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[bookmark: _Toc221177739]Introduction
This Masterplanning Statement of Common Ground (‘SoCG’) is submitted by Marrons on behalf of Boningale Developments Limited (‘the Appellant’) and it relates to an appeal against Shropshire Council’s (‘the Council’) refusal of outline planning application 24/02108/OUT, for which the description of development is as follows:
Outline application to include access for a mixed-use development comprising up to 800 no dwellings, a care home of up to 80 units, a secondary school and local centre with associated access, infrastructure, landscaping and drainage
This statement has been prepared to specifically cover masterplanning and urban design aspects and should be read in conjunction with the Planning SoCG, which provides greater background to the appeal and development site.
The Appellant has sought to work proactively with the Council and are committed to do so throughout the appeal process. 
This SoCG seeks to clarify matters which have been agreed between the Appellant and the Council, in their role as Local Planning Authority in respect of masterplanning and urban design matters. It also seeks to identify any areas of disagreement. For clarity, Landscape matters have been considered within a separate topic specific SoCG.
For transparency, it should be noted that Marrons were not the masterplanners involved in the original application on 31 May 2024, this was CASS. However, Marrons authored subsequent supporting information including the Guiding Design Principles and Contextual Responsiveness Document [CD6.8] and the Updated Illustrative Framework Plan [CD6.9] which built upon the initial application.
DesignMasterplanning Matters of Agreement
2.1 Parameter Plan
2.2 It is agreed between the parties that should the appeal be allowed, a Parameter Plan would be appropriate to agree to quantum and broad location of the proposed land-uses.
2.3 In collaboration the parties have agreed upon a Parameter Plan that could be conditioned as part of any approval.
2.4 The Parameter Plan is appended to this SoCG.
2.5 Development Details
2.6 The outline application with all matters reserved other than access is for:
2.6.1 Up to 800 homes across a net developable area of 22.84ha and an average net density of up to 35.17 dph.
2.6.2 An average net density of 35.17 dph is an appropriate density and is comfortably within the average density range for a development of this type and would be broadly similar to other recent edge of settlement developments across the Authority.
2.6.3 A Care Home of up to 80 units.
2.6.4 A Secondary School.
2.6.5 A Local Centre.
2.6.6 Public Open Space. 
2.6.7 Supporting infrastructure, landscape and drainage.
2.6.8 The application site is on the southern edge of Albrighton. This broad location has been and continues to be the prevailing direction of growth for Albrighton overall, providing community facilities as part of this proposal. Albrighton lies to the north of the Site, together with an area of land proposed to be safeguarded for future development in the now Withdrawn Draft Shropshire Local Plan
2.6.9 Reason for Refusal 1 - Core Strategy
2.7 The masterplanning and urban design aspect of Reason for Refusal 1 (RfR1) of the decision notice is “(…) it would result in harm to the character and appearance of the area.”. (RfR1, Decision Notice)
2.8 The policies referred to within RfR1 regarding masterplanning and urban design are CS6 Sustainable Design and Development Principles.. MD2 Sustainable Design whilst not listed as a RfR, it is agreed it is one of a number of policies listed as a policy that the Local Planning Authority gave consideration to in determining the application within the appeal decision.
The point of contention is the fourth bullet point: in Policy CS6 for the development proposed within this outline planning application is the fourth bullet point:
“Protects, restores, conserves and enhances the natural, built and historic
environment and is appropriate in scale, density, pattern and design taking into
account the local context and character, and those features which contribute to
local character, having regard to national and local design guidance, landscape
character assessments and ecological strategies where appropriate;” (CS6, p69, bullet point four).
The points of contention in Policy MD2 are just points 1 and 2(i), in that for the development proposed within this outline application are that further to Policy CS6, for a development proposal to be considered acceptable it is required to:
1. Respond positively to local design aspirations, wherever possible, both in terms of visual appearance and how a place functions, as set out in Community Led Plans, Town or Village Design Statements, Neighbourhood Plans and Place Plans.
2. Contribute to and respect locally distinctive or valued character and existing amenity value by:
i. Responding appropriately to the form and layout of existing development and the way if functions, . . . . and local patterns of movement. (MD2, p22)

2.9 Given that the application is outline only with all matters reserved (including Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and Scale) other than Access; the detail of the built form will be a matter for subsequent consideration. As such, it is agreed that the RfR1 is regarding the principle of scale, pattern and how a place functions  of in relation to the proposed development within the site context only.
2.10 From a design masterplanning perspective, it is agreed that the proposals are in accordance with all other policies within the Core Strategy and the other remaining bullet points within CS6 (it is just this bullet point within CS6 which remains a matter of contention between the parties). that these are the most relevant points in relation to policy within the Council’s adopted Development Plan.
2.11 Reason for Refusal 1 -– Other SAMDev Policies
2.12 It is agreed that the reference to MD1: Scale and Distribution of Development, within RfR1, whilst referring to scale and distribution of development, is at a strategic planning settlement hierarchy level and not with reference to scale as a design principle – it is therefore a planning matter and not a design concern.
2.13 It is agreed that the RfR1 reference to MD3 is regarding the overall quantum of housing proposed in relation to the settlement housing guidelines and is therefore a planning rather than design consideration.
2.14 It is agreed that the proposals for up to 800 dwellings exceed the figure of 250 dwellings listed within S1 of the SAMDev.
From a design perspective, the proposals are in accordance with all other policies within the SAMDev. From a masterplanning perspective, it is agreed that the SAMDev policies are not a masterplanning or design concern and are a planning matter for consideration.	Comment by Lynn Parker: See para 2.6.	Comment by Luke Hillson: I’ve added similar here.
2.15 Reason for Refusal 2
2.16 RfR2 is concerned with the definition of the site as Ggreen Bbelt at a strategic planning level and is therefore a planning rather than design consideration.
2.17 From a design perspective, the application is considered to be acceptable other than those points and policies listed above. sufficient information has been submitted for consideration of the development proposed in this outline planning application, it is recognised that the detailed design points are a consideration at the Reserved Matters stage.
2.18 Therefore Reason for Refusal 2 is agreed to be a planning consideration and not a masterplanning point of contention.

3 Design Masterplanning Matters of Disagreement
3.1 The following design matters are not yet agreed between the parties:
3.2 That the development is appropriate in terms of scale, density, pattern and design for the local context and character (fourth bullet point of CS6as per the points cited above from Policies CS6 and MD2==). However, given that the application is for outline only with all matters reserved other than access, it is agreed that the area of disagreement is regarding the principle of scale, pattern and how a place functions in relation to the proposed of development within the site context only.
3.3 It is however agreed that as the application is outline, work on this detail would be carried out at Reserved Matters and should not contribute to a refusal at this stage.
3.4 The parties are committed to narrowing down further ahead of inquiry which of scale, density, pattern and/or design the application is considered to be unacceptable.	Comment by Lynn Parker: Do we need this? As the application is outline, work on this detail would be carried out at Reserved Matters.	Comment by Luke Hillson: Agree Lynn - suggest we explicitly put in here that this will be covered at RM.
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