls, particularly at Kynaston 


Road Recreation Ground, Radbrook Recreation Ground and Waincott Recreation 
Ground. 


 Support Shawbury United FC in its aspirations to create its own site, only if the Club 
can secure long term tenure. 


 Further determine the feasibility for relocation of Greenfields Sports Ground which will 
include suitable ancillary facilities. 


 Monitor sites located on flood zones and carry out relevant improvements as required. 
 In the longer term, explore the feasibility of carpet hybrid pitches if research is positive, 


as a potential solution with regards to flooding. 
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 Update the Local Football Facilities Plan for Shropshire in due course with findings 
from the PPOSS. 


3G pitches 
 
 Protect current stock of 3G pitches and retain on the FA Pitch Register.  
 Look to create additional 3G provision in the Central, North East, North West, South 


and South East analysis areas in order to alleviate identified shortfalls. 
 Ensure that any new 3G pitches have community use agreements in place.  
 Ensure all current and future providers have in place a sinking fund to ensure long-term 


sustainability.  
 Ensure that all new 3G pitches are constructed to meet FA and FIFA recommended 


dimensions and quality performance standards.  
 Encourage more match play demand to transfer to 3G pitches and ensure that pitches 


remain suitable to accommodate such demand through appropriate certification when 
it is required.  


 Ensure that any new 3G pitches are priced competitively against the cost of hiring a 
grass pitches and are aimed at local grassroots clubs.  


 When any new full size 3G pitches are created within the Authority the feasibility of 
making them World Rugby Compliant should be examined. 


 Ensure discussions take place between the Council, EH, Shropshire FA and FF before 
any new 3G or hockey suitable provision is created to ensure stock sustainability. 


 Update the Local Football Facilities Plan for Shropshire in due course with findings from 
the PPOSS. 


 
Cricket 
 
 Protect all cricket squares in current use.   
 Work with clubs and grounds staff to review quality issues on squares to ensure 


appropriate quality is achieved at sites assessed as standard and sustained at sites 
assessed as good.  


 Assist in the reinstatement of cricket demand at Whittingham Cricket & Bowling Club. 
 Look to reinstate lapsed cricket provision at Ironbridge Power Station using housing 


developer contributions. 
 Ensure security of tenure for all clubs with lease arrangements in place by ensuring 


agreements have over 25 years remaining.  
 Support pavilion developments where it is required. 
 Explore options to provide clubs capacity for future demand including square quality 


improvements, creation of NTPs, securing tenure and secondary sites or creating new 
provision if required. 


 Any new cricket provision created should have a ball strike assessment carried out as 
a matter of due course. Where new housing or building developments are under 
consideration within proximity to existing facilities a ball strike risk assessment should 
be undertaken. In addition, any clubs which could be potentially affected by this issue 
should be signposted to the ECB. 


 Deliver the All Stars Cricket, Dynamos and women & girls programmes and seek to 
increase junior and female participation as a result. 


 Work to increase women and girls’ participation in line with the emerging Inspiring 
Generations ECB Strategy and protect existing provision so that women and girls have 
a suitable place to practise and play. 


 Monitor sites located on flood zones and carry out relevant improvements when 
required. 


 Using supplementary information provided by the Shropshire Cricket and the ECB look 
to address capacity and/or quality issues at Pontesbury Playing Fields, Shrewsbury 
Cricket Club, Frankwell Recreation Ground, Heath Road Ground, The Kynaston 
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Ground, Ellesmere Cricket Club, Oswestry Cricket Club, Bridgnorth Bowls, Cricket & 
Hockey Club, Alveley Cricket Club Four Oaks Ground / Alveley Recreation Ground 
and Priorslee Road 


 
Rugby union 
 
 Existing quantity of rugby union pitches to be protected or be fully mitigated to meet 


National Planning Policy. 
 Improve pitch quality at secure sites to alleviate overplay and create actual spare 


capacity, particularly at sites that are significantly overplayed such as Oswestry RFC, 
Shrewsbury RFC and Clee Hill RFC. 


 Where required, assist clubs in obtaining long term agreements in order to provide 
security of tenure. 


 Continue to develop strong relationships between rugby clubs and schools through 
curricular and extracurricular programmes in order to increase levels of mini and junior 
participation.  


 Assist Ludlow RFC in installation of floodlights and access of Linney Park. 
 Monitor sites located on flood zones and carry out relevant improvements when 


required. 
 Improve ancillary facilities where this is a clear need to do so.  
 Ensure in the relocation/mitigation of Greenfields Sports Ground if the site is 


developed for housing. 
 Assist club in the creation/access of additional provision, where required, to alleviate 


overplay. 
 Secure access to pitches to alleviate overplay at Clee Hill Rugby Club, Oswestry 


Rugby Club and Shrewsbury Rugby Club. 
 Explore options for temporary alternative provision for those clubs located in flood 


zones during periods of flooding. 
 Explore the feasibility of securing access to educational sites to reduce current and 


future levels of overplay and improve pitch quality where applicable. 
 
Hockey  
 
 As a priority, refurbish the pitches at Roman Road Sports Centre, Whitchurch Sports 


& Leisure Centre and Bridgnorth Endowed School. 
 Protect all existing full size hockey suitable AGPs for hockey use.  
 Ensure a sinking fund is in place for long-term sustainability of all current and new 


pitches 
 Explore the potential of returning Market Drayton HC demand back into Shropshire if 


suitable provision can be created. 
 Explore creating regular secured access to provision at RAF Shawbury and RAF 


Cosford School of Physical Training. 
 Ensure that future demand from new England Hockey initiative, Hockey Heroes (aimed 


at growing participation for under 10s) can be accommodated.  
 When the 3G pitch stock increases, encourage the transfer of football demand from 


the sand-based AGPs in order to free up increased capacity for hockey activity.  
 Ensure discussions take place between the Council, EH, Shropshire FA and FF before 


any new 3G or hockey suitable provision is created to ensure stock sustainability. 
 Improve ancillary facilities where this is a clear need to do so. 
 Where required, assist clubs in obtaining long term agreements in order to provide 


security of tenure. 
 When refurbishing/creating provision considered the feasibility of installing a Gen 2 


surface. 
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Bowls 
 
 Retain existing quantity of greens.  
 Improve poor and standard quality greens through enhanced maintenance regimes. 
 Assist clubs, where possible, with any future ancillary provision improvements 
 Support clubs with plans to increase membership so that growth can be maximised.  
 Monitor sites located on flood zones and carry out relevant improvements when 


required. 


Tennis 
 
 Retain and sustain quality of club courts for competitive play through implementation of 


appropriate maintenance regimes.  


 Support clubs which have aspirations for courts and ancillary facility improvements. 
 Improve quality of key local authority courts and accompanying ancillary provision, first 


and foremost focusing on sites that best accommodate informal play. 


 Explore implementation of ClubSpark, Rally and Gate Access schemes at appropriate 
sites to enhance available provision for informal tennis. 


 Consider the feasibility of operating LTA programmes such as Tennis for Kids, Tennis 
for Free and Great British Tennis Weekend to attract new players to the sport. 


 When refurbishing/creating provision considered the feasibility of installing a Gen 2 
surface. 


 Monitor sites located on flood zones and carry out relevant improvements when 
required. 


 
Netball 
 
 Protect quantity of courts. 
 When refurbishing/creating provision considered the feasibility of installing a Gen 2 


surface. 
 Seek to improve poor quality courts quality through resurfacing or improved 


maintenance. 
 Look to continue and expand the use of courts for England Netball initiatives such as 


Back to Netball and Walking Netball.  
 Facilitate improved engagement between England Netball and schools.  
 
Delivering the Strategy 
 
The PPOSS seeks to provide guidance for maintenance/management decisions and 
investment made across Shropshire. By addressing the issues identified in the Assessment 
Report and using the strategic framework presented in the Strategy, the current and future 
sporting and recreational needs of Shropshire can be satisfied.  
 
It is important that there is regular annual monitoring and review against the actions 
identified in the Strategy. This monitoring should be led by the local authority and supported 
by all members of the steering group. As a guide, if no review and subsequent update has 
been carried out within three years, Sport England and the NGBs would consider the 
PPOSS and the information on which it is based to be out of date. 
 
This being said please see the Assessment Report and Strategy & Action Plan for more 
details surrounding the delivery especially regarding the impact of COVID 19.  








Clive Parish Council part B representation, 
for Regulation-19 pre-submission draft 
Local Plan 


Q4: SP2 Strategic approach: Unsound 
Paragraph 3.24 of Strategic Policy SP2 refers to the importance of ensuring the long-term sustainability of 
rural communities through appropriate levels of development within rural areas, and describes 
Community Hubs as “significant rural service centres”. In the 2017 stage of the Local Plan process 
Shropshire Council chose to adopt a consistent methodology of assessing settlements and for identifying 
Community Hubs, set out in the Hierarchy of Settlements document. The Hierarchy of Settlements (most 
recently updated in August 2020) supports the Local Plan Review and in particular Policies SP2, SP8 and 
settlement policy S17 (the latter two will be dealt with in separate representations), by setting out the 
methodology and conclusions for identifying different types of settlements in Shropshire. The purpose of 
the evidence of the Hierarchy of Settlement is to inform policy with an assessment of specific and 
consistent criteria about Shropshire’s settlements and their sustainability and ability to support 
additional housing. 
 
However, the application of Policy SP2 in the identification of Community Hubs is not based on up to 
date, accurate, or appropriate evidence. Furthermore, the manner in which Shropshire Council has 
handled changes to local amenities and services throughout the Local Plan Review process has not been 
consistent across all settlements. Its deferral of matters relating specifically to the settlement designation 
of Clive (Wem Place Plan area) also means the Plan is not effective. 
 


Clive Parish Council objections on grounds of soundness 
Clive Parish Council’s objections and subsequent modification request focus predominantly on Shropshire 
Council’s decision to include two amenities (Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling green) in Clive’s 
Hierarchy of Settlements assessment score, despite the fact that these two facilities no longer exist. 
Without these two amenities, Clive does not meet the criteria for Community Hub designation, and 
therefore Clive’s inclusion as a Community Hub in Schedule SP2.2 is not based on accurate evidence and 
is not justified. Combined with the Council’s deferral of matters relating to Clive settlement, this means 
the Plan is not effective, and therefore it is unsound.  
 


Evidence supporting our representation 
We will be including the following evidence (in chronological order) which will be referred to at various 
points in our representation: 


1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018) 
Letter dated 24th May 2018 from Wrekin Housing Trust to the Clive Bowling Club (and email notifying 
Parish Council), in which they give the Bowling Club 4 weeks’ notice to vacate Clive Hall grounds and 
remove all bowling green associated buildings, as the new owners required vacant possession and private 
usage of the land.  


2. Clive Parish meeting minutes, attended by Eddie West, Shropshire Council (03.01.2019) 
During this public meeting Eddie West repeatedly emphasised and assured the community that the 
Hierarchy of Settlements methodology would be applied consistently to all settlements across the 
county, that points would be removed if amenities were lost, and that if Clive dropped below the 48 







point threshold it would no longer be classed as a Community Hub and would revert to Open 
Countryside. 


3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base 
(Jan 2019) 


Originally there were no points allocated to Clive for Outdoor Sports Facilities (pg. 35-36, Hierarchy of 
Settlements 2017). Once the Parish Council realised that the Clive Hall bowling green had been 
erroneously added in the 2018 version of the Hierarchy of Settlements document the then Parish Council 
Chairman Cllr Kate Bentham immediately raised this with Shropshire Council. 


4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019)  
Our formal response to Preferred Sites stage of the consultation makes clear that the Hierarchy of 
Settlements evidence base was incorrect for Clive, as the bowling green no longer existed, and that 
Clive’s score should be adjusted from 54 to 51.  


5. Clive Hall site layout plan, planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019) 
In their own planning application drawings and plans, the new owners of Clive Hall refer to the former 
bowling green plot as lawn. 


6. Email correspondence with Eddie West, re. changing provision of amenities and Clive points score 
(Oct 2019) 


In this email chain Eddie West re-confirms that if both the Post Office and Village Shop were to close, 
“this would reduce the ‘score’ for the village to 43. […] this would lead SC to the decision to remove Clive 
from being a Community Hub in the emerging Local Plan Review in March 2020.” He also mentions that if 
these amenities were to re-open before submitting the plan for inspection, “we would then have the 
opportunity to re-introduce the village as a Community Hub as a ‘minor amendment’ and for this to be 
submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.”  


7. Email from Eddie West, confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019) 
Email from Shropshire Council’s Eddie West, in which he accepts that the outdoor sports facility (Clive 
Hall bowling green) is to be removed from Clive’s assessment score: “[….] I would continue to consider 
therefore the village scores 51 points, given I have accepted the parish council’s view that the outdoor 
play facility which had scored three points, is to be removed.” 


8. Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status 
(Sept-Nov 2020) 


The Parish Council immediately informed Shropshire Council of the forthcoming shop closure and 
repeatedly asked for confirmation that the loss of 4 points for the shop would take Clive below the 
threshold for Community Hub designation. 


9. Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020) 
Shropshire Council argues that the Clive Hall bowling green is still included in the Open Space Needs 
Assessment (OSNA, 2017), and that we need to show it is surplus to requirements. The OSNA has 
however been superseded by the Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (PPOSS), formally adopted 
by Shropshire Council in Nov 2020, which does not include a bowling green at Clive Hall. 


10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response 
Our question to the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 (pg. 3-5) challenged the use of inaccurate and out of 
date information on non-existent amenities to justify Clive’s designation as a Community Hub, and raised 
concerns about the inconsistent application of the Hierarchy of Settlements methodology.  


11. Email correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Clive’s settlement status (Dec 2020-Jan 2021) 
Emails to Eddie West following the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 setting out detailed arguments for 
removing the no-longer-existent village shop and bowling green as amenities under Clive’s Hierarchy of 
Settlements assessment score.  



https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s16708/Appendix%20Local%20Plan%20report%20-%20Hierarchy%20of%20Settlements%20Assessment.pdf

https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s16708/Appendix%20Local%20Plan%20report%20-%20Hierarchy%20of%20Settlements%20Assessment.pdf

https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/11310/1-updated-hierarchy-of-settlements-assessment.pdf

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/42C3AD8FC419D6F8374A72B04F345C6F/pdf/19_02885_FUL-SITES_LAYOUT-3682721.pdf

https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/media/11407/shropshire-open-space-needs-assesment.pdf

https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/media/11407/shropshire-open-space-needs-assesment.pdf





12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning applications for conversion of shop into residential 
annex 


The owner of the former shop building (who also owns and resides in the adjoining property, Crows 
Cottage) has now submitted planning applications to convert the former shop building into a residential 
annex.  


13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL. 
Supporting statements from the both former owner (Oct 2009 – Oct 2019), and the most recent tenant 
(Oct 2019 – Oct 2020) regarding the longstanding unviability of the Village Stores business. The previous 
owner confirms the shop was on the market for 5 years with little interest from potential buyers due to 
low profits, and Halls also confirms that despite marketing the business from June 2019 there was very 
little interest in taking it on.  
 


Inaccurate and out of date evidence regarding Clive settlement (Wem Place Plan area) 
With regard to inaccurate evidence, according to Shropshire Council, the current scoring for the 
settlement of Clive (Wem Place Plan area) includes the following amenities, for a total score of 54 points: 
 
Public transport link:      5 points 
Regular service offered during peak travel time:   5 points 
Nursery/pre-school:     4 points 
Primary school:      4 points 
NHS/GP surgery:     4 points 
Chemist/Pharmacist:     3 points 
Convenience store*:     4 points 
Post Office:      4 points 
Place of worship:     3 points 
Community Hall:      4 points 
Library:       3 points 
Outdoor sports facility*:    3 points 
Amenity Green Space:     3 points 
Superfast broadband:     5 points 
 
However, the above scoring is not based on correct, appropriate, up to date evidence, and is therefore 
not justified or sound. It does not take into account the fact that the convenience store (Clive Village 
Stores), closed on 16th October 2020, and that the outdoor sports facility, the Clive Hall bowling green, 
has been under private ownership, the bowling pavilion and other associated buildings have been 
removed, and the site is completely inaccessible to the general public since the new owners took 
possession of Clive Hall in the summer of 2018 (Evidence 1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, 
and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018). The owners of Clive Hall also refer to the former bowling 
green land as lawn within their own planning applications (Evidence 5. Clive Hall site layout plan, 
planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019)). 
 
Taking into account these changes in amenities and services, 7 points should have been deducted and the 
correct assessment score for Clive should be 47 points. As this falls below the threshold for Community 
Hub designation (48 points), Clive does not meet the intended definition of a Community Hub and overall 
settlement hierarchy needed to maintain overall sustainability, and therefore the inclusion of Clive as a 
Community Hub (Schedule SP2.2) cannot be considered to be justified.  
 
 



https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QMH680TDJQU00

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/42C3AD8FC419D6F8374A72B04F345C6F/pdf/19_02885_FUL-SITES_LAYOUT-3682721.pdf

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/files/42C3AD8FC419D6F8374A72B04F345C6F/pdf/19_02885_FUL-SITES_LAYOUT-3682721.pdf





Inconsistent handling of changes in services and amenities 
Furthermore, the Parish Council is very concerned that the Hierarchy of Settlements methodology has 
not been applied consistently throughout the whole of Shropshire, specifically with respect to handling 
changes in amenities and services and subsequent reassessment of other proposed Community Hubs. For 
example, the Parish Council in Myddle (Wem Place Plan area) was able to simply notify Shropshire 
Council of the closure of the village convenience store in 2018, and the relevant points were 
subsequently deducted from Myddle’s Hierarchy of Settlements assessments score. As Myddle then fell 
below the threshold for Community Hub designation, the settlement was removed from the list of 
Community Hubs in the draft Local Plan. Similarly, the assessment score for Westbury settlement 
(Shrewsbury Place Plan area) was reviewed and points deducted following the closure of the Post Office 
in the summer of 2020. Westbury also then fell below the 48-point threshold and as it no longer met the 
criteria for Community Hub designation it is not included as a Community Hub in the Regulation-9 Pre-
Submission draft of the Local Plan.  
 
However, Shropshire Council’s consistent approach has not been applied to Clive settlement, despite: 
a) Shropshire Council being notified that the Clive Hall bowling green facility no longer existed (Evidence 
3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base (Jan 
2019) and Evidence 4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 
2019), 
b) Shropshire Council acknowledging in November 2019 that the 3 points for the Clive Hall bowling green 
were to be removed from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score (Evidence 7. Email from Eddie West, 
confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019) 
c) Shropshire Council being immediately notified by the Parish Council (26.09.2020) of the imminent 
closure of the village shop, and the Parish Council confirming the closure on 16.10.2020 (Evidence 8: 
Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-
Nov 2020)  
 
Despite the email from Eddie West on 21.11.2019, Shropshire Council did not remove the points for the 
Clive Hall bowling green, and the Parish Council were only made aware of this fact indirectly (a phone call 
on 01.12.2020 with our County Cllr Simon Jones), after the close of the Regulation-18 consultation. Up 
until this point the Parish Council had been working on the basis of a total points score for Clive 
settlement of 51 points (as per Eddie West’s email on 21.11.2019).  
 
The Parish Council has gone to great lengths over the last 3 years to ensure Clive’s assessment score was 
properly adjusted to reflect the most up to date changes in provision of amenities and services, via 
meetings, phone calls, and repeated correspondence with Shropshire Council Officers, in our formal 
responses to the Preferred Sites consultation (Evidence 4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, 
Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019), and to the Regulation-18 stage (Oct 2020) of the Local Plan 
Review process, and via a question at the Shropshire Council cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020 (after we 
became aware of Shropshire Council’s failure/refusal to remove the bowling green from Clive’s Hierarchy 
of Settlements score). We understand that residents, including the owner of the former shop building, 
have also shared their concerns about the inaccuracies in relation to Clive’s designation as a Community 
Hub.  
 
Through these various channels of communication the Parish Council has highlighted the loss of 
amenities and inaccuracies of Clive’s assessment score, and has repeatedly asked Shropshire Council to 
confirm that Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlement’s score would be corrected, and to confirm that Clive would 
no longer be designated as a Community Hub. As Shropshire Council chose to progress the Regulation-19: 
Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan in December without addressing the incorrect Hierarchy of Settlements 
score for Clive (in spite of evidence provided by the Parish Council and the owner of the shop building) 
and instead deferred this matter, Clive Parish Council is now forced to request a major modification to 
the Plan, on the grounds of it not being effective or justified, and therefore the Plan is unsound.  
 



https://www.hugofox.com/shared/attachments.asp?f=ff03f248%2Ddfbc%2D433c%2Dbd0d%2Dbadf026e5bd2%2Epdf&o=Clive%2DPC%2DLocal%2DPlan%2DReview%2Dreg%2D18%2DPart%2Db%2Dconsultation%2Dform%2Epdf





Shropshire Council’s formal response to our question at the cabinet meeting on 7.12.2020 was that it 
would be “premature” to change Clive’s services and amenities settlement assessment, and that further 
evidence would be required before it could be reviewed, namely a change of use planning application for 
the shop (Evidence 10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response). 
Shropshire Council is also justifying their decision to retain the Clive Hall bowling green as an outdoor 
sports facility under Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlement’s amenities and service score, because it is included 
in the Open Spaces Needs Assessment (2017), and have told the Parish Council that it will need to be 
tested against current or emerging Local Plan policy to show the Clive Hall bowling green is surplus to 
requirements. This is despite the fact that Shropshire Council is fully aware that the Clive bowling club 
was told to vacate Clive Hall bowling green in May 2018, (Evidence 1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to 
Bowling Club (24.05.2018), and has been using Preston Brockhurst bowling green for over 2 years.  
 
Whilst the timing of the Clive Village Store closure is more recent than the loss of amenities in Westbury 
and Myddle, both those Parish Councils have confirmed that, aside from simple correspondence, no 
additional evidence was required for their respective Hierarchy of Settlement assessment scores to be 
corrected and for Shropshire Council to agree to remove both Myddle and Westbury from the list of 
Community Hubs within the Local Plan. If Shropshire Council had applied the same methodology 
consistently to Clive’s circumstances, then the matter of Clive’s designation as a Community Hub would 
have been resolved long before the current Regulation-19: Pre-Submission draft Local Plan consultation.  
 
The Parish Council has also repeatedly expressed its intention to engage the community regarding 
whether Clive should become a Community Cluster or remain as Open Countryside, (Evidence 8. Email 
correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-Nov 
2020). It has also expressed the feeling that remaining as Open Countryside is not necessarily the right 
thing for the village, and was open to exploring the benefits of opting in as a Community Cluster. If 
Shropshire Council had treated Clive the same as Myddle and Westbury, and removed it as a Community 
Hub earlier in the process, then the Parish Council could easily have consulted the community and 
potentially agreed to put Clive forward as a Community Cluster, in time for it to have been incorporated 
in the Regulation-19 pre-submission draft Local Plan.  
 
As it stands now, assuming the Planning Inspector agrees with the evidence we have provided and 
removes Clive as a Community Hub, then it would automatically default to Open Countryside, and the 
only route for Clive to become a Community Cluster in future is the lengthy and expensive 
Neighbourhood Plan process.  
 
As the matter of Clive’s settlement designation has been repeatedly and unnecessarily deferred then the 
Plan cannot be considered effective or sound, and the inconsistent application of the Hierarchy of 
Settlements methodology with regard to Clive also raises serious questions over the soundness of the 
Local Plan.  
 


Additional evidence to support the removal of Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling 
green from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score 


Clive Village Stores 
Despite the disparity of Clive’s treatment, in order to meet Shropshire Council’s requirement for 
additional evidence, the owner of the Clive Village Stores building (7a High Street) has written to 
Shropshire Council on a number of occasions since the first announcement of the shop closure in Sept 
2020. This correspondence has set out the reasoning behind the closure, namely the longstanding 
unviability of the business (rather than a temporary closure as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic), their 
firm intention not to re-let the building as a shop, and more recently their intention to convert the 
building into a residential annex. Despite this correspondence, Shropshire Council continued to defer 







rather than resolve the matter regarding the points for the shop, therefore the Local Plan cannot be 
considered effective and is therefore unsound. 
 
Since the cabinet meeting on 07.12.2020, planning applications have now been submitted to Shropshire 
Council to convert the shop building (Evidence 12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning 
applications for conversion of shop into residential annex). Both the previous shop owner and the most 
recent tenant have provided supporting statements regarding the longstanding unviability of the 
business. Despite the business being marketed from 2014 to 2019, there was very little interest in taking 
it on due to low profits (Evidence 13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC 
and 21/00048/FUL). The Parish Council has also emphasised the unviability of the shop business in its 
correspondence with Shropshire Council regarding the shop closure (Evidence 8. – Specifically email 
dated 22.10.2020 - Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and 
settlement status (Sept-Nov 2020). However, as Shropshire Council has continued to defer these 
matters, and as the Regulation-19: Pre-Submission draft Local Plan has not taken into account this 
evidence, it cannot be considered effective or justified.  


Clive Hall bowling green 
With regard to the Clive Hall bowling green, Shropshire Council’s justification relies on its inclusion within 
the Open Space Needs Assessment (2017) which pre-dates the change of ownership of Clive Hall and the 
subsequent loss of the bowling green facility (2018). Furthermore, the Open Space Needs Assessment 
(OSNA) itself uses out of date data from 2009, and was a desktop assessment which did not involve any 
site visits to assess facilities (para. 3.1.2, pg. 13 OSNA) due to “financial constraints”. In addition to this, 
the data included in the OSNA on outdoor sports facilities has now been superseded by Shropshire 
Council’s more recently adopted Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020), which, although it 
includes other local facilities in the Wem area such as Hadnall, Preston Brockhurst, and Shawbury 
bowling greens, it does not include the Clive Hall bowling green (Evidence 9. pgs. 29-31, Playing Pitch 
and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020)). Shropshire Council is therefore relying on considerably out of 
date, inaccurate, and inappropriate evidence, and therefore the Plan is not justified or sound.  
 
Furthermore, when looking at the PPOSS in more detail, the key recommendations for the Wem area (pg. 
25, PPOSS, Oct 2020) do not mention any shortfall in bowling provision, and in the executive summary 
the Headline Findings (pg. 3, Executive Summary, PPOSS, Oct 2020) show there is and will be “adequate 
provision” for bowls, both now and until 2038. Under the Sport-by-sport recommendations, the first 
recommendation for bowls is to “Retain the existing quantity of greens”, with no recommendation to 
increase this figure (pg.7, Executive Summary, PPOSS, Oct 2020). As the Clive Hall bowling green is not 
included in either the main PPOSS document or Executive Summary, by extension, this shows that there 
is no demand for this specific facility, as the PPOSS demonstrates that there is already adequate provision 
for bowling facilities without Clive Hall. Therefore the most up to date evidence shows there is no 
justification for including the Clive Hall bowling green in Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements services and 
amenities points score. As the Regulation-19: Pre-Submission draft Local Plan has not taken into account 
the most up to date, accurate, and appropriate evidence then it cannot be considered justified or sound. 


Q5: Modification required:  
Clive settlement should be removed from Schedule SP2.2, Community Hubs as the evidence provided 
shows that Clive settlement clearly does not possess the services and amenities required to meet the 
definition of a significant rural service centre, as defined by the Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base, 
and therefore does not qualify for a Community Hub designation.  
 
 



https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QMH680TDJQU00





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)? 
 
YES 
 


Q7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary: 
Clive Parish Council is the local authority elected to represent the local community, and has been very 
closely involved in the detailed discussions relating to the Local Plan Review since the beginning of this 
process. We strongly believe we should be given the opportunity to participate in the hearing sessions 
during the examination to ensure a fair and balanced discussion of Clive’s status within the Local Plan.  
 
 
 
 





		Q4: SP2 Strategic approach: Unsound

		Clive Parish Council objections on grounds of soundness

		Evidence supporting our representation

		1. Wrekin Housing Trust letter to Bowling Club, and email to Clive Parish Council (24.05.2018)

		2. Clive Parish meeting minutes, attended by Eddie West, Shropshire Council (03.01.2019)

		3. Councillor correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Hierarchy of Settlements evidence base (Jan 2019)

		4. Clive Parish Council response to Local Plan, Preferred Sites consultation (Feb 2019)

		5. Clive Hall site layout plan, planning application, 19/02885/FUL (July 2019)

		6. Email correspondence with Eddie West, re. changing provision of amenities and Clive points score (Oct 2019)

		7. Email from Eddie West, confirming Clive points score (21.11.2019)

		8. Email correspondence to Shropshire Council regarding village shop closure and settlement status (Sept-Nov 2020)

		9. Playing Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy (Oct 2020)

		10. Clive Parish Council question to cabinet and Shropshire Council response

		11. Email correspondence with Shropshire Council re. Clive’s settlement status (Dec 2020-Jan 2021)

		12. 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL, Planning applications for conversion of shop into residential annex

		13. Supporting statements for planning applications 21/00049/LBC and 21/00048/FUL.



		Inaccurate and out of date evidence regarding Clive settlement (Wem Place Plan area)

		Inconsistent handling of changes in services and amenities

		Additional evidence to support the removal of Clive Village Store and Clive Hall bowling green from Clive’s Hierarchy of Settlements score

		Clive Village Stores

		Clive Hall bowling green





		Q5: Modification required:

		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)?

		Q7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
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Representation Form
Please complete a separate Paft 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
ma ki ng effective representations.


Part B: Represen :::::,:,:,::::::::,=,,,t ltll;i
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Name and Organisation: I Lydia Bardsley, Clive Parish Council


To which document does this representation relate?


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


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


Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the
Shropshire Local Plan


(Please tick one box)


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


tr
tr
tr


If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Regulation 79: 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.
Please see separate PDF for our response to Q4, and PDFs of evidence referred to in this
response.


Yes:


Yes:


Yes:
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Q3. Do you consider the Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the
Shropshire Loca! Plan is:
A. Legally compliant


B. Sound


C. Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate


(Please tick as appropriate).







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 79: 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.


Clive settlement should be removed from Schedule SP2.2, Community Hubs as the evidence
provided shows that Clive settlement clearly does not possess the services and amenities required
to meet the definition of a significant rural service centre, as defined by the Hierarchy of
Settlements evidence base, and therefore does not qualify for a Community Hub designation.


(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,


Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate.


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


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


(Please tick one box)


Q7. If you wish to in t-h*Hhrlng """;i 5,1ij' ase outline why
you consider this to
Clive Parish Council is the local authority elected to represent the local community, and has been
very closely involved in the detailed discussions relating to the Local Plan Review since the
beginning of this process. We strongly believe we should be given the opportunity to participate in
the hearing sessions during the examination to ensure a fair and balanced discussion of Clive's
status within the Local Plan.


(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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Signatur Date: t9/02/2O2L
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