Market Drayton Neighbourhood Development Plan Health Check

The following document comprises the NDP Health Check carried out with the assistance of Locality, the organisation established to support local groups to develop neighbourhood plans. Following changes made in response to comments received at the Regulation 14 consultation stage, a revised Draft Plan, a Strategic Environmental Assessment, together with the draft Basic Condition Statement and Consultation Statement, were forwarded, through Locality to Catherine Loveday BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI (August 2017) to undertake the Health Check.
The advice offered, together with the actions undertaken (final column) in relation to these are set out below.

NB As a consequence of one of the recommendations, the policy reference was changed from S.M to MDNDP to avoid confusion.

Summary of Recommendations
· The emphasis of the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) policies are watered down by conservative wording.  It is suggested that the policies positively support the development sites promoted in the framing of the policy wording (see detailed comments).

· The Plan needs to be clear which allocations and supported sites are derived from the Shropshire Development Plan Documents. In addition, the methodology of site selection and discounting must be more clearly expressed in order to robustly back up the sites included and excluded from the Plan.
· The Basic Conditions Statement (BCS) is clear and addresses the key policies from the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Shropshire Development Plan.
· The Consultation Statement (CS) is a critical document required to ensure compliance of the NP with the regulations and that engagement with the local community has been proportionate to the scale and aims of the Plan, in line with the advice in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). More detail is required on the strategy for engagement of hard to reach groups. The consultation between the parishes prior to and after designation, in preparing the Plan, is an area of very significant, fundamental concern.
· CS should include copies of the consultation material such as posters and questionnaires included in the appendices of the document for the examiner to review.
· Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) screening is not referred to, this should be addressed.

· The Qualifying Body (QB) should consider the arrangements for the referendum and independent examination, if this has not yet been addressed.
· I indicate in various places in this health check alternative text or deletions of wording in your Plan. These are suggestions for your consideration. 
Part 1 – Process
	
	Criteria
	Source
	Response/Comments
	Action taken in relation to advice by Market Drayton Town Council

	1.1
	Have the necessary statutory requirements been met in terms of the designation of the neighbourhood area? 


	Shropshire Council Website
	Yes. The Plan relates to one Neighbourhood Area.   The BCS should include confirmation that the Plan has been prepared by a qualifying body, the exact date of designation and the dates of the consultation periods in line with the regulations as detailed in the CS and Market Drayton Neighbourhood Plan (MDNP). 
However, I have some specific issues of potential concern, which are set out below in my detailed comments.


	Change made to comply with this recommendation

	1.2
	If the area does not have a parish council, have the necessary statutory requirements been met in terms of the designation of the neighbourhood forum? 


	N/A
	Not applicable. Market Drayton Neighbourhood Plan Area is made up of Market Drayton Town and parts of Adderley, Moreton Say and Norton-in Hales.
	Noted

	1.3
	Has the plan been the subject of appropriate pre-submission consultation and publicity, as set out in the legislation, or is this underway? 


	MD Consultation Statement (CS)
	Based on the CS there is no indication that pre-submission consultation has not been carried out in line with the Regulations and has been appropriate in line with the scale, coverage and complexity of the Plan area. 
	NDP area comprises a number of Parish Councils. The Consultation Statement has been amended to cover the concerns expressed about the pre and post designation arrangements undertaken with the other parishes.

	1.4
	Has there been a programme of community engagement proportionate to the scale and complexity of the plan?


	MDNP
	Yes, however more detail and discussion of the methodology of consultation between the parish councils, prior to designation of the Plan is required, and the strategy for engaging ‘hard to reach groups’. See notes in detailed comments below.
	This issue has been addressed in the Consultation Statement

	1.5
	Are arrangements in place for an independent examiner to be appointed? 


	No evidence
	There is no information provided on this.  Would advise that the QB begin the process of identifying a suitable independent examiner as soon as possible.
Whilst the general approach is to assess the CVs provided by prospective examiners, you may also find it very helpful in coming to a decision by reading examples of their reports on other neighbourhood plans.


	This will be undertaken after Shropshire Council has completed its consultation under Regulation 16 and determined the plan can proceed to Examination

	1.6
	Are discussions taking place with the electoral services team on holding the referendum? 


	No evidence
	There is no information provided on this.  The QB should engage with Shropshire Council to ascertain this information, if they have not already done so.
	This will be undertaken after Shropshire Council has completed its consultation under Regulation 16 and determined the plan can proceed to Examination

	1.7
	Is there a clear project plan for bringing the plan into force and does it take account of local authority committee cycles? 


	No evidence
	There is no information provided on this.  The QB should engage with Shropshire Council to ascertain this information, if they have not already done so.
	This will be undertaken after Shropshire Council has completed its consultation under Regulation 16 and determined the plan can proceed to Examination

	1.8
	Has an SEA screening been carried out by the LPA? 


	Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA Report) 
	SEA screening been undertaken, and a report submitted, completed by AECOM consultants.  The recommendations of this report are accepted and have been incorporated into the draft Plan.


	The SEA for Regulation 14 was undertaken by consultants. 

	1.9
	Has an HRA screening been carried out by the LPA? 


	No evidence 
	There is no information provided on this.  The QB should engage with Shropshire Council to ascertain whether an HRA screening is considered appropriate, if they have not already done so.

	Shropshire Council has confirmed that an HRA Screening is unnecessary.


Part 2 – Content

	
	Criteria
	Source
	Response/Comments
	Action taken in relation to NDP

	2.1
	Are policies appropriately justified with a clear rationale? 


	MDNP
	Policies have a clear rationale and accompanying justification.  The general expectation is that site selection and justification of the discounting of alternatives should be clearly discussed in the Plan.  The policy justifications include some key local knowledge and address the sites in detail; it should be borne in mind that any sites allocated must be suitable, available and deliverable within the plan period and the MDNP should demonstrate that each of these factors has been weighed.

	Discussions have taken place with landowners or their agents and, in relation to the marina proposal, a potential developer who is in contact with the landowner’s agent. In all instances the land is considered to be available.
In relation to the marina proposal, joint discussions (including an officer of Shropshire Council Planning department) have taken place with the potential developer upon the policy provisions that should ensure a viable scheme can be proposed.
The proposed new playing fields area was agreed with the agent for the landowner.

In relation to both these main proposals, the approach to site selection is included/expanded within the NDP. 

	2.2
	Is it clear which parts of the draft plan form the ‘neighbourhood plan proposal’ (i.e. the neighbourhood 

development plan) under the Localism Act, subject to the independent examination, and which parts do not form part of the 
‘plan proposal’, and would not be tested by the independent examination? 


	MDNP
	Yes.  The MDNP Is well structured and makes a clear distinction between policies and objectives.  The Shropshire Council policies are heavily referenced in the Plan and policies which ties the MDNP very closely to the documents referenced, this will lead to review requirements and does not reinforce the MDNP as a standalone policy document.  The lettering of policies is confusing in places due to frequent referencing of policies from other plans (see detailed notes below).
	It was originally intended to try to reflect Shropshire Council’s SAMDev Plan approach which prefixed settlement policies with an ‘S’. However, it is accepted in order to avoid confusion the policies within Market Drayton NDP might be changed to try to avoid this.  However, it is intended that the policies within both Shropshire Local Plan documents need not be duplicated but are relevant and should be referred to, especially those detailed policies for Development Management. 

	2.3
	Are there any obvious conflicts with the NPPF? 


	MDNP and BCS
	No.  The BCS has been submitted for review and outlines the compliance of the Plan policies with the NPPF and Development Plan in clear terms.


	Noted

	2.4
	Is there a clear explanation of the ways the plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development? 


	MDNP and BCS
	The Plan states the contribution it makes to sustainable development and the consideration of the environmental, social and economic factors is evident throughout the MDNP.  The BCS goes through the NPPF objectives in turn which is useful in assessing the Plan.  The main Plan should include some further commentary/a summary paragraph on how the principles of Sustainable Development have been applied through the plan/policies.
	Accepted – para 3.7 amended to cover this

	2.5
	Are there any issues around compatibility with human rights or EU obligations? 


	MDNP
	The MDNP draft and supporting documents do not raise any issues with regard to human rights. 
	Noted

	2.6
	Does the plan avoid dealing with excluded development including nationally significant infrastructure, waste and minerals? 


	BCS
	Yes.  The Plan does not appear to deal with any excluded development, but the MDNP should explicitly confirm that it does not deal with excluded development. This should also be included in the BCS. Excluded development includes minerals, waste and major infrastructure. 

	The BCS has been amended to refer to excluded development not being dealt with in the NDP

	2.7
	Is there consensus between the local planning authority and the qualifying body over whether the plan meets the basic conditions including conformity with strategic development plan policy and, if not, what are the areas of disagreement? 


	MDNP and BCS
	The MDNP has been assessed against the Shropshire Core Strategy (adopted 2011) and the Site Allocations and Management of Development (SAMDev) Plan (adopted 2015).  The Shropshire Local Plan is currently under review but is only within year 1 of a 3-year review, therefore assessment against the above adopted documents is appropriate.  It should be noted that saved policies of the previous Local Plans have been superseded by the SAMDev Plan and the Core Strategy. Overall, the MDNP looks to incorporate more detailed and locally distinctive requirements and adds detail to the strategic policies outlined in the Development Plan for the area.  Evidence for the approach to site selection should be included, particularly with reference to the Shropshire Council Evidence Base, as appropriate.
	There is agreement between Market Drayton Town Council and Shropshire Council that the NDP would accept the housing and employment land allocations and that the NDP would cover a limited number of matters to bring forward positive proposals for the marina and improve recreational facilities. Any additional housing proposed would support the release of land for these economic development and community uses.  
In relation to both the main proposals (playing fields and marina development), the approach to site selection is included/expanded upon within the NDP.

	2.8
	Are there any obvious errors in the plan? 


	MDNP
	There are a few minor errors, see comments below, but little of note.  The emphasis of the policy wording which states ‘may’ and ‘should’ is suggested for changes, as the policies must be deliverable. 
	Noted and changes made in line with more detailed comments

	2.9
	Are the plan’s policies clear and unambiguous and do they reflect the community’s aspirations? 


	MDNP
	The policies are mainly clear and relate to the development and use of land.  Suggestions have been made for the re-wording of policies in some cases.  Consistency and clarity is required to ensure that the policies are Development Management and delivery focussed.  Policies need to be framed by an understanding of the delivery mechanisms that planning can use e.g. the housing policies can include some detailed requirements to allow them to guide the characteristics of the development without becoming overly prescriptive.  In terms of community aspirations, it appears that they are at the heart of the Plan and the policies.  The breakdown of consultation responses requires some further discussion within the CS, to ensure that policies are reflective of the outcomes of the consultation process. See detailed notes.

	Noted and changes made in line with more detailed comments


DETAILED FEEDBACK:
	Document reference


	Health Check advice
	MDTC Response

	Neighbourhood Plan Draft



	Para 1.3
	Delete ‘gathered including from a survey of’ and change to ‘base including consultation with local’.  Delete ‘broad criteria for sustainable development within’.
	Change made

	Para 1.4
	This explanation is a little confusing.  If a prefix is used this should be accompanied by very clear segregation of the policies from the rest of the text.  Explain what the S.M. stands for.
	The advice is helpful.  A new policy reference approach to better distinguish between policies in the NDP and those in the SAMDev Plan

	Para 1.6
	Clarify ‘the extended Neighbourhood Plan area’.  A paragraph should be added to outline the Plan area with reference to Map 1.  Also, it would be useful to briefly discuss the designation and the multi-parish approach to the Plan (see comments below on CS and BCS).
	The wording has been tightened up so that it is clearer. Para 1.2 has been amended to cover the multi-parish approach. This is also addressed in the Basic Condition Statement.

	Para 1.9
	Sentence 3 delete ‘also has’.  Sentence 6 change ‘is’ to ‘are’.  Sentence 7 change ‘playing’ to ‘play’.
	Changes made

	Para 1.10  
	Delete ‘involved’ as this raises questions about those not involved and why. 
	Change made

	Para 1.10
	Final sentence delete ‘later within a consultation statement which will be prepared…’ replace with ‘the consultation statement prepared in support of the NP’.
	Change made

	Para 1.11
	This paragraph indicates that the consultation period ran for seven weeks. It could usefully say that the Regulations prescribe a 6-week consultation period which was exceeded in this instance.
	Change made

	Para 2.1
	This approach is a little confusing to the reader.  Do the policies need to be categorised in this way?  It is sufficient to refer to the policy number as stated in the Plan and not quote text directly.  It is advised that where possible, the restating of policies from other documents should be avoided.  Referencing in the BCS and policy justification (if required) should be sufficient to link to the Core Strategy otherwise the MDNP may require more frequent review.
	It is considered this section is important in terms of setting the background to the approach taken with the NDP integrating fully with Shropshire Core Strategy and the SAMDev Plan. However, the reference to Core Strategy and SAMDev policy references has been removed with one exception in order to avoid any confusion. 

	Para 2.4
	It should be considered how the requirements relate to Shropshire Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and cross referenced with the NP CIL receipts and what they can be used to fund: https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/planning-policy/what-is-the-community-infrastructure-levy-(cil)/.
 (see now - https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/planning-policy/community-infrastructure-levy-cil/ )
	Noted – The Town Council and neighbouring communities are aware of the provisions relating to CIL.

	Para 3.2
	Delete ‘that might be covered’ and replace with ‘for consideration to include’.
	Change made

	Para 3.4
	Really clear explanation of the approach.
	Noted

	Para 3.6
	Delete ‘advocated’ replace with ‘included’.
	Change made

	Para 3.7
	This short sentence should be deleted, and the content included in 4.1.
	Change made although accepted that sentence unnecessary.

	Para 4.3
	This is again confusing.  The planning policies section should focus on the Neighbourhood Plan Policies and make less direct quotation and reference to the development plan policies in the main document.  The general conformity with policies should be more closely examined in the BCS not the main body of the Plan, as that is its primary purpose of the BCS.
	Some Shropshire Local Plan policies, especially those relating to development management, will be relevant to development proposals within the NDP and the primary aim is to avoid duplicating them in this document. Hence readers, who will be from a wide-range of backgrounds, may wish to be directed to these. References to them is not generally for the purposes of indicating general conformity although may on occasions be relevant. With the exception of the first sentence the rest of the paragraph has however been deleted to avoid confusion.  

	Para 4.4
	When including web links in the main Plan, caution should be used in case the linked page locations change.  This could be included in an appendix that could be updated if not in the main body of the Plan
	Change made to simply refer to Town Council’s website

	Policy S.M1
	Change ‘may be brought forward for’ to ‘will be supported for’
Change ‘The development should’ to ‘Development will be supported where a comprehensive proposal. 

Point 3 Change ‘a range of’ to a more specific definition of what is required – as this part of the policy is unlikely to deliver as desired unless more specific.
Point 5 Would be useful to be specific here.

It is critical that the points about ancillary uses are brought upfront in the policy into the first paragraph ‘comprising the following uses, which will be ancillary to the main use of the site as a marina:’.
	Change made
Change made

Change made

The approach is considered consistent with and more specific than SAMDev Plan Policy S11.1. 3 

Change made

	Policy S.M2

	Point 4 – Sentence 2 change ‘in’ to ‘to’.

Point 6 – Sentence 2 delete ‘o’ and change ‘may be’ to ‘will be’.  
It should be considered if the CIL monies could cover the infrastructure required and if so is this bullet necessary – also need to define the ‘infrastructure’. 
	Change made
Change made

The issue of infrastructure is not simply about financing the relevant infrastructure but delivery in an appropriate and timely manner. A change to the title has been made to make this clearer.

	Para 4.7
	It is important that the process of site selection is clear here.  It needs to be explicitly stated within the evidence base for the MDNP how the sites chosen have been selected and the reasons why any have been discounted. An explanation of how the criteria used has been applied across the sites in the MDNP is required to ensure consistency of approach in selection and the local requirements should be outlined for each site.  The main Plan should be very clear in its approach in building upon the policies of the Shropshire Local Development Plan. 
	Para 4.6 has been amended to reflect the proportionate approach to site identifying opportunities and site selection.

	Policy S.M3
	Delete ‘may be used for’ change to ‘will be supported for use as’. 
	Change made

	Para 4.18
	Need to be clear how the alternative opportunities have been assessed for this use (and critically for the other uses including residential and business included in the Plan).  Sites need to be demonstrated to be suitable, deliverable and achievable in the Plan period, the work done to designate and discount sites should be clear – whether they are in the local plan evidence base or the MDNP evidence base.

It is critical that these processes are explained and evidenced to avoid challenge of the Plan and allocations.
	Change made to explain how opportunities for a new recreation site were investigated. 

	Para 4.19
	Reference to a ‘quiet lane’ – how will this be achieved and is it realistic – is it a project for the parish council or local council?
	Reference to ’quiet lane’ has been replaced by ‘traffic management measures’ because there may be alternative approaches that would better address the access needs to the proposed recreation area. 

	Para 4.21
	After suitably include ‘aligned’.  Delete final sentence – this is unclear.  Could replace with ‘The delivery of the site in the Plan period will rely on XYZ’
	Change made

	Policy S.M4

	Change ‘may be’ to ‘will be supported’.

This policy should be more specific about the delivery of these sites and under what circumstances they will be released.  It is unclear if they are deliverable in the Plan period from the information provided here.  It should be made very clear why the sites are not suitable without the Marina coming forward otherwise this risks being a weakness in the Plan.  As the sites are identified as suitable, the justification should be robust on this to withstand the potential for development to come forward regardless.
	The relationship of the marina site development with these housing sites is best set out in policy MDNDP1 which refers to the need for a masterplan to guide delivery, incorporating these sites. Collaborate discussions have taken place with the developer/ landowner’s agent upon how the sites should be brought forward in relation to deliverability and viability (Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 10-004-20140306). Agreement has been reached in relation to policy wording in MDNDP1 and 4. 

	Para 4.25
	Delete ‘their development might’ change to ‘an aspiration for this site is that it may’.  I don’t think this should be included unless it is going to be followed up in some way or it could be discussed in light of potential CIL contributions.
	Noted and change made

	Para 4.26
	First sentence, delete ‘as’ and change to ‘an’.
	Change made

	Policy S.M5

	Paragraph 1

Sentence 1 – after the first sentence add ‘, providing that:’
Sentences 2 & 3 – delete and edit ‘a) suitable alternative provision is made for a recreation area, associated buildings and infrastructure which must be made available for the re-location of the existing sports clubs to ensure fixture requirements are met.
Or b) a phased release of land and transfer of sports to new facilities through a comprehensive and co-ordinated programme, alongside delivery of Policy SM3.’

The part regarding fixture requirements could be rephrased as this is onerous and it may be that ‘to meet the needs of the existing sporting clubs, to be agreed in consultation’ is sufficient to include rather than ‘to ensure fixture requirements are met’.

Paragraph 2

Sentence 1 change to ‘Development for housing will be supported that is in accordance with policies….’ and replace ‘and contain’ with ‘and provide for:’ after S11.1a.

Change the rest of the policy to bullet points for clarity, as follows:

· Relocation of the existing playing fields

· Pedestrian access to the town centre

· Access to on-site public open space

· Access to sports facilities remaining on the site

· Ecological enhancement of the former railway adjacent and to the south of the site.
	Change made

Change made

Change made



	Policy S.M6     
	Change ‘may be developed for’ to ‘will be supported for housing development’.  
	  Change made

	Para 4.33
	Be clear about what is required in terms of a ‘traffic management system’.
	The measures required are to ensure pedestrian and cyclist safety.

	Para 4.36
	Reference paragraph 77 of the NPPF.  “Para 77. The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. The designation should only be used:
· where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves

· where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife

· where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land”
	The special value and importance of the two areas designated Local Green Space are set out in Policies MDNDP9 and MDNDP10 and associated paragraphs. 

	Para 4.38

	Are all the sites included here?  This should be linked back to the exercise undertaken in terms of paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 
	Very few of these sites are designated Local Green Space but would fall under other designations such as amenity open space, public open space, sport and recreation provision (Shropshire Core Strategy Policy CS8 and its associated para 4.107. They also include some of the elements identified in Policy CS17 which form part of the County’s ecological network. As such in combination they also comprise part of the green infrastructure network through and surrounding Market Drayton.)  Changes have been made to explain this.  These are all the areas identified within the Community-Led Town Plan. The only areas designated Local Green Space are those covered by Policies MDNDP9 and MDNDP10. The owner of the first wishes the area to be considered an ecological area and market Drayton Town Council is responsible for the second.

	Para 4.44
	Delete ‘revitalisation’ change to ‘regeneration’.

Delete ‘Regeneration can also be achieved through environmental works’ unless the meaning of the sentence is clarified.
	Change made

Change made

	Policy S.M7
	Combine the final sentence into bullet point 1.  After ‘local green space’ add in ‘(shown on Map 6).’  Then add the final sentence here.  This will add clarity in reading the policy.
	Change made



	Policy S.M8
	Point viii) A requirement for an archaeological report should be enforced by the Local Planning Authority (LPA) if required.  Delete final sentence, as this is not worded positively.
	Change made



	Policy S.M9
	No changes.
	Noted

	Policy S.M10
	Change ‘should’ to ‘are required to’.
	Change made

	Para 4.50
	Sentence 2 should be deleted as sentence one covers this sufficiently.  Planning does not directly control these matters.
	Change made



	Page 40-46
	It would be useful if the maps were adjacent to the policies for cross-reference, however I can see the logic of this approach also.
	It is understood that when adopted the maps will form part of Shropshire Council’s Policies Map which is an interactive one and hence these may be replaced totally. This approach appears to be adopted in the neighbouring County of Herefordshire 

	Para 5.3
	This is a realistic approach to monitoring and delivery, which is good to see.
	Noted

	Consultation Statement



	Page 3 - Sentence 2 
	Need to be clear about how the Steering Group members were recruited and where members were sought. Were members from the other three parishes involved in the Steering Group?


	See Section 3, Item 3 of CS, regarding special briefing of adjacent parishes including link to notes of meeting, plus Section 4b, Page 10 for Steering Group attendance pattern of adjacent parishes.

	Sentence 3 
	‘Various other key locations’ need to give specific details within the document – reference here if included later.


	See Section 3, Items 7,8,9,10 and 11; Section 4d, page 14; Section 4e, page 15; Section 4f, page 16

	Sentence 5
	How were ‘hard to reach groups’ targeted e.g. those less likely to engage that may not have seen the posters.  It is important to show how the strategy was used/adapted to ensure that those living and working in the area were made aware of proposals and engaged where possible.
	See above response

	Timetable
	The timetable is excellent and really helpful to set out in this clear format.  All that is required is to reference the material set out here to address the previous comments on how the community were approached.
	See above response

	Page 6 - Final sentence
	Remove ‘approved’.


	“approved” changed to “resolved”, as per TC minutes.

	Page 16 
	‘Consultation Arrangements’ These types of comments should be addressed – there is criticism of the Plan consultation here and the response does not correspond. 


	Responses added to the issues raised during the informal consultations which informed the preparation of the Regulation 14 draft NDOP

	
	There is also a representation on private land that is proposed as LGS, claiming that there have been no prior discussions. PPG Paragraph 019 Reference ID: 37-019-20140306, advises that the QB (in the case of neighbourhood plan making) should contact landowners at an early stage about proposals to designate any part of their land as LGS.

	The land referred to through this representation is not proposed as LGS nor within the NDP area. The base map contains areas shown as woodland defined in a slightly different colour to the defined areas contributing to green infrastructure which also has a dark green edging. Only two areas are identified as LGS and the owners have been consulted.     

	Page 19-21
	‘Propose new housing site and Policy’ this is dealt with effectively in terms of the purpose of the MDNP and directing the site to Shropshire Council.  It would be useful to detail the approach to site allocations clearly and be clear whether the evidence base from the existing plans were used and how any additional sites were identified, and alternatives assessed.


	Statement added to this effect.

	Page 26 (we think this I a typographical error and most likely page 36)– Paragraph 4.20 
	This response needs clarity – it might be clearer to state that new sports facilities will be sought via S106 obligations.
	Statement added to this effect.

	Page 35 – Para 4.18
	This response should state that the land value is not within the remit of this planning document.


	Statement added to this effect

	Page 43/44
	The representations from Adderley, Moreton Say and Norton in Hales Parishes were of concern.  The BCS and CS should address this really clearly to ensure the Plan is robust to this challenge.  How were the parishes consulted and what was the process of designating the Neighbourhood Area? I would suggest adding the consultation with the parishes to the timetable and a short section to the BCS to be clear how the multi-parish area was agreed and designated (with reference to paragraphs 26 and 27 of the PPG as per below). At present, the Regulation 14 comments go some way to undermining the issue of whether the designation and production of the Plan has been brought forward inclusively. This could prove to be an area of very significant vulnerability for the Plan at examination, with the current prospect of likely further representations at Regulation 16.  I would advise you strongly to undertake further discussions with the three parishes to resolve these issues at the earliest opportunity, in order that you can present a positive, consensual narrative in the CS.

“Paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 41-026-20140306

Can a parish council propose a multi-parish neighbourhood area?

A single parish council (as a relevant body) can apply for a multi-parished neighbourhood area to be designated, as long as that multi-parished area includes all or part of that parish council’s administrative area.
Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 41-027-20140306

In a multi-parished neighbourhood area when does a town or parish council need to gain the consent of the other town or parish council/s in order to take the lead in producing a neighbourhood plan or Order?

A single parish or town council (as a relevant body) can apply for a multi-parished neighbourhood area to be designated as long as that multi-parished area includes all or part of that parish or town council’s administrative area. But when the parish or town council begins to develop a neighbourhood plan or Order (as a qualifying body) it needs to secure the consents of the other parish councils to undertake neighbourhood planning activities. Gaining this consent is important if the pre-submission publicity and consultation and subsequently the submission to the local planning authority are to be valid.”


	See reference in page 3 Sentence 2 above.

Notes of the special meetings held with between the Parish Councils, MDTC and Shropshire CC included in the CS.
A short reference has been included in the BCS about the consultation undertaken with the relevant adjoining Parish Councils parts of whose areas were requested to be included within the NDP area. It also refers to a fuller explanation being in the CS.   

	Basic Conditions Statement

	Page 5
	Market Drayton Neighbourhood Development Plan Provisions Box 1 – ‘The communities within the Group Parish’ can this be explained/listed in the earlier explanation of the area. Box 2 - change ‘tis’ to ‘this’. 
	(Now page 7). 
The introduction to the BCS has been amended (See Section 1 – para 2, and a map showing the relationship between the four parishes provided in a new Figure 4. 

The typo has been corrected.

	Page 6
	Market Drayton Neighbourhood Development Plan Provisions Box 2 - ‘A balanced view has had to be taken in relation to suitable locations to meet development requirements and the quality of agricultural land.’  It would be useful here to reference the approach to site selection. 
	(Now page 8 box 3)
Additional references made to indicate where the sites were identified from.  

	Page 28 – 3rd row
	Delete ‘and potentially adds to certainty that the guideline will be met’.
	(Now bottom of page 29) – change made

	Page 45 – 3rd row
	‘The relocation of recreational facilities under NDP Policy S.M3 will move the provision away from its current central location although the facility serves a far wider hinterland than the town and additional provision is needed in any event. A split site would be needed if it were to remain and hence the potential additional movements are considered to be small.’  This is not clear – if an assessment of the impact of moving this site has been made then this should be referenced here and furthermore the language is confusing.  The relocation of facilities should be discussed in terms of the enabling of development and the benefits of the new location, in addition to the issues regarding the central nature of the existing site.
	(Now bottom of page 47). The paragraph sets out the reasoning for seeking a new larger facility in terms of effects on trip generation which would release carbon from vehicles into the atmosphere which is what this particular paragraph in the NPPF covers. Other benefits would be referred to elsewhere. However, the section has been expanded to add further discussion. 

	Page 50 - SEA

	SEA - Market Drayton Neighbourhood Development Plan Provisions – delete ‘on the whole’ replace with ‘overall’. 
	(Now page 52 first line of first paragraph opposite Strategic Environmental Assessment) – change made

	Page 50 – SEA Point ii)
	Should discuss the benefits of the scheme alongside the negative elements – it will be critical to ascertain that the benefits would outweigh the negative factors.  It is useful to say that the impacts could be mitigated but may not be appropriate to identify exactly how e.g. bus service.
	(Now page 52) Changes made

	Habitats Regulations
	Should be included in this list and the Plan screened by the LPA.
	LPA has advised no relevant nature conservation sites within appropriate distances of the NDP area and hence will be no significant adverse effects caused under the Habitats Directive

	SEA



	Conclusions: 8.35
(Now para 8.39)
	It may be useful to consider the provision of allotments within the MDNP sites as part of public open space provision to mitigate some of the loss of agricultural land.  Increased patronage of the bus service is not something that the Plan can influence; it could be a project for the parish council.  Part of the travel plan requirements for the development sites could be the provision of travel vouchers for the bus services and CIL funds may contribute to this, it could be useful to refer to the CIL receipts as a benefit/mitigation route.


	The use of land at Longford Turning for recreation and leisure might include allotments and this has been highlighted (see 8.21(iii)). SAMDev Policy MD2 places emphasis upon Place plans identifying the types of open space required upon development sites and the need for allotments would be one of the forms that should be considered. Similarly, the issue of support for the bus service within the town might also be considered through this mechanism. Place Plan reviews are underway. The NDP does not have a specific policy that might apply to all housing sites. The SAMDev policies would be a more appropriate mechanism for a consistent approach across the town and reference to this is made through a change to para 2.11.
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