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Draft SEA Scoping Report Consultation Response Form


	[image: ]Please use this Response Form to provide feedback on Shropshire Council’s draft SEA Scoping Report.
Personal Details


	
	Personal Details
	
	Agent’s Details (if applicable)*

	
	

	First Name
	Jayne 
	 
	 

	 
	

	Last Name
	Madeley
	 
	 

	
	

	Organisation
(if applicable)
	Astley Abbotts Parish Council
	 
	 

	 
	

	E-mail Address
	clerk@astleyabbotts-pc.co.uk
	
	



*Where this form is completed by an agent, please ensure a client Name and Organisation (if applicable) is provided.
Please Note: We cannot accept anonymous responses. Please ensure you provide name and contact details. Personal data is processed in line with our Planning Policy Privacy Notice.

Feedback 
1. Are there any other relevant policies, plans and programmes which should be reviewed as part of this SEA scoping report?
	Yes. Please also review evidence and policy relevant to rural accessibility, local highway capacity and road safety, settlement character, dark skies/tranquillity, and infrastructure capacity. See continuation response.



2. Are there any other sources or types of baseline data which should be assessed?
	Yes. Additional baseline evidence is needed at a local/rural level, including public transport frequency, walking/cycling practicality, local road constraints and collision/speed evidence, infrastructure capacity, dark skies/tranquillity and cumulative development pressure. See continuation response.



3. Do you agree with the identified SEA objectives?
	Broadly yes, but with important amendments. The objectives are generally appropriate, but some are not carried through into measurable site criteria. See continuation response.


4. Do you agree with the identification of supporting questions to add detail to the wider SEA objectives and the decision to distinguish between those questions related to the assessment of the environmental effects of strategy & policy options and those questions related to the assessment of the environmental effects of site options?
	The distinction is sensible in principle, but the site questions are too narrow and proxy-led in several areas. They should better reflect local circumstances and qualitative evidence. See continuation response.



5. Do you agree with the approach to identifying likely significant effects of strategy and policy options?
	Broadly yes, subject to clearer treatment of reasonable alternatives, assumptions, mitigation, cumulative effects and uncertainty. See continuation response.



6. Do you agree with the approach to identifying likely significant effects of site options?
	We support a consistent site assessment, but object to the current criteria being relied upon without additional local evidence on highways, rural accessibility, landscape/local character, heritage setting, infrastructure capacity, climate/car dependency, noise and cumulative effects. See continuation response.



7. Any other comments on the scoping report.
Please specify which part(s) of the document you comment on:
	Chapter(s):
	Chapters 3, 4 and 5 (particularly Tables 5.1, 5.3 and 5.5)

	
	

	Paragraph(s):
	3.14-3.16; 3.37; 3.55; 3.59-3.60; 3.66-3.76; 3.77 onwards; 5.5-5.8; 5.12-5.21; 5.23-5.30



Please detail your feedback below (if required please continue on a separate page):
	The Parish Council supports the principle of a robust SEA, but considers that the framework should be strengthened before it is used to influence site selection. In particular, rural sites should not be assessed mainly through distance/connectivity proxies while local road safety, actual service frequency, landscape character, heritage setting, infrastructure capacity and cumulative impacts receive limited or no site-specific assessment. See continuation response.



Completed Responses Forms can be submitted by: 
Email: Planningpolicy@Shropshire.gov.uk
Post: Planning Policy, Shropshire Council, PO BOX 4826, Shrewsbury, SY1 9LJ.

Responses must be submitted by Wednesday 21 October 2026.

To remain informed on plan-making in Shropshire, please register on our website.
CONTINUATION RESPONSE
Draft Shropshire Local Plan - Strategic Environmental Assessment Scoping Report (September 2026)
Respondent: Astley Abbotts Parish Council
1. Other relevant policies, plans and programmes
We consider the review should be broadened, or at least made more explicit, in relation to rural accessibility and transport, local highway capacity and road safety, landscape character and tranquillity/dark skies, and the capacity of local infrastructure and services. The Scoping Report itself recognises that Shropshire is predominantly rural, that minor roads dominate the highway network, that active travel is constrained outside main settlements, and that dark skies remain an important characteristic. These matters should therefore be reflected consistently in the evidence and appraisal framework. Current national planning policy also recognises that rural development may be in locations not well served by public transport and requires sensitivity to surroundings and acceptable impacts on local roads. The SEA should avoid treating urban-style accessibility measures as the sole or dominant test of sustainability in rural areas.
2. Additional baseline data
Yes. We request baseline evidence at a sufficiently local scale to distinguish the very different circumstances of Shropshire's rural settlements and countryside. This should include: actual public transport availability and frequency (not simply distance to a stop); safe and realistic walking/cycling routes; local road width, alignment, junction constraints, pedestrian provision, traffic speeds and available collision/road-safety evidence; capacity of schools, healthcare, drainage, sewerage, water supply and other essential infrastructure; broadband/mobile quality where relevant to rural resilience; locally valued landscape features, settlement form, tranquillity and dark skies; and cumulative development already committed or reasonably foreseeable around a settlement. County-wide averages can conceal important local constraints.
3. SEA objectives
We broadly support the eight objectives. However, we do not agree that the present framework fully translates them into the site assessment. Objective 4 expressly includes noise pollution, but the site questions shown in Table 5.1 focus on AQMA, aquifers and source protection zones. Objective 5 refers to greenhouse-gas emissions, renewable/low-carbon energy and climate resilience, while the site questions are essentially limited to flood risk. Objective 7 includes landscape character, scenic quality and local distinctiveness, but the site questions concentrate on the Shropshire Hills National Landscape and mapped high/very-high sensitivity parcels. Objective 8 refers to sustainable development patterns and sustainable/active transport, but the site questions rely heavily on settlement category, connectivity bands, sports pitches and play areas. We ask that the objectives be retained but supported by site criteria that test the full objective.
4. Supporting questions and distinction between strategy/policy and site options
The distinction is logical, but the site questions should not become a narrower substitute for the objectives themselves. A site can fall outside a mapped designation or threshold and still have material environmental effects. The assessment should therefore combine consistent quantitative criteria with a documented qualitative review of site-specific circumstances. For rural locations in particular, straight-line distance or a connectivity band does not establish whether a journey can safely or realistically be made on foot, by cycle or by public transport. Likewise, fixed buffers around heritage or ecological assets should be treated as screening tools rather than automatic conclusions about effect or absence of effect.
5. Likely significant effects - strategy and policy options
We support the use of a transparent scoring framework and separate short-, medium- and long-term assessment. We also support the Report's recognition of secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects. However, the method should explicitly record the assumptions used, the evidence relied upon, the degree of uncertainty, and whether mitigation is certain and deliverable. Reasonable alternatives should be assessed on a genuinely comparable basis. A significant adverse effect against one objective should remain clearly visible and should not be obscured by positive scores elsewhere.
6. Likely significant effects - site options
We object constructively to relying on Table 5.5 in its current form as a sufficiently complete assessment of individual sites. It provides a useful first-stage screening framework, but several important matters are absent or reduced to simple proxies. We request the following additions: (a) a specific highway/road-safety criterion covering local road capacity, geometry, junctions, pedestrian safety and likely traffic effects; (b) assessment of actual public transport service and safe walking/cycling accessibility, not only connectivity scores; (c) an infrastructure-capacity criterion, reflecting Objective 2 and the Report's own recognition that new development can place pressure on existing infrastructure; (d) a local landscape/settlement-character and tranquillity/dark-skies assessment even where land is outside the National Landscape or mapped high-sensitivity parcels; (e) heritage-setting assessment based on significance and setting rather than a fixed distance alone; (f) a site-level climate/car-dependency and emissions test, not solely flood-risk mapping; (g) a noise/amenity criterion; and (h) an explicit cumulative-effects test considering other allocations, permissions and committed development in the same locality. The proposed RAG/site-selection process gives the SEA conclusions substantial weight, so omissions at this stage could materially affect later site selection.
7. Other comments
The Parish Council welcomes the stated intention to make the SEA responsive to Shropshire as a large, diverse and predominantly rural area. We ask that this principle be made operational in the assessment methodology. Rural sustainability should not be equated simply with proximity to a standard set of facilities, nor should absence from a national designation be treated as evidence of low environmental sensitivity. Local distinctiveness, historic settlement pattern, narrow rural roads, tranquillity, landscape setting and the realistic ability of infrastructure to accommodate growth are all relevant to the environmental effects of development.

We also ask the Council to explain how local evidence supplied by parish councils and communities will be incorporated into the site-option assessment, particularly where mapped datasets do not capture local conditions. The SEA should provide a transparent route for such evidence to inform or, where justified, refine a preliminary score.

Overall, our response is not an objection to the use of SEA or to a consistent county-wide methodology. It is a request for the methodology to be sufficiently complete and locally sensitive before it becomes a critical component of site selection.
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