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1. Introduction 
This statement sets out the Council’s response to the Inspector’s Matters regarding Legal 
Compliance [1a] and Overarching Matters [1b].  

All documents referenced in this statement are listed in Appendix 1.  

Issue 1: Has the Council complied with the duty to co-operate and other relevant 
procedural and legal requirements in the preparation of the Local Plan. 

Qu 1.1 In preparing the Plan did the Council engage constructively, actively and on an on-
going basis with neighbouring authorities and other relevant organisations on cross-
boundary issues, in respect of the Duty to Co-operate? 

1.1.1. The Council has prepared a Duty to Co-operate Statement of Compliance (“DTCSOC”) 
[CD11] which outlines how the Council has engaged constructively and on an ongoing 
basis with neighbouring authorities and other relevant organisations. Paragraphs 3.1-
3.11 [CD11] of the DTCSOC outlines how the Council has engaged with neighbouring 
authorities and other key partners. The DTCSOC outlines a programme of regular 
engagement meetings with relevant partners at key stages of Plan making and on an 
ongoing basis [Appendix 1, CD11]. Minutes of relevant meetings are appended to this 
Matter Statement.  
 

1.1.2. In line with paragraph 27 of the relevant National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 
December 2023) the Council has prepared and continually reviews maintained 
statements of common ground (“SOCGs”) with neighbouring authorities to demonstrate 
effective and on-going joint working and these are published as follows: - 
 

• Stoke-on-Trent City Council (Appendix 2, CD11) 
• Cheshire East Council (Appendix 4, CD11) 
• Stafford Borough Council (Appendix 6, CD11) 
• Staffordshire Moorlands District Council (Appendix 8, CD11) 
• Shropshire Council (Appendix 10, CD11) 
• Staffordshire County Council (Appendix 13, CD11) 

 
1.1.3. The SOCGs confirm agreement between the various parties that the Borough Council 

has engaged constructively and actively on strategic cross boundary matters with 
neighbouring authorities. The SOCGs set out the respective positions on strategic cross 
boundary matters and these are reflected in table 1 (below) alongside identifying any 
outstanding areas of disagreement.  
 

Table 1: DTC Position with Neighbouring Authorities 

Exam Library 
Reference 

Neighbouring 
Authority 

Strategic Matters 
Considered 

Outstanding Areas 
of Disagreement 

CD11, App 2 Stoke-on-Trent City 
Council 

• Housing 
• Economy 

No specific 
outstanding 
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• Gypsy and 
Travellers / 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

• Transportation 
• Air Quality 
• Retail 
• Green Belt 
• Infrastructure 
• Flood Risk / 

Drainage 
• Site Specific 

Comments  
 

objections to the 
Local Plan.  

CD11, App 8 Staffordshire 
Moorlands District 
Council 

• Housing 
• Economy 
• Infrastructure / 

Transportation 
• Gypsy and 

Travellers / 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

No specific 
outstanding 
objections to the 
Local Plan. 

CD11, App 4 
EX/SCG/04 

Cheshire East 
Council 

• Housing 
• Economy 
• Strategic 

Employment 
Sites 

• Gypsy and 
Travellers / 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

• Transportation 
• Education 

CEC has objected 
to policy AB2 ‘land 
at Junction 16 of the 
M6’. If the Inspector 
is minded to 
include the site, 
then EX/SCG/04 
provides wording 
relating to 
mitigation 
measures required 
for the site.  

CD11, App 6 Stafford Borough • Housing 
• Economy 
• Infrastructure / 

Transport 
• Gypsy and 

Travellers / 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

No specific 
outstanding 
objections to the 
Local Plan. 

CD11, App 10 Shropshire Council • Housing 
• Economy 
• Infrastructure / 

Transportation 
• Gypsy and 

Travellers / 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

No specific 
outstanding 
objections to the 
Local Plan. 
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1.1.4. Table 2 [CD 11, pg. 20] of the DTCSOC sets out engagement with prescribed bodies. The 
document notes that a number of statements of common ground documents have or 
are in the process of being prepared, these include with: - 

• The Environment Agency (“EA”), following engagement with the EA, a level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment has been prepared. A SOCG has been 
signed between the two parties and submitted to the examination.  

• Historic England (“HE”), a SOCG has been prepared with HE and has been 
submitted to the examination.  

• Natural England (“NE”), following comments received at Regulation 19 
stage, a SOCG has been prepared and submitted to the examination in 
relation to air quality and the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
[EX/NBC/03c]. A further SOCG has been prepared in relation to Best and 
Most Versatile Land and other policy comments and has been submitted to 
the examination. 

• National Highways (“NH”), a SOCG has been signed with NH in relation to 
the comments raised at Regulation 19 stage [EX/SCG/01] confirming matters 
of agreement.  

• Staffordshire County Council (“SCC”) – there is a signed SOCG with 
Staffordshire County Council on the approach to the development of the 
Local Plan [CD 11, Appendix 13]. 
 

1.1.5. In respect of Seven Trent Water and United Utilities, further engagement with those 
parties has taken place and they have both provided comments on the level 2 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment which is now in the examination library [ED/NBC/06 and 
appendices]. 
 

1.1.6. There are no outstanding unresolved strategic cross boundary matters in relation to the 
following parties: - 
 

• Clinical Commissioning Groups 
• Homes England 
• Civil Aviation Authority 
• Office of Rail Regulation 
• Network Rail 
• Coal Authority 
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Qu 1.2 Having regard to the proposed release of land from the Green Belt: 

- What discussions have been held with neighbouring authorities as to whether they 
could accommodate some of the identified need for housing and employment 
development? What form did these discussions take, and what was the outcome?   

1.2.1 Discussions have been held on an ongoing basis with neighbouring authorities as to 
whether they could accommodate any of the Borough Council’s housing and 
employment needs. As demonstrated through agreed statements of common ground 
[CD 11, Appendices 2,4,6,8,10], the outcomes of those discussions are that 
neighbouring authorities are not able to accommodate identified need for housing and 
employment development with the expectation that the Borough Council meet its own 
needs, through the development of the Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan.   
 

1.2.2 Regular officer level meetings have been held with neighbouring authorities as 
demonstrated in Appendix 1 of the DTCSOC. Meeting notes are included as an appendix 
to this Matter Statement.  
 

1.2.3 Engagement on such matters started during the preparation of the Issues and Strategic 
Options consultation in September 2021 and have continued during the development of 
the Plan.  
 

1.2.4 In respect of the identified need for housing, formal letters were sent provided to 
neighbouring authorities in December 2022 regarding the Council’s position on unmet 
housing need with a request for confirmation as to whether the neighbouring authority 
could accommodate any housing development. It was confirmed through responses 
received, at that time, that neighbouring authorities are not able to accommodate any 
housing need [CD11, Appendices 3,5,7,9 and 12]. Engagement has continued with 
relevant parties at the drafting of the first draft and final draft iterations of the Local Plan, 
resulting in the signing of statements of common ground. As noted in paragraph 1.2.1, 
the outcomes of these ongoing discussions is that neighbouring authorities are not able 
to accommodate the Borough Council’s housing needs.  
 

1.2.5 Discussions have also been had in the development and agreement to statements of 
common ground regarding employment needs. Each neighbouring authority has agreed, 
through statements of common ground [CD 11, Appendices 2,4,6,8,10], that NUL 
should seek to meet its own development requirements for employment development. 
This is the same position for housing. In addition, there has been no corresponding 
request from neighbouring authorities to accommodate any of their employment or 
housing identified needs for their respective Plans. 
 

1.2.6 Table 1 of DTCSOC [CD11, pg. 7] confirms that a number of SOCG documents have 
been signed at officer level and others at Councillor and Officer level dependent on the 
governance requirements of the signing authority.  
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- What are the cross-boundary issues relating to economic growth and employment 
land provision?   

- Are there any strategic cross-boundary issues in relation to any of the proposed site 
allocations and any general policies, and if so, how have they been considered via the Duty 
to Cooperate? 

1.2.7 In respect of Stoke-on-Trent City Council, Stafford Borough Council, Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Council and Shropshire Council, there are no outstanding matters in 
relation to economic growth and employment land provision. There is an expectation 
that the Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan provides for its own identified needs. This 
position is confirmed through signed SOCG [CD 11, Appendices 2,4,6,8,10]. In addition, 
there has been no corresponding request from neighbouring authorities to 
accommodate any of their identified need in Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough. 
 

1.2.8 Discussions with Cheshire East Council have confirmed that Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Borough Council and Cheshire East Council are located within separate functional 
economic markets areas and that the Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan will provide for 
its own employment land needs. Cheshire East Council is concerned that the NUL Local 
Plan has overallocated employment land and that there is a misalignment between 
housing and employment land requirements in the Borough. These comments have 
been made in the context of a wider objection to site AB2 (“land at Junction 16”) in the 
Local Plan. Discussions with Cheshire East Borough Council have taken place 
throughout the development of the Local Plan. As highlighted in Appendix 1 to this note, 
Meetings were held at key stages in the development of the Local Plan and opportunities 
provided to Cheshire East Council to respond to the various consultation stages during 
the development of the Local Plan. For example, following the acknowledgement of 
concerns from Cheshire East Council regarding the potential transport and highways 
implications of site AB2 (‘land at Junction 16’) at the First Draft Local Plan consultation 
stage, the Council was invited to be a stakeholder in the development of the Strategic 
Transport Assessment [ED011] produced by consultants SWECO on behalf of 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council.   The concerns of Cheshire East Council are 
matters of soundness rather than a position on the Duty-to-Co-operate where there is 
an understanding of respective positions, as set out in the signed Statements of 
Common Ground [CD11, App 4 & EX/SCG/04]. 
 

1.2.9 The NUL Borough Council's position is that the Local Plan has been informed by the 
Housing and Economic Needs Assessment, which has identified the standard method 
housing figure for the Borough (in line with paragraph 61 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2023)) as an advisory starting point. NUL Borough Council has then 
established a housing requirement figure. The housing requirement is higher than the 
standard method identified figure, principally in response to growth ambitions linked to 
economic development. The Local Plan has also been appropriately informed by 
evidence-based studies, including the Strategic Transport Assessment, Strategic 
Employment Needs Assessment and Infrastructure Delivery Plan in relation to matters 
such as infrastructure and transport [CD 11, Appendix 4, Para 4.5]. As set out in 
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Appendix 2  (“DTC Records of Notes”), there have been a number of meetings held with 
Cheshire East and opportunities, during consultation stages (particularly at the Final 
Draft Local Plan stage), for the full evidence base to be considered. There has been an 
agreement to undertake ongoing discussions on the AB2 site which continues to take 
place and has resulted in a supplementary SOCG [EX/SCG/04] which sets out proposed 
modifications to policy agreed between the Borough Council and Cheshire East, if the 
Inspector is minded to accept the proposed allocation at site AB2 ‘land at Junction 16’). 
 

1.2.10 At the Regulation 18 stage, there was a draft site allocation for housing which was 
subsequently removed from the Local Plan for Regulation 19 following the 
implementation of the methodology contained within the site selection report [ED029]. 
This was a site at Newchapel (reference NC77) and was a site on the boundary with 
Stoke-on-Trent City Council. The Borough Council shared the outcomes of the site 
selection approach with Stoke-on-Trent following receipt of comments from the City 
Council at the First Draft Local Plan stage. The SOCG with Stoke-on-Trent City Council 
confirms agreement to the site being taken out of the local plan at Regulation 19 stage 
[CD11, Appendix 2 , para 4.33-4.34]. 
 

1.2.11 Staffordshire County Council, in their agreed SOCG, has noted how the two Council’s 
have engaged on various matters including education, transportation, infrastructure, 
historic environment, flooding, public health, employment and skills and comments on 
detailed policy wording. The parties agree that there is a need to allocate employment 
land in the Borough and that there is a need for at least two strategic employment sites 
[CD11, App 13, para 4.1].    
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Qu 1.3 Has the Plan been prepared in accordance with the adopted Local Development 
Scheme (CD12 2023)? 

1.3.1 The Local Plan has been prepared in accordance with the adopted Local Development 
Scheme. The Local Plan was submitted in Q4 of 2024 which is consistent with the 
timetable contained within the Local Development Scheme relevant at the time of 
preparing the Plan [CD12, pg. 5].  
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Qu 1.4 Has consultation on the plan been carried out in accordance with the Council’s 
Statement of Community Involvement (CD13 Sept 2021) and the requirements of the 2004 
Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations? 

1.4.1 At all stages of its preparation, consultation on the Local Plan has been carried out in 
accordance with the consultation requirements specified in regulations and the 
Council’s approved Statement of Community Involvement in force over the preparation 
of the Local Plan.  
 

1.4.2 The Council’s consultation statements (CD06a) provide a description of how the 
consultation was undertaken and the stages of consultation. Annex 1 and Annex 2 of 
CD06a provide a commentary on the Issues and Strategic Options and First Draft Local 
Plan consultation stages [CD06a]. This includes a detailed summary of the main issues 
identified by the Council and an explanation of how the issue was taken into account in 
the preparation of the submission plan.  Examination document CD06b consider the 
approach to consultation at the Final Draft Local Plan consultation stage. Annex 1 of 
CD06b provides a summary of the main issues raised alongside the Council’s response 
[CD06b]. 
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Qu 1.5 Does the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provide a comprehensive and robust basis to 
inform the strategy and contents of the plan, particularly in terms of:  

(a) Its assessment of the likely effects of the plan’s policies and allocations? 

(b) Its consideration of reasonable alternatives, including the growth and growth 
directions options? Does it capture all reasonable alternative site options put forward in 
the plan preparation process? Can these be compared on a like for like basis?     

(c) Its explanation of why the preferred strategy and policies were selected? 

(d) Its assessment of the amount of development that would arise as a result of the 
provisions in the Plan? 

Comments from Lepus Consulting and the Council 

1.5.2 Yes, the SA has applied a robust, iterative and comprehensive approach to evaluate the 
environmental, social and economic effects of the Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan 
and reasonable alternatives, in accordance with planning legislation and best practice 
guidance.  
 

1.5.3 The SEA Directive (2001/42/EC), transposed into English law by the Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the SEA Regulations), states 
that the purpose of SEA is “to provide for a high level of protection of the environment 
and to contribute to the integration of environmental considerations into the preparation 
and adoption of plans and programmes with a view to promoting sustainable 
development, by ensuring that, in accordance with this Directive, an environmental 
assessment is carried out of certain plans and programmes which are likely to have 
significant effects on the environment”.   
 

1.5.4 SA is a systematic process that must be carried out during the preparation of local plans 
in accordance with Section 19(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
and paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (December 2023).  
The role of SA is to promote sustainable development by assessing the extent to which 
the emerging plan, when judged against reasonable alternatives, will help to achieve 
relevant environmental, economic and social objectives.  In accordance with national 
planning practice guidance (PPG) on SA and SEA (007 Reference ID: 11-007-20140306), 
SA should meet all of the requirements of the SEA Regulations. 
 

1.5.5 The SA process and reporting stages are described within Chapter 2 of Volume 2 the 
Regulation 19 SA Report (2024) [CD03].  Figure 2.5 of the Regulation 19 SA outlines 
where each of the requirements of an ‘Environmental Report’ as per the SEA Regulations 
have been met [pg.14].  The Appendices to the Regulation 19 SA (Volume 3) support the 
content of the main report.  A Non-Technical Summary (Volume 1) has also been 
prepared.   
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SA Methodology 
 

1.5.6 The SA for the Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan has consistently used a tool called the 
SA Framework to evaluate effects.  The SA Framework was originally prepared by 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuLBC) as part of the SA Scoping Report 
(2021) [EX/NBC/09] and updated at the Regulation 18 stage as explained in Chapter 2 of 
the Regulation 18 SA (2023) [CD04].  The SA Framework consists of 12 SA Objectives, 
reflecting the topics presented in Section 6 of Schedule 2 of the SEA Regulations as well 
as additional social and economic topics, and was subject to consultation with the 
statutory consultees Natural England, Historic England and the Environment Agency at 
each stage of the SA process. 
   

1.5.7 The appraisal methodology uses objective geographic information relating to 
environmental receptors, the SA Framework and established standards (where 
available) to help make the assessment decisions transparent and robust. 
 

1.5.8 The methodology which has been used to evaluate significant effects in the SA process 
is presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 2 of the Regulation 19 SA Report (2024) [CD03, pgs 
18-25].  Within Volume 3 of Regulation 19 SA, Appendix E outlines the assessment 
receptors, data sources and assumptions applied in the evaluation of reasonable 
alternative sites.  
 

1.5.9 To help evaluate significance, a high-level scoring system has been used to guide the 
reader.  These scores must be read in conjunction with the assessment narrative. 
 

1.5.10 SA operates at a strategic level and uses available secondary data for the relevant SA 
Objective.  To enable evaluation on a comparable basis, all reasonable alternatives and 
preferred options are assessed using the same method as other options of the same 
type.   
 

1.5.11 Predicting effects relies on an evidence-based approach and incorporates expert 
judgement.  The assessments in the SA are based on the best available data and 
information, including that provided by the Council and information that is publicly 
available.  Every attempt has been made to predict effects as accurately as possible, 
taking into account available baseline information and trends.  The precautionary 
principle is applied. 
 
Evaluation of reasonable alternatives 
 

1.5.12 It is possible to derive reasonable alternatives for different aspects of a local plan.  
There is no prescribed formula or procedure about which aspects of a local plan require 
reasonable alternatives.  A range of reasonable alternatives for different aspects of the 
emerging Local Plan have been identified and described by the Council, and evaluated 
in accompanying SA outputs, throughout the iterative SA and plan making process.   
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1.5.13 The approach to reasonable alternatives in the SA process is described in Chapter 5 of 
Volume 2 of the Regulation 19 SA Report (2024) [CD03] and summarised in Figure 1 
below. 
 
Growth Options 
 

1.5.14 A total of six housing growth options and six employment growth options have been 
considered during the SA process.  These were identified, described and evaluated 
through the Regulation 18 stage (2023) and at Regulation 19 (2024). 
 

1.5.15 Three housing growth options were assessed as part of the Regulation 18 SA (2023) 
[CD04, Chapter 3, pgs 21-27], based on numbers derived from the Housing and 
Economic Needs Assessment (HEDNA) (2023) [ED001a]: 

• Housing Growth Option 1 – Standard Method (358 dwellings per annum 
(dpa) or 7,160 dwellings between 2020-2040); 

• Housing Growth Option 2 – Midpoint of employment forecasts (301 dpa 
or 6,020 dwellings between 2020-2040); and 

• Housing Growth Option 3 – Highest employment forecast (369 dpa or 
7,380 dwellings between 2020-2040). 

 
1.5.16 The housing growth options were updated and assessed as part of the Regulation 19 SA 

(2024) [CD03, see Appendix D, Section D.2 and Section 5.3 (pgs. 30-32)], to ensure that 
the options aligned with the latest employment growth forecasts for the plan period and 
the latest standard method figure at the time of preparation based on the HEDNA (2024) 
[ED001]: 

• Housing Growth Option 1 – Standard Method (347 dpa or 6,940 dwellings 
between 2020-2040); 

• Housing Growth Option 2 – Standard Method plus uplift for working age 
population (400 dpa or 8,000 dwellings between 2020-2040); and 

• Housing Growth Option 3 – Higher growth option (435 dpa or 8,700 
dwellings between 2020-2040). 
 

1.5.17 On balance, Option 2 was identified as the best performing option as it would provide 
the best balance between economic, social and environmental outcomes, through 
ensuring housing growth aligns with the economic and employment growth forecasts 
[CD03, pg 32]. 
 

1.5.18 Three employment growth options were assessed as part of the Regulation 18 SA (2023) 
[CD04, Chapter 4, pgs 28-32], based on numbers derived from the HEDNA (2023) 
[ED001a]: 

• Employment Growth Option 1 – Standard Method (need of 45.3-68.8ha, 
supporting 269 jobs per annum); 

• Employment Growth Option 2 – Midpoint of employment forecasts (need 
of 40.7-68.8ha, supporting 207 jobs per annum); and 

• Employment Growth Option 3 – Highest employment forecast (need of 
36.5-68.8ha, supporting 281 jobs per annum). 
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1.5.19 The employment growth options were updated and assessed as part of the Regulation 
19 SA (2024) [CD03, see Appendix D, and Section 5.4 pgs. 33-35], to ensure that the 
options aligned with the latest employment growth forecasts for the plan period and the 
latest standard method figure at the time of preparation based on the HEDNA (2024) 
[ED001]: 

• Employment Growth Option 1 – Standard Method (need of 43ha, 
supporting 167 jobs per annum); 

• Employment Growth Option 2 – Standard Method plus uplift for working 
age population (need of 63-83ha, supporting 237 jobs per annum); and 

• Employment Growth Option 3 – Higher growth option (need of 83ha, 
supporting 347 jobs per annum). 
 

1.5.20 Notwithstanding the limitations of the assessment, Option 2 was taken forward as it has 
been informed by a local needs assessment, conducted using the standard method. 
The figure aligned with the economic job’s growth forecasts providing for an increase in 
the working age population. The option represents the most deliverable option when 
balanced against site opportunities and constraints in the Borough [CD03, pg. 35]. 
 
Growth Direction Options 
 

1.5.21 A total of seven growth direction options have been considered during the SA process.  
These were identified, described and evaluated through the Regulation 18 stage (2023) 
and at Regulation 19 (2024). 
 

1.5.22 Six growth direction options were assessed as part of the Regulation 18 SA (2023) 
[CD04, Section 5, pgs. 33-43], representing potential broad locations for new 
development: 

• Growth Direction Option 1 – Development on strategic sites outside the 
Green Belt – large rural extensions; 

• Growth Direction Option 2 – Strategic Green Belt release for an urban 
extension – University Growth Corridor; 

• Growth Direction Option 3 – Green Belt release for development of 
strategic sites – Talke and Chesterton expansion; 

• Growth Direction Option 4– Green Belt release for development of 
strategic sites – Kidsgrove expansion; 

• Growth Direction Option 5 – Green Belt release for development of 
strategic sites – Audley Rural expansion; and 

• Growth Direction Option 6 – Combination of strategic sites across the 
borough comprising of both sites outside the Green Belt and sites which 
require Green Belt release. 
 

1.5.23 A further growth direction option was identified by the Council and assessed as part of 
the Regulation 19 SA (2024) [CD03, see Appendix D, Section D.4 and Section 5.5 and 
paragraph 5.5.3 (pg. 36)]: 
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• Growth Direction Option Zero – Maximising development within 
development boundaries, including density uplift within town centres 
and at locations well served by public transport. 

 
1.5.24 No single best performing option was identified in the SA process although the relative 

benefits and challenges of each were discussed in the evaluation [CD03, Section 5.5 
and appendix D.4]. As set out in the Appendix D of the SA [Table D.4.3, pg. D26/27] 
reasons for the selection and rejection of options have been clearly set out. The Council 
in selecting Growth Option 6 (Hybrid Option) has taken account of a number of factors, 
informed by the outcomes of the SA to select an appropriate strategy for growth in the 
borough. Option 6 builds in Option Zero, focusing on maximising development at sites 
within development boundaries in the first instance and then taking a balanced 
approach which seeks to support development, focused in the strategic and urban 
centre and then a lower level and scale of development in the rural area, linking also to 
the objectives of the Local Plan. 
 
Growth Scenario Options 
 

1.5.25 Having selected Growth Direction Option 6 as a preferred option, the Council identified 
four growth scenarios to provide further clarity on the spatial definition associated with 
growth under this strategy, based on different proposed employment allocations 
including strategic employment sites (Table 2) [CD03, Appendix D, Section D.5, Table 
D.5.1, pg D29, replicated as Table 2 below]. The options were tested against the twelve 
SA Objectives in section D.5.2. 
 

Table 2: Growth scenarios identified by NuLBC 
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1.5.26 Evaluation in the SA process revealed that Options 6b and 6d performed similarly and 
were considered to be the best performing options overall, supporting employment 
skills and training opportunities to a greater extent than 6a/6c owing to the support for 
growth within the University of Keele Growth Corridor [CD03, Para D.5.3.4, pg D35]. 
 
Reasonable Alternative Sites 
 

1.5.27 The identification, description and evaluation of development sites has taken place 
throughout the plan making process at different stages.  A total of 177 reasonable 
alternative sites have been considered throughout the SA process: 

• Regulation 18 SA (2023) [CD04] – evaluation of 141 reasonable 
alternative sites for residential, employment, mixed and Gypsy, Traveller 
and Travelling Showpeople use; 

• Regulation 19 SA (2024) [CD03] – evaluation of 27 new sites identified by 
NuLBC since 2023, and nine amended versions of sites previously 
assessed. The discussion of these new sites is contained in Appendix F 
of the SA [CD03]. These were considered following updated information 
received by the Council during consultation responses received to the 
First Draft Local Plan consultation stage in 2023 and the implementation 
of the site selection process, set out in the site selection report [ED029]. 

 
1.5.28 All 177 reasonable alternative sites have been assessed against the same methodology 

(as set out in Appendix E of the Regulation 19 SA (2024) [CD03].  All sites have been 
assessed before and after mitigation, to provide transparency in the appraisal process 
and enable scrutiny as to the effectiveness of the Local Plan policies as mitigation tools.   
 

1.5.29 The summary SA impact matrix for each reasonable alternative site assessed in the SA 
process is presented in Table H.2.1 (pre-mitigation) and Table H.4.1 (post-mitigation) of 
Appendix H of the Regulation 19 SA (2024) [CD03, pgs. H3 and H24].   
 
Evaluation of Policies 
 

1.5.30 At the Regulation 18 stage, NuLBC prepared 23 initial draft policies which were 
evaluated in the Regulation 18 SA Report (2023) [CD04].  Following this, at the 
Regulation 19 stage, NuLBC prepared a total of 55 policies (including updates to the 23 
previously assessed draft policies) as well as 45 site allocation policies (prepared 
following the selection/rejection of reasonable alternative sites).  All 100 Local Plan 
policies were evaluated in the Regulation 19 SA Report (2024) [CD03] with strategic/non-
strategic policies in Appendix G and site allocation policies in Appendix J. 
 

1.5.31 Each emerging policy was evaluated in the SA process against the SA Framework, with 
findings and recommendations fed back to NuLBC at each stage to enhance, where 
possible, the sustainability performance of the policies and the Plan as a whole. 
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Selection and rejection of reasonable alternatives 
 

1.5.32 At each stage of the SA process, draft and final outputs were shared with NuLBC to aid 
their decision making and selection/rejection of options as the Plan progressed.  Best 
performing options were identified wherever possible.   
 

1.5.33 Chapter 5 of the Regulation 19 SA (2024) [CD03] explains the approach to reasonable 
alternatives during the SA process and provides NuLBC’s reasons for selection/rejection 
of different types of options, taking into account the SA findings as well as wider 
evidence base information.  NuLBC’s reasons for selection/rejection of reasonable 
alternative sites are presented in Appendix I of the Regulation 19 SA (2024) [CD03]. 
 

 

Figure 1 The identification, description and evaluation of reasonable alternatives considered throughout the plan 
making process (Figure 5.1 of the Regulation 19 SA, March 2024 [CD03])  
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Qu 1.6 Is the Habitats Regulations Assessment (CD05 July 2024) and the habitats 
Regulation Assessment with appendices (EX/NBC/03, EX/NBC/03a and EX/NBC/03b)  
adequate and does the plan include all the recommendations identified in the assessment 
as necessary to ensure compliance with the Habitats Regulations?  Is it robust and 
convincing in its conclusion that the plan will have no significant effects on the integrity of 
any European sites? 

1.6.1 The Regulation 19 Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (2024) [CD05] was prepared 
in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as 
amended) (the Habitats Regulations) and using best practice guidance including 
national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and the David Tyldesley and Associates (DTA) 
HRA Handbook. 
 

1.6.2 During the HRA process, potential impact pathways from the Local Plan and 
connections to European sites and their vulnerabilities were explored.  The HRA scoped 
in potential impact pathways at the following European sites, (see Chapter 3 of the 
Regulation 19 HRA [CD05]): 

• Cannock Chase SAC - water quality; 
• Humber Estuary SAC, SPA and Ramsar - water quality; 
• Mersey Estuary SPA and Ramsar - water quality; 
• Midland Meres and Mosses Phase 1 Ramsar - water quality and quantity and 

recreational pressure; 
• Midland Meres and Mosses Phase 2 Ramsar - air quality, water quality and quantity and 

recreational pressure; 
• Pasturefields Salt Marsh SAC - water quality; 
• Peak District Dales SAC – water quantity; 
• Peak District Moors (South Pennine Moors Phase 1) SPA – water quantity; 
• Severn Estuary SAC, SPA and Ramsar - water quality; 
• South Pennine Moors SAC – water quantity; and 
• West Midland Mosses SAC - water quality. 

 
1.6.3 As required under Regulation 105 of the Habitats Regulations, an assessment was made 

to determine Likely Significant Effects (LSEs) of the Local Plan upon European sites.  The 
Local Plan is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of any 
European site.  Taking no account of mitigation, the following policies and all allocations 
were screened into the HRA process due to potential LSEs on the European sites listed 
above either alone or in-combination (see Chapter 4 of the Regulation 19 HRA [CD05]):  

• PSD 1: Overall Development Strategy; 
• PSD 3: Distribution of Development; 
• HOU 4: Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople; 
• EMP 1: Employment; 
• RET 4: Newcastle-under-Lyme Town Centre; and 
• SE 8: Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 

 
1.6.4 The HRA therefore progressed to Appropriate Assessment (AA) to explore the 

implications of the Local Plan in view of each European site’s conservation objectives 
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(see Chapters 5-7 of the Regulation 19 HRA [CD05]).  The following matters were 
assessed in more detail: 

• Impacts on designated features affected by a possible deterioration in air 
quality; 

• Impacts on water quality and quantity associated with increased levels of built 
development; 

• Impacts associated with increased recreational pressure at European sites; and 
• Consideration of impacts at associated functionally linked land. 

 
1.6.5 The protective framework provided by the Local Plan and existing protection measures 

set out in high level strategic policy and existing planning policy frameworks that serve 
to help overcome the identified potential adverse effects were factored into the 
assessment process.  Taking into consideration these factors, and based on the best 
available information at the time of writing, the HRA concluded that the Local Plan 
would have no adverse impact on site integrity at any European site, either alone or in-
combination. The conclusions of the HRA are summarised in Section 8 at pgs 83-84 
[CD05]. 
 

1.6.6 Under the provisions of Regulation 105(2) of the Habitats Regulations, as the competent 
authority, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuLBC) is responsible for preparing 
the Integrity Test, in light of the conclusions of the AA, and must have regard to 
representations made by Natural England. 
 

1.6.7 Natural England submitted a representation during the Regulation 19 consultation 
expressing that they considered the Final Draft Local Plan in its current form not sound 
or legally compliant due to the lack of evidence with regard to air quality and its 
implications for the HRA.  In this response, Natural England considered that adverse air 
quality impacts on site integrity at the Midland Meres and Mosses Phase 2 Ramsar site 
could not be ruled out based on evidence provided in the Regulation 19 HRA Report 
[CD05].  Natural England advised that further work be undertaken to better understand 
the LSEs of air quality at the Midland Meres and Mosses Phase 2 Ramsar site where it is 
underpinned by Black Firs and Cranberry Bog Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
and Oakhanger Moss SSSI. 
 

1.6.8 As explained within the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) between NuLBC and 
Natural England [EX/NBC/03c and EX/SCG/03] additional HRA and air quality work has 
been undertaken following engagement with Natural England which has led to the 
preparation of two further evidence documents: 

• Assessment of Air Quality Impacts on Habitat Sites in Newcastle-under-Lyme – 
Air Quality Assessment Report (February 2025, SWECO) [EX/NBC/03a]; and 

• Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Newcastle-under-Lyme Publication 
Draft Local Plan – interpretation of Air Quality Modelling Data for the 
Components of the Midlands Meres and Mosses (Phase 2) Ramsar Site (March 
2025, Lepus Consulting) [EX/NBC/03b]. 
 

1.6.9 Drawing on the air quality modelling work [EX/NB/03a], including information enabling 
better understanding of the air quality impacts at Oakhanger Moss SSSI and Black Firs 
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and Cranberry Bog SSSI, the Interpretation of Air Quality Modelling Report (March 2025) 
[EX/NBC/03b] concluded that there will be no adverse impact on site integrity at the 
Midland Meres and Mosses (Phase 2) Ramsar due to air pollution associated with the 
Local Plan alone or in-combination. 
 

1.6.10 As stated in the SoCG [EX/NBC/03c and EX/SCG/03 at paragraph 3.10 on pg. 4], “it is 
agreed by all parties that as long as the Borough Council are going to adopt the final Air 
Quality HRA (AA) then Natural England can concur with the conclusion of no adverse 
effect on integrity with regards to Air Quality”. 
 

1.6.11 The Regulation 19 HRA (2024) [CD05] together with the supplementary air quality 
modelling (2025) [EX/NBC/03a] and ecological interpretation (2025) [EX/NBC/03b] 
provide a fit for purpose and robust conclusion that the Newcastle-under-Lyme Local 
Plan will not result in an adverse impact on integrity at any European site, either alone or 
in-combination. 
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Qu 1.7 Does the plan include policies to address the strategic priorities for the 
development and use of land in Newcastle under Lyme? How are these identified in the 
Plan? 

1.7.1 The Local Plan in the contents section [CD01 table 1, pg. 8] includes a list of policies 
and a consideration of whether they are strategic or non-strategic in nature. It is 
considered that those strategic policies identified promote the Vision identified in 
paragraphs 4.1 – 4.3 of the Local Plan and address the strategic objectives included in 
paragraphs 4.4 – 4.16 of the Local Plan, when considered alongside site allocations. This 
includes: - 

• Ensuring that developments include the sense of place and character through 
appropriate consideration of design (objective SO-1) 

• Diversifying the boroughs employment base through allocations that benefit 
economic growth for the region, including logistics (objective SO-2) 

• Supporting, through allocations and town centre policies, the regeneration and 
renewal of distinctive market towns of Newcastle-under-Lyme and Kidsgrove 
(objective SO-3) 

• Mitigating, through climate change policies, the Borough’s impact on climate 
change and setting out a policy context for renewable energy generation 
(objective SO-4) 

• Providing a policy context for the mix of housing types (objective SO-5) 
• Supporting, through allocations, the vitality of rural villages (objective SO-6) 
• Supporting, through policies and allocations active and sustainable travel 

across the borough (objective SO-7) 
• Providing a clear local strategic planning framework to support the development 

of neighbourhood plans (objective SO-8) 
• Supporting, through policy, the environmental assets in the Borough including 

blue and green infrastructure (objective SO-9) 
• Supporting a balanced approach to the growth of Keele University whilst 

recognising the character of the surrounding area (objective SO-10) 
• Supporting, through allocations the balance between growth and conservation 

of the Borough’s identify (objective SO-11) 
• Identifying, through the Plan, where exceptional circumstances exist to release 

Green Belt land on a strategic basis (objective SO-12) 
• Seek to protect and enhance the historic environment of the Borough (objective 

SO-13) 

  



Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council Matter 1 Hearing Statement 

21 
 

Qu 1.8 Does the plan include policies designed to ensure that the development and use of 
land in Newcastle under Lyme contributes to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate 
change?   

1.8.1 The Local Plan, taken as a whole, includes polices designed to ensure that the 
development and use of land in Newcastle-under-Lyme contributes to the mitigation of, 
and adaptation to climate change. The development of the Local Plan has been 
supported by the Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation Report [ED024a and b] and 
the Local Plan includes a number of policies which support the Council’s response to a 
climate emergency declaration in 2019. Chapter 6 of the Local Plan specifically 
addresses Climate and Renewable Energy.  Policies in the Local Plan that contribute to 
the mitigation of, and adaptation to, Climate Change include:- 
 

• Policy CRE 1 ‘Climate Change’ [CD01, pg25] which includes refences to energy 
standards, whole life cycle carbon assessments and general principles to 
support natural ventilation and light and accessibility of developments. The 
policy also includes references to supporting the district heat network at Keele 
University and the Council’s Carbon Capture areas (tree planting) as shown on 
the Policies Map.  

 
• Policy CRE 2 ‘Renewable Energy’ [CD01, pg. 27] which provides policy context 

for decentralised, renewable or low carbon energy sources including wind and 
solar energy.  

 
• There are also policies regarding the mitigation of an adaptation to climate 

change including pollution and air quality [Policy SE1, CD01, pg67] flood risk 
[CD01, Pg 70, Water Resources and Quality [Policy SE5, CD01, pg75] and 
biodiversity and geodiversity [Policy SE8, CD01, pg. 80], amongst others.  

 
1.8.2 Strategic Objective SO-4(IV) [CD01, pg. 10] of the Local Plan is to reduce the Borough’s 

Carbon footprint and mitigate the impact of climate change. This overarching objective 
is reflected throughout the Local Plan including policies on the efficient use of land 
[Policy PSD1, CD01, pg. 14], and a development strategy [Policies PSD2 & PSD3, CD01, 
pgs. 14-18] which encourages the use of active and sustainable forms of transport 
[Policy IN2, CD01, pgs. 57-59]. The development strategy of the Plan has sought to direct 
the largest scale of growth toward the main urban areas based on sustainability 
considerations. This provides opportunities to access services and facilities more 
readily. The strategy also allows for a level of development in smaller and more rural 
centres to support and sustain services and facilities in those settlements.  Policies on 
health and wellbeing, and good design, will also play their part [Policies PSD6 and PSD7, 
pgs. 21 and 23]. 
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Qu 1.9 How have issues of equality been addressed in the Local Plan? 

1.9.1 Issues of equality have been considered through the appraisal processes included 
within the Sustainability Appraisal [CD03] particularly Appendix K. Appendix K provides 
an assessment of each policy of the Local Plan for its potential positive, negative or 
neutral (negligible) impact on potentially vulnerable equalities groups by reference to 6 
indicators set out in paragraph K.2.1.1.  The EQIA was also incorporated into the 
population and material assets SEA topic in the Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal 
document [CD03, Chapter 13]. Accordingly, the Local Plan has been assessed for 
potential positive, negative or neutral impacts on potentially vulnerable groups. In 
general terms, policies in the Local Plan have been identified to provide for a positive or 
neutral effect on members of the community included in the assessment. 
 

1.9.2 The Local Plan considers the development of land use throughout the Borough. 
Generally, the Local Plan aims to be positive for all, including those with protected 
characteristics and has been drafted based on a range of evidence base assessments. 
Public consultation during the development of the Local Plan has provided further 
opportunities to check that there are no disproportionate impacts on groups of people 
with protected characteristics. These elements of the preparation of the Local Plan have 
provided opportunities for issues of equality to be identified and if so identified, to be 
addressed. 
 

1.9.3 The equalities policy assessment set out in section K3 of the Sustainability Appraisal 
[CD03, pgs K1 – K12] indicates that a substantial number of Local Plan policies will have 
positive impacts in relation to age (for older and younger groups) as well as in relation to 
disability.  Other policies will have broader positive outcomes in relation to a number of 
protected characteristics.  Those policies include PSD6, PSD7, RET4, IN1, IN2, IN5, SE6 
and SE14. 
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Qu 1.10 Does the plan comply with all other relevant legal requirements, including in 
the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations? 

1.10.1 Yes. The preparation, consultation and submission of the Local plan has complied with 
other relevant legal requirements, including the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 
Regulations. 
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Qu 1.11 Does the ‘policies map’ (CD02) correctly illustrate geographically the 
application of policies of the Plan? 

1.11.1 In the Council’s view, the Policies Map does correctly illustrate geographically the 
application of policies of the Plan. The Council has prepared an interactive version of 
the Policies Map, accessed via a link included in examination CD02, which allows users 
to easily interpret the spatial implications of the Local Plan.   
 

1.11.2 Since the submission of the Local Plan, a discrepancy has been identified relating to the 
boundary of proposed site G&T Site 8. Due to a cartographical error, there has been an 
area of land included in the draft proposed allocation which is not in the Council’s 
ownership. This current boundary is shown below and should instead follow the green 
line shown underneath the boundary, as shown in figure 1 below. The Council intends to 
correct this issue on the adoption of the Local Plan. 
 

 

Figure 2: Boundary issue G&T8 
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Issue 1b Overarching Matters 

Qu 1.12 Is the plan period (2020 – 2040) justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy which requires strategic policies to look at least 15 years ahead from 
adoption? Should the requirements/timescales for review of the Plan be set out in policy? 

1.12.1 The Council’s Local Development Scheme [CD12, pg. 5] states that the Local Plan is 
intended to be adopted at the end of 2025. This would provide for potentially less than a 
15-year period from adoption, particularly as the adoption date is dependent upon 
progress during the examination of the Local Plan.  
 

1.12.2 The Local Plan has been prepared and supported by robust evidence base up to 2040. To 
amend the Plan period, in the Council’s judgement, would have led to the need to 
update the detailed evidence base and so delayed Local Plan production. This is within 
the wider context of the existing development plan for the borough dating from 2009 and 
containing a number of policies now considered out of date in respect of matters 
including housing, employment and climate change, amongst others. The National 
Planning Policy Framework (Dec 2023, in paragraph 15) refers to the need for a genuine 
plan led system, supported by succinct and up to date Local Plans and supports the 
Council’s broader intention to move forward with the Local Plan in an efficient manner.  
 

1.12.3 There is also an existing mandatory local plan review process in place pursuant to 
regulation 10a of the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 
2012 and national policy relevant to that task in paragraph 33 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. This will lead to the Council needing to review the Plan on a regular 
basis.  
 

1.12.4 The submission of the emerging Local Plan is consistent with the transitional 
arrangements contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (December 
2024), particularly paragraph 234b. However, as stated in paragraph 236 , where 234b 
applies, and the housing requirement in the local plan (currently 400 dwellings per 
annum) is less than 80% of local housing need (currently at 550 dwellings per annum) at 
circa 73%, then the local planning authority is expected to begin work on a new Plan, 
under the revised Plan-making system provided for by the Levelling Up and Regeneration 
Act 2023 (as soon as the relevant provisions are brought into force in 2025), in order to 
address the shortfall in housing need. To that end, the Council has prepared an updated 
Local Development Scheme [EX/NBC/02] that includes a requirement to start a new 
Local Plan on adoption of the emerging local plan.  
 

1.12.5 In relation to a number of key elements, the Local Plan will provide more precise and 
effective plan-led guidance than the NPPF requires.  For example, consistent with its 
Strategic Objectives the Local Plan identifies specific housing allocation sites that will 
come forward in years 6-10 and, where possible, years 11-15. 
 

1.12.6 In the circumstances the Local Plan conforms with the thrust of national guidance in 
this respect, but in any event there is a sufficient justification in ensuring that the 
Borough Council has in place an up to date plan led approach, for any departure that is 
required. 
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1.12.7 Given the legislative and transitional matters outlined above, there is no need for the 

Local Plan to set out in policy the timescales or requirements associated with such a 
review.  
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Qu 1.13 How have made and emerging Neighbourhood Plans been taken into 
account and where is this evident? 

1.13.1 The Council has been involved in supporting local communities in preparing 
neighbourhood plans.  Made neighbourhood plans in the Borough currently include: 
 

• Loggerheads Neighbourhood Plan (February 2019) 
• Chapel and Hill, Chorlton, Maer and Aston and Whitmore 

Neighbourhood Plan (January 2020) 
• Betley, Balterley and Wrinehill Neighbourhood Plan (January 2022) 
• Madeley Neighbourhood Plan (May 2022) 

 
1.13.2 Emerging neighbourhood plans, in respect of basic conditions are currently considered 

against the existing development plan of the Newcastle-under-Lyme and Stoke-on-Trent 
City Council Core Spatial Strategy, adopted in 2009.  
 

1.13.3 The neighbourhood plans have been used for the determination of planning 
applications. To date, there has not been any residential / employment development site 
allocations within neighbourhood plans and they defer to the emerging Local Plan on 
such matters. Currently, Made Neighbourhood Plans are more design-led and highlight 
local green spaces and community facilities ambitions etc. 
 

1.13.4 There are policy requirements in the draft Local Plan which link directly to the 
application of made and emerging neighbourhood plans and that may in turn lead to the 
need for modifications to made neighbourhood plans, including: - 
 

• Confirming in the supporting text to policy PSD3 (Distribution of 
Development) that neighbourhood plans can provide development, over 
and above, that contained in the Local Plan in rural areas and confirms 
that the Council will provide an indicative housing figures for relevant 
communities as required.  

• The supporting text to policy PSD7 (Design) refers to the need to take 
account of neighbourhood plans in the consideration of design matters. 

• Policy HOU2 (Housing Mix and Density) in criteria 1 (d) makes reference 
to the need for density requirements for housing schemes to take 
account of neighbourhood plans.  

• Policy HOU8 (Rural and First Homes Exception Sites) in criteria 1(c ) 
refers to evidence for the need for rural exception sites to have regard to 
the outcomes of evidence from neighbourhood plans.  

• Policy SE6 (Open Space, Sports and Leisure Provision) in criteria 5 which 
refers to Local Green Space Designations, designated through 
neighbourhood plans. 

• Policy SE9 (Historic Environment) in criteria 1(f) which refers to taking 
account of heritage related evidence and policies included in relevant 
adopted neighbourhood plans.  
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• Policy SE10 (Landscape) in Criteria 1(f) which refers to taking account of 
landscape policies, designations, landmarks and identified key views 
included in relevant adopted neighbourhood plans.  

• Policy SA1 (General Requirements for Site Allocations) includes as a 
strategic consideration the requirement that site allocations will have 
consideration to the aims, objectives and relevant ‘made’ 
neighbourhood plans. 
 

1.13.5 The Vision of the Local Plan [CD01, pg. 10] includes reference to broadening the network 
of neighbourhood plans. Strategic Objective SO-8 (VIII) [CD01, pg11] refers to providing 
a clear local planning framework to support the development of neighbourhood plans, 
which can in many cases provide for more detailed policies.  
 

1.13.6 In respect of evidence-based work, neighbourhood plan boundaries in made 
neighbourhood plans were considered during the development of the settlement 
boundary review [ED007]. Audley Neighbourhood Plan Group were also involved in the 
development of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and attended a workshop as a 
stakeholder in the development of the study [ED003, Appendix C]. 
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2. Appendix 1 – List of Reference Documents  
A. 2.1 The Council’s evidence for legal processes and requirements is set out below.  

 
B. 2.2 National Policy:  

• National Planning Policy Framework (2023 and 2024) 
• National Planning Practice Guidance  

 
C. 2.3 Government Regulations and Acts: 

• Town and Country Planning Act  
• Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004  

 
D. 2.4 Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan Submission / Examination Documents  

• Final Draft Local Plan [CD01] 
• Final Draft Local Plan Policies Map [CD02] 
• Sustainability Appraisal (Regulation 19 stage) [CD03] 
• Sustainability Appraisal (Regulation 18 stage) [CD04] 
• Habitats Regulations Assessment [CD05] & [EX/NBC/03b] 
• Consultation Statement Part 1 [CD06a] and Part 2 [CD06b] 
• Duty-to-Co-operate Statement of Compliance (Submission Stage) [CD11] 
• Site Selection Report and Assessments [ED029] 
• Duty-to-Co-operate Statement of Compliance at Regulation 19 stage [ED025] 

 
E. 2.5 Statements of Common Ground  

• SOCG as listed in the DTC Statement of Compliance at Submission Stage 
[CD11] 

• EX/SCG/01 – SOCG – NUL and National Highways 
• EX/SCG/03 – SOCG – NUL and Natural England 
• EX/SCG/04 – SOCG – NUL and Cheshire East (Supplementary SOCG) 

 

  



Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council Matter 1 Hearing Statement 

30 
 

3. Appendix 2 – DTC Meeting Minutes 

 The following pages set out the minutes of meetings held with respect the Duty-to-Co-operate.  

 

 

 

 

 



Issues and Strategic
Options

September 2021
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pdoac
Text Box
Presentation given to Neighbouring Authorities September 2021




Content

• Stages of Plan development

• Context

• Evidence

• Vision

• Issues

• Options

• Key questions
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Stages of Plan development

1

• Issues and Strategic Options
• Autumn 2021

2

• Publication Draft
• Autumn 2022

3

• Submission Plan
• Summer 2023
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Context - DtC

NuL

4



Housing Needs Assessment - Turleys

• Previous 2015, 2017, updated 2020 modelling from June 2020

• Covid impact

• Recommends 3 growth scenarios for consideration
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Housing Needs Assessment - Turleys

• Previous 2015, 2017, updated 2020 modelling from June 2020

• Covid impact

• Recommends 3 growth scenarios for consideration
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Evidence

• Green Belt Part 1 and 2, 2017, 2020

• Water Cycle Study, 2020

• SFRA, 2019

• Retail and Leisure Study, 2019

• Climate Change Adaption and Mitigation, 2020

• Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 2015, 2017, 2020

• Playing Pitch Strategy, 2020

• Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation Assessment, 2020

• SHLAA, 2020

• Open Space and Green Infrastructure (in production)

• Landscape Character Assessment (in production)
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Numbers
Table 3 Summary of growth options - housing

Option Dwellings per
annum

Total dwellings
requirement
2020-2040

1 Nationally set 350 7,000

2 Sustainable growth 410 8,200

3 Greater Job growth 445 8,900

Table 4 Summary of growth options - employment

Option Need Supply Total requirement
(surplus)
2020-2037

1 Nationally set 46.8 64.8 +18.0

2 Sustainable growth 52.6 64.8 +12.2

3 Greater Job growth 56.6 64.8 +8.2
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Housing - Issues

• Much of the evidence already advanced through the JLP (although
focused updates required at next stage)

• Site selection was advanced

• As of Winter 2020 around land for 2,500 homes could be found in
development boundaries

• Now possibly less if excluding more open space sites

• Prospect of an unprecedented level of GB release to meet need
unless there are alternatives
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Housing - Options

• Plan explains process of site
selection following NPPF
process for exhausting
reasonable alternatives to Green
Belt release
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Context - DtC

NuL

Housing - Options
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Issues and options - Gypsy and Travellers

Options for Transit Provision

In the five years (2020/21)

– 2024/25

In the longer term

(total need)

(2020/21 – 2036/37)

Permanent Gypsy and

Traveller sites

requirement

5 pitches 7 pitches

Travelling Showperson

plot requirements

2 plots 4 plots.

I Transit Site with 3 pitches

II Transit Site with 3-13

pitches

III Temporary stopover site

IV Negotiated stopping policy
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Employment - Issues

• Offices – supply appears sufficient, but a shortfall seems likely (reliance
on Keele Science Park and dimishing supply in town centres)

• Warehouses – sizeable need may not be met in most attractive locations
(Chatterley Valley, Etruria Valley/Festival Park and Trentham Lakes
becomes exhausted in short term

• Industrial Premesis – reasonable supply but lacking in quality across
Stoke and NuL. Issues with market demand, location and deliverability

• ELR combined with West Midlands Strategic Employment sites study
highlight lack of available, allocated sites over 25 hectares.
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Issues - Strategic Employment Sites
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Evidence - West Midlands Strategic Sites Study

• Based on evidence of past trends in relation to take-up, and
assuming that no additional strategic employment sites are
brought forward to replace those that remain, the resultant supply
of allocated and committed employment land would appear to
represent a maximum of 7.41 years supply.

• Increases to 23.7 years of potential capacity/supply if all market
demand sites were brought forward

• Potential Additional Supply (Motorway Junctions): It is our
view that Strategic Employment Sites are best delivered in
locations that are accessible to the strategic highway network,
with sites located close to motorway junctions being prioritised by
developers and occupiers.
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Options - Potential Strategic Sites – J16
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Options - Potential Strategic Sites - Keele
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Conclusion

• Focus of presentation on issues of need, land supply, and strategic sites
as focus for DtC discussion. The Plan also contains planning topics
common to I&O stage

• Decision to be bold about the potential issues and green belt release due
to advantages of intelligence from evidence production and site
investigation for withdrawn JLP

• Decision also due to lack of opportunity to ask questions of the public at
a later stage – next stage is Publication Draft

• Keen to work with our neighbours at earliest opportunity
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Key discussion points

• Where are you in plan making process?

• What do you need to see to be satisfied NUL has exhausted all reasonable
options before potentially requesting you to meet any of our need?

• Any advice or assistance with helping to meet the accommodation for Gypsy
and Traveller need?

• Are there any potential cross boundary issues on NUL delivering strategic
employment sites of a regional scale?

• Any other points to raise? – see next slide

• Frequency of meetings going forward
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• Housing

• Employment

• Gypsy and Travellers

• Transport

• Climate Change

• Biodiversity

• Pollution

• Heritage

• Flood Risk

• Green Infrastructure

• Energy

• Waste

Do we need to think about:

• Memorandum of co-operation

• Memorandum of understanding

• Statement of Common Ground

20



Newcastle-under-Lyme 

First Draft Local Plan (REG 18)

June 2023

21

pdoac
Text Box
Presentation on First Draft Local Plan - April - June 2023




Content

• Context

• Why produce a Local Plan ?

• Overview of Draft Local Plan proposals

• Consultation and Next Steps

• Questions ?
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Context - DtC

NuL
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Current Development Plan 

• NuL and SOT Core Spatial Strategy (adopted 2009)

• ‘Saved’ policies from the NuL Local Plan (adopted 2003)

• Minerals Local Plan for Staffordshire

• Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent Waste Local Plan

• Neighbourhood Development Plans

• Betley, Balterley and Wrinehill (January 2022)

• Chapel and Hill, Chorloton, Maer and Whitmore (October 2019)

• Loggerheads (February 2019)

• Madeley (May 2022)
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Why now?

• NuL plans are starting to become dated

• Land supply below minimum threshold required

• Need at least a 5 year rolling land supply

• No up to date Local Plan so new allocations to support an ongoing 

housing land supply

• Changes in legislation muted have not materialised and we need to plan 

ahead
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Local Plan: Stages

• Prepare, scope and engage on what a Local Plan should contain 

(Regulation 18 consultation Plan). Where we are now.

• Prepare final draft and consult on that Plan (Regulation 19)

• Submit the Final Draft Plan for Examination

• Independent Examination in Public

• Consultation on any Proposed Modifications

• Inspector’s Report

• Adoption of Local Plan by Full Council

• Monitoring and Review of Local Plan performance
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Emerging Local Plan

• Consulted on Issues and Strategic Options in 2021 / 2022

• Plan period 2020 – 2040

• Local Development Scheme sets out the timetable for producing the 
Local Plan

• Consultation on Regulation 18 Plan – Spring / Summer 2023

• Regulation 19 Plan – Quarter 1 in 2024

• Submission to the Planning Inspectorate for public examination –
Quarter 3 in 2024

• Examination of Local Plan – timetable determined by Planning 
Inspectorate

• Adoption of Local Plan by Full Council
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Local Plans - Supported by evidence

27 documents to support the Local Plan including – approx. 4000 pages

• Housing and employment 

need assessment

• Strategic Housing and 

Employment Land

Availability Assessment

• Viability Assessment

• Retail and Leisure Study

• Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment

• Green Belt Evidence

• Gypsy and Traveller and 

Travelling Showperson

Accommodation 

Assessment and Site 

Selection Paper

• Playing Pitch Strategy

•

• Water Cycle Study

• Sustainability Appraisal

• Habitats Regulations 

Assessment

• Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment

• Landscape and Settlement 

Character Assessment 

Study

• Climate Change Adaptation 

and Mitigation Report

• Site selection report
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Emerging Local Plan

• Overall Development Strategy

• Min of 7,160 dwellings (358 per annum)

• Minimum of 69 hectares of employment land

• Potential of strategic employment site(s) to support investment and 

growth.

• Informed by Local Housing Need Assessment, conducted using the 

standard method in line with national planning guidance. 

• Supported by evidence including the Housing and Economic Needs 

Assessment and Strategic Employment Site Assessment Report
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Settlement Hierarchy

• Strategic Centre – Newcastle-under-Lyme

• Urban Centre – Kidsgrove

• Rural Centre 

• Audley and Bignall End (Joint)

• Baldwins Gate

• Betley and Wrinehill (joint)

• Keele Village (with University Hub)

• Loggerheads

• Madeley and Madeley Heath (joint)

• Other Settlements and Rural Areas
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Distribution of Development

• Directing most of the development to higher order centres of the Borough

• Strategic Centre – in the order of 4,800 homes

• Urban Centre – in the order of 900 homes

• Rural Centre –

• Audley and Bignall End – in the order of 250 homes

• Betley and Wrinehill and Madeley and Madeley Heath – in the order of 200 
homes

• Loggerheads – in the order of 500 homes

• Keele and Keele University – in the order of 600 homes

• Employment sites – opportunity led approach. Final position to be assessed and 
identified in Regulation 19 Plan
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The draft Local Plan also sets out a policy approach 

to….

• Affordable housing

• Housing Mix and Type

• Housing Density

• Nationally Described Space Standards

• Accessibility Standards for dwellings

• Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
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Other policy areas include

• Green Belt and Safeguarded Land

• Retail – hierarchy of centres and approach to sequential and impact test

• Infrastructure – policy approach to supporting the delivery of infrastructure

• Health and Wellbeing – Health Impact Assessments

• Design – highlighting importance of Place / Design Codes etc

• Climate Change / Renewable Energy standards

• Transport and accessibility

• Biodiversity Net Gain

• Heritage
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Site Selection Process - approach to residential and 
employment allocations

• Looked at options within the existing urban areas in the Borough

• Brownfield call for sites (October – November 2022)

• Brownfield Land Register

• Review of responses to Issues and Options Consultation

• Audit of sites in the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability 
Assessment

• Looked at the allocation of brownfield and then non-Green Belt sites first

• Discussions with Neighbouring Authorities to ask whether they can meet 
some of Borough Council’s ‘unmet’ housing need

• Review of ‘exceptional circumstances’ and whether that can be 
demonstrated for Green Belt release
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Residential and Employment Allocations

• In the Draft Plan, proposing to allocate:-

• 42 sites (including 1 employment site, 1 mixed use site (residential and 

employment) and 40 sites for residential use

• Consulting on three strategic locations as potential large scale 

employment sites. 

• The Council has not expressed a view on the three strategic locations 

and is seeking views on the principle and location of potential future 

large-scale employment led sites in the Borough.
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Allocations – Potential Strategic Employment 

Allocations

• Aspinall Verdi – Strategic Employment Site Report identified a potential 

need for strategic employment sites

• Looked at three potential sites

• Land at J16 of the M6 (ref AB2)

• Land at Barkers Wood Keele (ref KL15)

• Land off Talke Roundabout / A500 (ref TK30)

• Not proposing to allocate the employment sites in the Plan at this stage 

but are seeking views on the principle of allocating strategic employment 

sites and seeking views on the site options themselves
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Allocations – Potential Strategic Employment 

Allocations
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Allocations – Potential Strategic Employment 

Allocations
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Allocations – Potential Strategic Employment 

Allocations
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Next Steps

• Cabinet report on the 6 June 2023

• 8 weeks public consultation (2 weeks beyond statutory requirements)

19 June – 14 August 2023

• Review consultation response received

• Undertake and complete any further evidence-based documents if 

required

• Prepare and consult on the Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan –

Regulation 19 Plan to be considered at Full Council

• Submit Plan to the Secretary of State for Public Examination before it 

can be considered for adoption by the Council.  
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Next Steps Cont…

• Ongoing dialogue following consultation on the Reg 18 Local Plan

• There is a need to have an understanding of the strategic cross 
boundary matters, ultimately to be reflected in Statement of Common 
Ground

• Housing

• Economy

• Transport

• Air Quality

• Green Belt

• Infrastructure

• Any other strategic cross boundary matters
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Consultation: how to respond

• Consultation pages accessed through Council Website -

https://www.newcastle-staffs.gov.uk/localplan

• Comments can be submitted via consultation portal, post, e-mail

• Consultation events being held at venues across the Borough

• Encourage responses at this stage to influence the future direction of the 

Plan in a constructive way
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Borough Local Plan

DTC Update 09.04.2024

Confidential Draft  
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Borough Local Plan Overview

• Upcoming Local Plan meetings:-

• 11 July 2024 – Special Economy & Place Scrutiny Committee 

• 24 July 2024 –Full Council meeting - recommendation to consult on 

Final Draft Local Plan and submit for examination 

• In respect of monitoring position, the Local Plan will take a position as at 

the 31 March 2023.

• REG 19 Local Plan to be supported by a suite of evidence based 

documents, including:-

• Housing and Economic Needs Assessment;

• Strategic Economic Needs Assessment;

• Supplementary work on Green Belt;

• Infrastructure Delivery Plan;

• Strategic Transport Assessment;

• Technical studies on flood risk, retail, viability and heritage.

• Sustainability Appraisal / Habitats Regulations Assessment
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Approach to housing need….

• First Draft Local Plan based on 358 dwellings per annum / 7,160 over 

Plan period (2020 – 2040).

• Consultants have reviewed position in the light of:-

• Updated evidence from 2021 Census;

• Economic projections for the Borough over Plan period;

• Consultation responses to First Draft Local Plan;

• Changes to National Planning Policy Framework;

• Work also reflects impacts upon the role of potential strategic 

employment sites.
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Initial Results 

• Baseline assessment of 347 dwellings per annum. However, 

following further analysis, it is considered that there are 

adjustments required to the ‘starting point’ to respond to 

factors, including economic growth.

• Following analysis and as a initial draft ‘working assumption’  -

the draft borough’s housing figure is considered to be 400 

dwellings per annum (8,000 for the 2020-2040 Plan period). 

This option contributes towards meeting economic projections 

and provides for a reasonable level of jobs growth. 

• In line with previous discussions, our understanding is that 

your Council is unable to contribute towards meeting any of 

the Borough’s housing needs. Can we confirm whether that is 

still the case?
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Approach to sites

• As outlined in the previous slide(s), we have / are in the 

process of producing a great deal of evidence to support the 

Local Plan. 

• We are now in a position to share with you, a draft list of 

potential site allocations for the REG 19 Plan in confidence. 

This is a draft list of ‘working assumptions’ which will continue 

to be tested through the Plan making process. One of the 

reasons why it is necessary to produce this interim position is 

to enable us to engage with infrastructure providers and DTC 

partners and work through any issues raised.
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AUDLEY

AB2 – Strategic 

Employment Site 

AB33 – approx. 60 

dwellings

AB15 – approx. 40 

dwellings

AB12 – approx. 150 

dwellings

N.B. AB32 proposed 

to removed  
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NEWCHAPEL / 

MOW COP

• KG6 – approx. 6 

dwellings

• RC8 – approx. 6 

dwellings (now a 

commitment)

• NC13 – approx. 

100 dwellings

N.B NC77 proposed 

to be removed  
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TALKE  

• BL8 – approx. 40 

dwellings

• BL24 – approx. 10 

dwellings

• BL18 – approx. 150 

dwellings

• TK6 – approx. 10 

dwellings

• TK27 – approx. 90 

dwellings

• TK10 – approx. 170 

dwellings

• TK17 – approx. 40 

dwellings

• BW1 - Employment
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TALKE  / 

CHESTERTON

• CT1 – approx. 750 

dwellings

• CT20 – employment 

uses

• HD10 – employment 

uses
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NUL CENTRAL / 

KNUTTON & 

SILVERDALE

• Town centre sites 

• Knutton ‘masterplan’ 

sites

• CH3 – Land at Hoon

Avenue (commitment 

following appeal)

• Lyme Park sites (SP 

sites) 

• SP23 change in 

boundary

• SP12 removed
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KEELE

• KL13 – mixed use

• KL15 – mixed use

53



NUL SOUTH

• TB19 – approx. 

500 dwellings

• SB12 – approx. 

60 dwellings. 

(commitment in 

Plan).
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RURAL SOUTH

LW74 – Baldwins

Gate (200 dwellings, 

granted at appeal)

LW53 – Mucklestone

Lane, Loggerheads 

130 dwellings

LW87 – approx. 12 

dwellings (now a 

commitment)
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MADELEY

MD29 – approx. 150 

dwellings. 
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Where does this lead us….

• Sites presented would get us to a position to meet indicative housing 

development requirements, as set out below:-

• As at 31 March 2023:-

• Completions - 1,099 (2020 – 2023)

• Commitments – 2,270 as at 31 March 2023

• Allocations of circa – circa 5,100

• Total housing supply– circa 8,500 (housing numbers + flexibility/buffer 

+ windfall allowance)
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Next steps

• Continue to engage with you on relevant emerging evidence with the 

ultimate aim of drafting a statement of common ground over the next 

few months. This position will then be reviewed following the 

consultation on the Final Draft Local Plan.
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Cheshire East Meeting 22 April 2021 11:00 – 12:00

Newcastle-under-Lyme (NuL) Borough Council and Cheshire East Council

Attendees:

 Shawn fleet - Head of Planning and Development, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough

Council

 Jemma March - Planning Policy Manager, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

 Chris Binns - Planning Policy Officer, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

 Jeremy Owens - Planning Policy, Cheshire East Council

 Allan Clarke - Planning Policy, Cheshire East Council

 Adrian Crowther – Development Management, Cheshire East Council

 Paul Hurdus – Development Management (Transport), Cheshire East Council

J16 M6 Logistics Site – St Modwens

Email in relation to J16 on the M6 which spurred this meeting.

Turley were contracted to do Newcastle-under-Lyme HNA and ENA, updated 2020. Will need

updating again before we enter examination.

Originally looking for 586 homes per annum, revised range is now 355 to 445.

‘Roughly enough land to meet the need’. However, assessment notes much of this is not in

good or very good condition and there is also a lack of warehouse space for logistics.

Existing large sites such as Chatterley Valley, Etruria Valley and Trentham to be taken up in

the short term which will leave us with a deficiency in strategic logistical sites.

West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study – published in 2015 and due for refreshed

study to be published this summer, concluded that there was not sufficient sites above

25hectares in the West Midlands to attract investment. Latest study highlights that sites over

25ha represents less than 7.41years capacity. Less than 5years if one key strategic site with

rail freight interchange is discounted.

Cheshire East noted that work was ongoing in respect of the second part of their Local Plan,

the Site Allocations and Development Policies Document (or SADPD) following the adoption

of the strategic Plan, the Local Plan Strategy, in 2017. The SADPD has been approved for

submission to the Secretary of State for public examination following a Council meeting of the

19 April 2021, with the examination hearings expected later in the year (2021).

Cheshire East advised that their Local Plan Strategy will need to be reviewed by July 2022,

however it is looking likely that the update will be in the form of the new style of plan envisaged

in the 2020 Planning White Paper.

Cheshire East touched on a number of issues relevant to the St Modwen proposals and would

be keen to see any further evidence in connection with it when available. From a

Highways/Transport perspective Highways England and Staffs CC would take the lead and

CEC would assess the impact on its road network when more detail is available.

Background to the site:
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- Promoted through Joint Local Plan process

- Commented on 2018 preferred options, stated they were seeing to promote

70hectares of land south East of J16

- 2.4million square foot of employment space

- Members had preference for site not close to communities

- ENA suggesting largely stagnant employment growth in NuL- job growth a key desire

for members

- Biggest issue behind the site is greenbelt release and highways, particularly the loss

of slip road

- Nick Dawson – County Council contact for Highways

- Potential contributions from S106 agreements towards Cheshire East dual

carriageway (A500)

- Concern surrounding the removal of lay-bys on the A500

- Concern surrounding travel of employees to the site

Immediate Actions

- It was agreed that it be more appropriate for Cheshire East to respond to issues and

options in the autumn rather than directly to the request it has received from St

Modwen’s consultants now.

o Likely to have more detailed information regarding the site close to Christmas.
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Version:Final

Contributors:
Jem m aM arch:P lanningP olicy M anager,N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N uL )
N oelBell:P rincipalP lanningP olicy O fficer,N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N uL )
ChrisBinns:P lanningP olicy O fficer,N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N uL )
S tuartP enny:P lanningP olicy & CIL M anager,CheshireEastCouncil
T hom asEvans:N eighbourhoodP lanningM anager,CheshireEastCouncil
Jerem y O w ens:Developm entP lanningM anager,CheshireEastCouncil

Issues & Strategic Options Presentation:
1.1. Asthisdocum ent and itsintended forthcom ing consultation represented the catalyst for

directengagem entandtheprincipalfocusforinform ationsharing,dialogue& debateduring

them eeting,N uL produced aP ow erP ointP resentation highlightingitspurpose,structure &

content.T hepresentationfocusedonareasofspecificrelevancetoneighbouringauthorities

w ith the intention that thisw ould highlight potentialcrossboundary issuesand frontload

engagem entfrom theearliestopportunity.

1.2. Anoverview ofsom eofthepertinentpointstoem ergereveals:

1.3. T heIssuesandO ptionsdocum enthasbeenapprovedby com m itteeandcabinetandN uL are

aim ingtobeginconsultationon18th O ctober.

1.4. T he stagesof the L ocalP lan developm ent w ere explained. L ichfieldsconsultantsw ere

appointed toadviseontheconceptofproducingtheBoroughsow nL ocalP laninDecem ber

2020 andrecom m endedinordertoproducetheL ocalP lantothesam etim escaleastheJoint

L ocalP lan,anIssuesandO ptionsorP refereedO ptionsstagew asnotnecessary andtheP lan

couldstartatthe P ublicationDraftinordertom eetthetw oyeartim etable.Asanauthority,

itw asdecidedthattheIssuesandS trategicO ptionsstagew ouldstilltakeplacetoenablethe

publicand externalorganisationsto shape the plan,how everin m ore detailthan usualto

bridge the gap betw een thisstage and the draftplan.T he Issuesand O ptionsbenefitsfrom

the factthatm ostofthe Evidence Base ism ore com plete and up to date than usualatthis

stage.

1.5. Itw asacknow ledged thatthereisalargeboundary shared betw eenN ew castle-under-L ym e

and Cheshire East,but that the urban areaispredom inantly shared betw een S toke and

N ew castle,w hichfunctionasthejointhousingm arketareaandfunctionaleconom icarea.

NOTE OF DUTY TO CO-OPERATE MEETING BETWEEN NEWCASTLE-

UNDER-LYME BOROUGH COUNCIL & CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL

Date & Time: 14th September – 14:00

Means of Engagement: Microsoft Teams
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1.6. T heextent& contem porary natureoftheevidencebasew ashighlighted,w iththisproviding

akey facet ofthe justification asto the degree ofdetailpresented w ithin the Issues&

S trategicO ptionsdocum ent& asignificantaidinbeingabletofrontloadaspectsoftheDuty

toCooperate.Itw asconceded thattheim pactsofCovid and thetim efram es(insom ecases

to2037 asopposedto2040)m ay necessitatefurtherconsiderationoftheneedforevidence

baseupdatestobeundertakenpriortopublicexam inationoftheplan.

1.7. T he shift in em phasisofthe Vision w asexplained from the form erJoint L ocalP lan Vision,

w ith alessovert reference to grow th and greaterprecedence to the protection ofspecific

areas. S eeking to preserve the m ajority ofopen spacesisalso now stressed w ithin the

S trategicO bjectivesreflectingastatedpoliticaldesire.T heapproachtoGreenBeltprotection

w assim ilarly stated.

1.8. T he grow thoptionsthathavebeen presented inthedocum entw ere explained highlighting

the positivesand negativesofeach option. It w asexplained that in orderto m ake the

docum entm orereadableforthepublic,thenam esofgrow thm ethodologiesw erechanged

tothefollow ing:

1.8.1.S tandardM ethodology -N ationally S et

1.8.2.Experian-S ustainableGrow th

1.8.3.ExperianP lus-GreaterJobGrow th

1.9. A com m entary w asgivenonhow thegrow thfigureshadbeenderivedintheHousingN eeds

Assessm ent.Itw asexplained thattheboroughcurrently hasasurplusinem ploym entsites,

how everthe sitesavailable do not m eet the m arket dem and.It hasbeen highlighted that

there isalackofany regional/large scale sitesin the borough.T herefore,tw o optionsfor

strategicem ploym ent siteshave been identified in the borough;Keele U niversity Grow th

CorridorandJunction16 ontheM 6.

1.10. S trategic Em ploym ent S itesand the w ork presented w ithin the W est M idlands

S trategicS itesS tudy(2021)w ashighlighted.W hilstitw asrecognisedthatthisS tudypresents

anum berofopportunitiesaroundtheBirm ingham conurbation,thoseofdirectrelevanceto

N uL w erediscussed,w ithN uL askingw hetherany investigationshavetakentotakeaccount

ofthe GreaterM anchesterand N orth W est areas.Cheshire East stated that it isbelieved

thereissuchastudy,andthisw illbeinvestigated.

1.11. T heneedforGypsy andT ravellersandT ravellingS how P eople’saccom m odationw as

detailed in the presentation and itw asdiscussed that there hasbeen difficulty in the past

w henfindingsuitablesites.Itw asacknow ledged thatthebiggestissueinN ew castle-under-

L ym eforgypsy andtravellersisprovidingtransitsitesastherearecurrently nonew ithinthe

borough.

Questions:
2.1. P osttheP ow erP ointpresentation,aseriesofquestionsw erepresentedbyN uL tohelpfram e

subsequentdiscussions.T hekey featuresofthisw ere:
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Plan Making Process:
3.1. T he Cheshire East L ocalP lan S trategy w asadopted in July 2017 w hich included S trategic

P oliciesandS iteAllocations.

3.2. T heCheshireEastL ocalP laninform edoffourparts:

3.2.1.T heL ocalP lanS trategy,adopted2017

3.2.2.S ite Allocationsand Developm ent P oliciesDocum ent – exam ination hearingsforthis

docum entbeingon12th O ctober2021.

3.2.3.M ineralsand W aste L ocalP lan 2010 – 2030 – adraftofthisdocum entid scheduled to

go to the Environm entand Com unitiesCom m ittee on 11th N overm berto getapproval

forpublicconsultation.

3.2.4.Crew eHub AreaActionP lan– thenecessity ofthisdocum entiscurrently underreview

w ith adecisionexpectedtobem adepublicinN ovem ber.

3.3. T heL ocalP lanS trategy,adoptedJuly 2017,isscheduled tohaveitsfirstreview 5 yearsafter

adoption.T herefore,thisdocum entw illbereview edby July 2022 atthelatest.

What do you need to see to be satisfied NuL has exhausted all reasonable options

before potentially requesting you to meet any of our need?

3.4. CheshireEastCouncilstatedthatitw ouldbedifficulttocom m ittooutliningrequirem entsto

besatisfied thatN uL haveexhausted allreasonableoptionsbeforeconsideringw hetherthe

itw ouldbepossibletohelpm eetN uL ’sunm etneed.T heirow nneedw ouldnotbereview ed

untilafterthefirstreview oftheCheshireEastAdoptedL ocalP laninJuly 2022.

3.5. IntheCheshireEastadoptedL ocalP lan,July2017,greenbeltlandw assafeguardedforfuture

developm ent throughout the plan period.T hat w asintended to prevent the need to alter

GreenBeltboundariesagainthroughaP lanupdate.Itisnotanticipatedthatanyfurtherland

w illneedtoberem ovedfrom theGreenBeltinCheshireEastduringthenextplanperiodi.e.

say uptoaround2044,assum ingthenextplancoversa20 yearperiod.

3.6. Cheshire East suggested that N uL should converse w ith S taffordshire County Councilin

relationtocrossborderim plicationsforhighw aysandeducation.

3.7. Cheshire Eaststated thattaking the need ofaneighbouring authority’sunm etneed w ould

bedifficult.T herew asashortrem inisceofthebenefitsinregionalplanning,albeitCEandN -

u-L w ereinseparateplanningregions.

Any advice or assistance with helping to meet the accommodation for Gypsy and

Traveller need?
4.1. CheshireEastCouncilstated thataccom m odatingtheneedsofGypsysand T ravellersw ithin

theboroughhasbeenachallengingissue.

4.2. T hree callfor sitesexercisesw ere conducted in Cheshire East for Gypsy and T raveller

accom m odation.How ever,noneoftheseexercisesprovidedasignificantnum berofsitesto

assess.

4.3. T he sitesreceived from the CallforS itesexercisesw ere assessed through thesite selection

m ethodology.T hisw asateaked versionofthem ethodology used forgeneralsiteselection.

CheshireEasthaveallocated sitesforboth5 yearsand fullplanperiod supply forGypsy and

T ravelleraccom m odation.
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4.4. It w asstated that the Inspectorexam ining the S ADP D hasasked form ore detailsofsite

delivery for5 yearssupply.

4.5. It w asnoted by Cheshire East that generally siteshad deficiencieshow everw ere the only

optionstom eettheneed.

4.6. CheshireEastalsooutlinedhow figuresw ereestablishedforthe‘unidentifiedneed’ ofGypsys

and T ravellers. T hisreflectsthat not everyone w asable to be interview ed. T herefore,

assum ptionshadtobem adeaboutthisneed.

4.7. Cheshire East have an identified need for32 pitches,10 transitpitchesand 5-10 travelling

show personpitchesintheborough.

4.8. T hreeproposedallocatedsitesareow nedby thecouncilandtherestareprivately ow ned.

4.9. A new transitsiteisbeingprovided by thecouncilinM iddlew ich.Itisaproposed allocation

andw asrecently grantedplanningperm ission

4.10. Cheshire East stated that som e ofthe need isbeing m et by granting perm anent

perm issionforsitesw ithhistoricaltem porary perm issions.

4.11. CheshireEasthavea‘W indfallP olicy’.Inthispolicyanyoneintheboroughw hom eets

the planning definition,ordoesnot but isan ethnicGypsy orT ravellerw ho isin need of

culturally appropriateaccom odation.

Are there any potential cross boundary issues on NUL delivering strategic employment

sites of a regional scale?
5.1. Itw asstated by Cheshire EastthatJunction 16 hascapacity issuesw ith currenttrafficflow

andthatim provem entw orkshavebeenconfirm edforduallingtheA500 w estoftheM 6.T his

w ork w ould need to be com pleted in order to accom m odate the construction of the

em ploym entsite.

5.2. Cheshire East hasasite in Alsagerw hich iscurrently underconstruction and isclose to

Junction16,thiscouldaccum ulatively causetrafficissuesifothersitesarebuiltout.

5.3. Cheshire East’shasafew strategic junction em ploym ent sites; onein M iddlew ich and the

upcom ingsiteinAlsager.

5.4. T hestatusoftheConstellationP artnershipw asdiscussed.CheshireEaststatesthataplanfor

how additionalgrow th generated by HS 2 could be accom m odated w assubm itted to

governm ent. How ever,nothing hasbeen heard about thissince. T he statusof the

ConstellationP artnershipw illbeinvestigatedfurther.

5.5. Itw asacknow ledged thatthe typesofem ploym entthatw ould be seen on the Junction 16

em ploym entsitew ould bedifferenttothosew hicharebeingproposedattheCrew eHub in

CheshireEast.CheshireEaststated thatthisfactor,and upgradesto theA500 eithersideof

the M 6 w ould suggestthatJ16 w ould notcom prom ise proposalsforCrew e Hub and thatit

couldgeneratejobsforpeopleinCheshire.

5.6. T ransport im plicationsand landscape im pact,particularly tow ardsBarthom ley in Cheshire

couldbekey issuesthatw ouldneedaddressinginany proposal.

5.7. Cheshire East stated that suggestionsofm ajorengineering w ork to take the A500 under

Junction 16 to relieve pressure on for people travelling betw een Cheshire East and

N ew castle-under-L ym ehavebeenm adeinthepast.

5.8. Itw assuggestedthatofficersfrom N ew castle-under-L ym espeaktoT ransportandHighw ays

atCheshireEasttogainfurtherinform ation.
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Any other points to raise?
6.1. T hepointw asraisedondevelopm entaroundKidsgroveandcrossboundaryissuesw hichm ay

arise in relation to education and residentsfrom N uL w anting to take schoolplacesin

Cheshire East.Itw asconcluded thatdiscussionsw illbe initiated w ith the necessary officers

ineducationregardingcatchm entareastoresolvethis.

Frequency of meetings going forward
7.1. Itw assuggested thataDtC m eetingtakeplaceonceevery six m onths,w hichisthesam eas

suggestedw ithotherneighbourhingauthorities.

7.2. Itw asagreedthatiftheem ploym entsiteatJunction16oftheM 6orsitesinKidsgrovecom e

forw ard,thenm eetingscanbem orefrequenttodiscusscross-boundary issues.

A greed Action 1:CheshireEastto provideinform ation to N U L on any sim ilarorequivalentplan to

theW estM idlandsS trategicS itesS tudy thatcoverstheirauthority area.

Feedbacksubsequenttom eeting:

Interm sofpara1.10,Idon’tthinkthereisarecentsingleem ploym entsitesstudy coveringthe
N orthW estofEnglandastherehasbeeninW estM idlandsbuttheL iverpoolandM anchester
conurbationsaredoingtheirow nw orkaspartofthedevelopm entoftheireconom icandplanning
strategies.Forexam pledetailsoneconom icfloorspaceneedsinM anchesterfortheP lacesfor
Everyonestrategy canbefoundat:
N icolEconom icsR eport(greaterm anchester-ca.gov.uk)

O therthanthew orkw ehavedonefortheCEL ocalP lanS trategy,w idereconom icstrategy isbeing

developedby theCheshireandW arringtonL EP anddetailsofrelatedstrategiescanbefoundat:O ur

plansforthefuture-CheshireandW arrington

A greedA ction2:tom eetona6m onthly basisasam inim um

A greedA ction3:N U L toinvestigatethestatusoftheConstellationP artnership
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Meeting Notes 25/07/2023: NUL, Cheshire East

Attendees: Allan Clarke (AC), Noel Bell (NB), Jenny Perkins (JP), Stuart Penny (SP),
Stewart House (SH), Jeremy Owens (JO)

Summary:

1. AC gave presentation on Draft Local Plan

NUL currently consulting on the First Draft Local Plan. AC provided reasons for the Council
preparing the Local Plan, for example, need to demonstrate ongoing 5 year rolling housing
land supply etc.

Previously a joint plan with Stoke-on-Trent City Council but, since 2021, the Borough Council
has been preparing a NUL Borough Local Plan.

Indicative timetable as set out in the Local Development Scheme confirmed. Noted that
timetable may need to be amended to take account of consultation responses received
during the consultation on the First Draft Local Plan.

The First Draft Local Plan proposes a minimum of 7,160 homes and 69 hectares of
employment land.

The draft plan is consulting on 42 sites, primarily housing, also 3 strategic employment sites
(Council has not taken a view on these sites at this stage).

Brief overview of strategic employment sites provided. It is noted that the Council has not
taken a view on these sites at this stage and is seeking views of all parties including
technical information and the views of neighbours etc.

Next steps: Consultation ends 14th August, review comments and undertake further
evidence based documents as required to support Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan.

Recognise ongoing dialogue regarding cross boundary issues with Cheshire East and other
DtC partners ultimately to be reflected in a statement of common ground, if possible.

Discussion as a result of presentation:

2. It was recognised that NUL has not yet come to a view yet regarding the strategic
employment sites (or strategic locations) included in the draft Plan. Should the
strategic location sites be included at the next stage, then they will require
justification in terms of the principle and technical information about the sites, such as
highways etc. Cheshire East raised the potential landscape impact on Barthomley
Conservation Area from the proposed strategic employment site at junction 16 of the
M6 (AB2).

3. JO asked if parish councils across the border have been notified. AC confirmed that
NUL have received responses from Parish Council’s in CEC area.

Next steps

4. CE will submit a formal response to the consultation by the 14th August 2023.
Ongoing engagement will take place regarding the NUL Local Plan. This will also
take account of previous work associated with the adoption of the Local Plan
Strategy.
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5. CE will be taking a report to Members later in the year regarding next steps on the
Cheshire East Local Plan.
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BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N U L )andCheshireEastBoroughCouncil

(CEC)

M onday 29 January 2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL Jerem y O w ens,Developm entP lanning
M anager,CEC

N oelBell,P rincipalP lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL S tuartP enny,P lanningP olicy andCIL M anager,
CEC

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL

1. Introduction

 Apologiesfrom S tew artHouse,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,CEC

2. P rogressU pdateonP lan
N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil

 N U L gaveanupdateonL ocalP lanprogress.A reporttakentotheCouncil’s
Cabinetonthe16th January 2023 providedanoverview andinterim consultation
reportfollow ingconsultationontheBoroughFirstDraftL ocalP landuringJune–
August2023.Inlinew iththeCouncil’sL ocalDevelopm entS chem e,theCabinet
reportalsosetoutnextstepsoftakingareporttoFullCouncilonthe24 July
2024 toconsidertheR egulation19 versionoftheCouncil’sL ocalP lanandseek
approvaltoconsultontheP lanforsixw eekspriortosubm ittingtheP lan,its
evidenceandconsultationresponsestothesecretary ofstateforexam ination
by theendof2024.

 T heCouncilalsooutlinedsom eoftheevidencebaseitisintheprocessof
collatingincluding:-

 HousingandEconom icN eedsAssessm ent

 InfrastructureDelivery P lan

 HabitatsR egulationsAssessm ent/S ustainability Appraisal(incorporating
Equality Im pactAssessm ent)

 S trategicEm ploym entN eedsAssessm ent

 Gypsy andT ravellerandT ravellingS how personAccom m odation
Assessm ent

 S trategicFloodR iskAssessm ent/W aterCycleS tudy

 Viability Assessm ent

 S trategicT ransportAssessm ent

CheshireEastBoroughCouncil

 InN ovem ber,theCouncil’sEnvironm entandCom m unitiesCom m itteedecided
thata‘new style’localplanshouldbepreparedunderthegovernm entsreform s
totheplanningsystem .CheshireEastareintheearly daysofnew styleplan.
Aheadoftheform alcom m encem entofthenew localplanthecom m ittee
decidedthatitw ouldbehelpfultoinvitefeedbackfrom residents,localcouncils
andotherorganisationsabouttheissuesthatitshouldaddress.T hisisexpected
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totakeplaceinthespringoncethecom m itteehasagreedtheissuespaperfor
publicationalongsideconsultationonadraftlandavailability assessm ent
m ethodology (andcallforsites),S A scopingreportandadraftsettlem ent
hierarchy review m ethodology.

3. Discussionreidentificationofissuesandprocessofengagem entonN uL R egulation19
P lan

 N U L notedthatCEC hadraisedanum berofissuesthroughtheirconsultation
responsetotheN U L FirstDraftL ocalP lan.P rim arily inrelationtothestrategic
locationsconsulteduponintheN U L FirstDraftL ocalP lan.

 N U L notedthattheFirstDraftL ocalP lanincluded3 strategiclocationsites
(referencesAB2,T K30 andKL 15).T hesitesw erenotconsultedonasdraft
allocationsintheFirstDraftL ocalP lan.Furtherinform ationw assubm ittedon
thosesitesduringtheconsultation.N U L areyettofinaliseapositiononthe
strategiclocationsorfinalallocationsandw ouldlooktodiscussthesew ithCEC
atanappropriatetim eandw herestrategiccrossboundary m attersarise.

 N U L notedthatasuiteofevidencedocum entsw asbeingpreparedandatkey
points,w herestrategiccrossboundary m attersarise,thatN U L w ouldshare
inform ationandseekview sfrom CEC.S tudiesw hichw erehighlightedincluded
theS trategicT ransportAssessm entandtheInfrastructureDelivery P lan.

 Itw asagreedthatCEC areinvitedtosteeringgroupm eetingsregardingthe
S trategicT ransportAssessm entw herestrategiccrossboundary m attersarise,
particularly inrespectofstrategicsites.T hisw ouldincluderepresentativesof
thehighw aysteam atCEC.

 N U L notedthatCEC hadpreviously confirm edthatitw asunableto
accom m odateany ofN U L ’shousingneed.CEC confirm edthatthisw asstillthe
case.

 N U L notedthattheintention,ifpossibleandagreeabletobothparties,w asto
draftaS tatem entofCom m onGroundw ithCEC toinform theR egulation19 N U L
L ocalP lansubm issionattheendof2024.

 N U L andCEC agreetoestablishaprogram m eofm eetingstodiscussm atters
arisingfrom theN U L L ocalP lan,perhapsm onthly from M archonw ards.

 CEC notedthatthey w ouldhavetoinvestigatehow they w ouldagreetoany
statem entofcom m ongroundsw ithacom m itteesystem fordecisiontaking.

 CEC /N U L notedthatany changeincross-bordereducationm ovem entsarising
from N U L ’sP lanproposalsw ouldneedtobeconsidered,inliaisonw ith
S taffordshireCounty Council.

4. AO B

 N U L andCEC discussedw hichevidencew asbeingcollatedandtheconsultants
em ployed.

 N U L andCEC agreetonextsessioninearly M arch.
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Minutes of meeting

Place MS Teams

Date 2024-03-04 Time 13:00-14:00

Present Allan Clarke (AC) NuL BC

Martin Sellman (MS) Sweco

Fred van Vuren (FvV) Sweco

Joanne Keay (JK) Staffordshire CC

Stuart Penny (SP) Cheshire East

Jeremy Owens (JO) Cheshire East

Paul Griffiths (PG) Cheshire East

Richard Hibbert (RH) Cheshire East

Copy to Karl Jarvis (KJ) Sweco

Ed Whittaker (EW) Sweco

Subject of meeting - Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan
STA – Inception Meeting with Cheshire East

Apologies – Karl Jarvis, Ed Whittaker

 MS led presentation to introduce the project to representatives of
Cheshire East.

 SCC – Staffordshire CC
 SoT – Stoke-on-Trent
 NaHi – National Highways
 ChEa – Cheshire East

 Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan slide
o J16 and Talke, NaHi and ChEa concerns about these sites
o Currently working towards 24th July deadline. Present final

draft of Local Plan + 6 week consultancy period
o Purpose of meeting - provide context for Sweco work, and

develop programme between now and summer between NuL
and ChEa

 NSMM Model slide
o MS gave overview of the North Straffordshire Multi-Modal

Transport Model (NSMM)
o RH – Capabilities of the NSMM in modelling active travel and

short trips, especially regarding J16.
 MS – active travel has minimum capability in the model.

We will use PUNTA.
 JK – SCC would not expect walking and cycling in the

model. County is content with walking and cycling
demand being handled externally.

 ChEa LCWIP to be provided as an input.
o PG/RH – What is the zoning structure in ChEa? How well can

the NSMM cover what is happening outside of the detailed
model area, esp. Crewe area?
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 MS – Will provide plot of model network in ChEa to give
context around the zoning structure.

o PG – How much can be shared re NaHi thoughts? Point also
made around the need for a single joined up approach from
NaHi Midlands and NaHi North West.

 AC – Comments at Reg 18 are available and will be
circulated.

 ChEa happy to be led by National Highways into the
assessment for J16.

o RH – Requested information on validation.
 MS – To share relevant reports detailing the NSMM,

notably validation (LMVR).
 NuL STA Slide

o Shared detail on strategic sites and their locations.
o PG – Is there a need for all three sites?

 AC – Consultants have been appointed to look at the
need for sites.

o RH – Is there an understanding of how well the model validates
in the locality of each of these sites? Is there potential to
improve the model around the M6 J16 site to ensure all three
sites can be compared in an equal manner?

 MS – This forms part of the work that is being
undertaken at the moment. Early considerations are
being made around the availability of NaHi’s VISSIM
model for J16.

 JK – NaHi may have already decided to use their own
model instead of NSMM.

o PG – Any accessibility for these sites for non-car mode
access? Can the job market in ChEa be included?

 MS – Baseline accessibility assessment almost
complete. Can be shared when more detail available.

o JK – Accessibility analysis – ChEa can share with Sweco walk
and cycle infrastructure commitments (LCWIP) and BSIP
(BSIP+) commitments.

 Uncertainty Log Slide
o Local Plan allocations for ChEa requested, especially those

around the border. Highway schemes that are committed
requested. Active travel and public transport schemes that are
committed requested.

 PG – Can share the Basford East and the Garden
Village planning numbers and transport assessment.
Capricorn site is next junction up the M6 and has
issues regarding motorway access. Improvement
schemes – Radway Road and A500 dualling. Dualling
not committed so agreed not to include to represent
worst case.

o RH – Transport for the North are undertaking a very similar
exercise through refreshing their strategic highway assignment
models.

 Cheshire East Comments
o RH – Forecasting to 2040. How does this relate to new Local

Plan?
 AC – Plan period runs to 2040.

o RH – ChEa definitely want to be involved in the Steering Group.
o AC – There will be other Local Plan discussions outside of the

STA that can be undertaken with ChEa.
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o RH – How strong is the public transport model in NSMM? And
is there the need for a better model?

 MS – Relevant reports can be sent. Has recently been
reviewed as part of SoT’s Transport Strategy.

o RH – Will SoT BSIP have an impact on NuL?
 JK – SCC got no BSIP money, but got BSIP+ money

(same as ChEa). SCC found beginning of BSIP
challenging. Writing another BSIP but not in time for
this process.

 RH – BSIP that is being written now (will go to
DfT later) – can this be considered as part of
forecasting?

o JK – Unlikely, it is not committed as
part of Local Plan re TAG. Happy to
require bus mitigation measures as
part of local plan mitigations that then
feed into the respective BSIP.

o RH – We would like a passenger plan when these sites are
embedded into the plan.

o PG – Please include how long we can implement sustainable
transport mitigations (e.g., funding) over lifespan of the
development.

o M6/M62 in Warrington has similar site to M6 J16 – can be used
as an example.

Actions

 Sweco to provide modelling reports to ChEa.
 Sweco to provide plot of full model area, and show details of the model

periphery, especially Crewe and Alsager.
 Sweco to provide baseline accessibility assessment when completed.
 Sweco to provide a blank Uncertainty Log to ChEa to populate:

o Land-use/allocations.
o Highway schemes.

 ChEa to provide LCWIP details and other walk/cycle infrastructure
commitments.

 ChEa to provide BSIP/BSIP+ plans and other public transport
infrastructure commitments.

 AC to circulate NaHi comments on Reg18 documents.
 PG to share Basford East and Garden Village TA and Planning

Numbers. Also, potentially Capricorn site.

Prepared by Approved by

Fred van Vuren Ed Whittaker
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Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 18/03/2024 13:00 14:00 

Present Allan Clarke NuLBC AC 

Eva Neale Staffordshire CC EN 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Karl Jarvis Sweco KJ 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

Chris Morris AECOM CM 

Claire Simpson SoTCC CS 

Paul Griffiths CEC PG 

   
 

Copy to Brian Edwards SoTCC BE 

David Pyner National Highways DP 

Eri Wong National Highways EW 

   
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - Strategic 
Transport Assessment 

Meeting Agenda 

1  Introduction: 

• Introduction from those attending the inception meeting (All) 

• Purpose of the STA within the Local Plan: to support the emerging Regulation 19 Local 

Plan, will assess the impacts of LP scheme based on analysis with the North Staffordshire 

Multimodal Model (NSMM). 

• Review of the strategic development sites and other Local Plan sites: presented map 

of local plan sites (residential and employment) and table of the three strategic sites: AB2 

– employment site, TK30 and KL15 – mixed use sites. 

• Steering group engagement strategy and timetable: first of a series of meetings to 

review the reference case model, identify areas of concern and the study area. Future 

meetings will look at forecast traffic from the local plan sites and looking at potential 

mitigation packages before Sweco provides a final STA to the steering group. 

  

2 NSMM (North Staffordshire Multi Modal Model) (Sweco) 

• Introduction to the NSMM: To be used for forecasting and assessment of the impact of 

proposed planning. Multi-modal model of 288 zones covering NuL and SoTCC in detail. It 

includes a demand model, highway assignment model, public transport model and it has 

been signed off by SoTCC, DfT, NH and JAQU. Model periods include AM, IP and PM peak 

hours (8-9am, 2-3pm and 5-6pm) 

• Presented network structure on map as well as junction coding 

• Several modelling reports available including LMVR, demand modelling report, data 

collection and forecasting report. As part of the local air quality plan, Sweco produced a T2 

report (similar to LMVR). 

• Applications of the NSMM and previous sign-offs. Extensively used for various projects 

such as: 

o Etruria Valley Link Road - signed off by DfT 

o Local Plan Modelling - signed off by SoTCC Officers 

o Local Air Quality Plan - signed off by JAQU -DfT/DEFRA 

o TCF – College Road and Station Road changes - signed off by DfT 

 

,  
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3 Policy Context (Sweco) 

• Key local national policies and how they relate to the STA: We have started a policy 

review that would be key for the mitigation measures stage. 

  

4 Data Analysis 

• Census commute data (2011): 72% of commute trips are “driving car or van or passenger 

in a car or van. Plotting these commute patterns (map), the polycentric Stoke-on-Trent is 

evident with Hanley being the key commuting centre, and with NuL centre following with 

slightly less trips. 

• Local Traffic Trends: annual traffic in Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent has been stable 

from 2016 (apart from the COVID period) and recovering in 2022. Traffic specifically for NuL 

(DfT AADF from traffic counts) has been stable, apart from dropping during COVID. 

• Accident data for the last 5 years: showing map with accident hotspots based on the last 

five years data (locally validated data for NuL and STATS19 data for external areas). With 

a 1.5km study area around the strategic sites which can be updated if needed later on. 

Observations: 

o AB2: cluster of accidents to the north of the site, both to the slip roads and 

junction. Not so many clear hotspots to the south. Some minor accidents on the 

west bound roundabout approach. A number of serious and fatal accidents on 

the A500 west of the roundabout. 

o TK30: On the A500 alongside proposed site, a fatal and a serious accident 

though with similar pattern to other sections of the A500. A hotspot on the 

roundabout (similar pattern to other A500 roundabouts). 

o KL15: few Hotspots on Keele Rd as approaching the University, generally minor 

accidents.  

• Presenting plots of accident data with residential and employment sites: Most other sites 

are not near obvious hotspots. We see more hotspots along Keele Rd towards NuL centre 

where there are a proposed employment and residential sites. 

• Accessibility Analysis: presenting PT Isochrones on a typical day on 9am arrival.  

o AB2 does not have PT access.  

o KL15:  NuL accessible in 30 min. SoT Railway within 45 min. Whilst the western 

side towards Crewe is served by an hourly service, the frequency and travel time 

severely affects accessibility. 

o TK30: accessibility towards north (Kidsgrove) is a bit more evident, good 

accessibility with the Stoke conurbation. 

o Discounting the arrival wait time: This analysis removes some of the impacts 

of an infrequent service. From KL15: increased accessibility to the west. From 

TK30: increased accessibility to the north and south. 

• Local neighbourhood accessibility analysis: Identified a series of amenity types that 

could be accessed within 15 minutes by active modes. 

o Walk: Maps illustrating how accessible the areas around the sites are. It is more 

useful for residential sites since we are looking for access to amenities (school, 

healthcare etc.) hence not so useful for site AB2 which is just commercial. The 

baseline analysis shows the need for accessibility, it is assumed that large 

strategic sites will be designed with improved network accessibility and new 

destination features. Mapped are all OAs ranged from most accessible OAs to 

least OAs. Keele and Talke are part of the least accessible neighbourhoods.  

o Cycle: The accessibility does improve. The analysis is heavily influenced by safe 

routes and cycling infrastructure. 

  

5 Local AQ Management: overview of nearby Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA)s of NuL and 

SoTCC. Discussion on the North Staffordshire Local Air Quality Plan under ministerial direction. 

Discussion of the link between poor air quality and respiratory illnesses. Local hospital admissions for 

respiratory conditions exceeds national average. 

 

Overview of AQ Constraints: maps illustrating the 2022 Annual Mean NO2 around the three strategic 

sites. M6 likely to present main constraint and will be significant source of air pollutant emissions near 

to each site. Monitoring in proximity to each site suggests existing levels of NO2 are below national 

standard (40µg/m3). There are some potentially sensitive designated sites nearby that might be 

sensitive to changes in nitrogen such as Ancient Woodland and SSSIs. 

  

6 Existing Traffic Conditions (Sweco) 

• Examination of traffic speeds at key local sites:  

o Identified junctions likely to be affected by Local Plan schemes. 

o Used 2022 Inrix observed speed data to understand current traffic conditions 

• Plots illustrating traffic speeds at key locations AM and PM: 

o M6 Jct 16: mainline operating ok. Slip Road shows delays in all time periods 
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o M6 Jct 15: queueing traffic on the A500 approach, congestion between the 

roundabout and Newcastle Rd signalised junction with significant delays on all 

approaches. 

o A500: flowing pretty well. No capacity related issues. 

o Talke Interchange: slow moving traffic with the roundabout to the north showing 

delays.  

o A527: operating without queues. Slower moving traffic as you move to the side 

roads 

o A5271: signs of queuing traffic in SB and NB slip road in the PM. 

o A34: SB exit slip shows delays on AM/PM otherwise looks pretty free flow traffic 

o A525: Some slowing between Station Rd and Keele Rd 

 

 

7 NSMM 2023 model validation: 

• Previous validation for NSMM LMVR and LAQP show good validation across the model 

• Localised validation with the use of one day MCC Dft Dta and neutral month ATC WebTris 

data was presented 

• This shows NSMM overestimates by around 26-28% against observed: Related to level 

traffic growth since 2016 and impacts of Covid on travel behaviour 

• 15-35% of WebTRIS counts validate 

  

 2040 Reference Case (Sweco) 

• Uncertainty log: received potential allocation data. Any other development or network 
schemes to consider would be appreciated and would need submitting quickly noting tight 
timescales 

• Reference case network performance (AM, PM): without LP plan infrastructure added. 
We have plotted Links where capacity issues appear as well as junction delays: 

o At Talke Interchange Slight to Moderate traffic delays are forecasted at the A34 
southbound approach to the A500/A34 junction. 

o Slight to Serious traffic delays are forecasted on the A500 EB approach to the 
M6/A500. 

o PM similar to the AM. Slight easing of AM issues around strategic sites 
o Non-strategic local plan sites are generally in areas less affected by poor network 

performance however some of the sites nearer to the centre of NuL are close to 
junctions forecast to experience delays 

 

  

 Summary and Conclusions (Sweco) 

• Overview and suggested modelling approach: Pre-meeting Technical note shared on 
the 15th of March detailing our proposed approach.  

• Timescales are tight hence our proposal is reflecting the available time. 
• Using the NSMM at a strategic level. NSMM will focus on the incremental change between 

ref case and LP. 
• In addition to the ref case which focuses on the committed plans, Model Run 1 will include 

the Local plan in addition to the RC. Model Runs 2 to 4 are assessing the strategic sites 
separately. 

 
• From the validation analysis, NSMM over-forecasts in some areas. We can apply an 

incremental approach for key junctions. For example, we could utilise the Vissim model that 
exists for M6 J16 to provide more detail. 

• Sensitivity testing will be undertaken. 
• Assessment methodology (including strategy for scoring junction delays): presenting 

three approached for scoring junction delays. Previously used a RAG rating for SoTCC (20-
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40 secs, 40-60 secs >60 secs). However, another approach has been utilised by SoTCC (1-
2 mins, >2 mins). 

• Alternative approach: Highway capacity manual - American manual though sometimes used 
in UK, requires categorisation of signalised/non-signalised junctions. 

 Next Steps: 

Review of RC and LP schemes 

• Where is traffic impact? 

• What is the traffic impact around relevant locations? 

• Consider air quality impacts 

  

 Open discussion on strategy (All) 

Junction Delays:  

• MS: Previously used the RAG rating. Discussion from Stoke led to the new approach.  

• CM: If the raw delay is supplied, can categorise as needed. 

General Modelling Approach 

Vissim model available for J16:  

• PT: NH colleagues from the North-west are supporting on this (WSP run a Vissim model 

of J16). PT to facilitate a discussion with CM and provide feedback. NuLBC to 

potentially contact NH  northwest. 

In terms of J15:  

• PT: Do not include in the modelling as it might not be delivered within the timeline of the 

local plan and it is not committed  

Tech Note: 

• PT: To review and provide feedback 

In terms of what else was presented:  

• PT: There are constraints regarding the M6 J16 location. Operational network and safety 

concerns around that junction that have been made to the developer. 

Clarification: 

• PG: Asking clarification on which HW team is owning the proposals/comments and the 

modelling? 

• PT: The border between the northwest and the midlands is on M6 J16. Hence, the site 

allocation proposals/comments is managed by the Midlands region but the Vissim model 

is with the northwest region. 

• PG: There is detailed Vissim model which would need to be utilised. How does that work? 

• PT: In conversation with the northwest office to get insights 

AB2: 

• PG: Concerned about baseline public transport access 

• PT: Agreed. Needs access by sustainable means. 

• PG: Where developers agree to fund an enhanced bus service, there is a risk of it being 

discontinued once the funding period concludes leaving a site with no public transport 

access 

• JK: Mitigation is needed for J16 sites. We need to understand how the buses will operate 

outside of working hours. Operators need to be willing to run those and understand what 

they are going to do with the vehicles for the rest of the day. 

  

 1. Actions 

• Detailed technical note to be shared with more information (Sweco). 

• PT and consultants to review the already provided technical note on the 

methodology and provide feedback next week. 

• PT to provide feedback and contact for M6 J16 Vissim model. 

  

 

 

Minutes by  Approved by 

 

 

Xenia Masoura 

 

 
 

Edward Whittaker 
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L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL Jerem y O w ens,Developm entP lansM anager,
CEC

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL S tuartP enny,CIL andP olicy M anager,CEC

S tew artHouse,P rincipalP lanningP olicy
O fficer,CEC

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonP landocum ents

N ew castleunderL ym eBoroughCouncil

 N U L gaveanupdateonL ocalP lanprogress.A reporttakentotheCouncil’s
Cabinetonthe16thJanuary 2023 setoutnextstepsoftakingareporttoFull
Councilonthe24 July 2024 toconsidertheR egulation19 versionofthe
Council’sL ocalP lanandseekapprovaltoconsultontheP lanforam inim um of
six w eekspriortosubm ittingtheP lan,itsevidenceandconsultationresponses
tothesecretary ofstateforexam inationby theendof2024.BeforetheFull
Councilm eeting,theFinalDraftL ocalP lanw illalsobeconsideredatthe
Council’sEconom y andP laceS crutiny Com m itteeonthe11th July 2024.

 N U L alsooutlinedsom eoftheevidencebaseitisintheprocessofcollating
including:-
• HousingandEconom icN eedsAssessm ent
• InfrastructureDelivery P lan
• HabitatsR egulationsAssessm ent/S ustainability Appraisal
• S trategicEm ploym entN eedsAssessm ent
• Gypsy andT ravellerandT ravellingS how personAccom m odation
Assessm ent
• S trategicFloodR iskAssessm ent/W aterCycleS tudy
• Viability Assessm ent
• S trategicT ransportAssessm ent

CheshireEastBoroughCouncil

 CheshireEasthavestartedtoprepareanew localplanfortheborough.T henew
localplanw illtakeseveralyearstocom plete.InN ovem ber2023,theCouncil’s
Environm entandCom m unitiesCom m itteedecidedthata‘new -style’localplan
shouldbepreparedunderthegovernm ent’sreform stotheplanningsystem .
Council’spreparingthisnew styleofplanshouldbeabletom akeaform alstart
onthem from late2024 andguidanceisaw aitingonhow thisw illoperate.
Aheadoftheform alcom m encem entofthenew localplan,thecom m ittee
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decidedthatitw ouldbehelpfultoinvitefeedbackfrom residents,localcouncils
andotherorganisationsabouttheissuesthatitshouldaddress.Consultationon
theIssuespaperstartedonthe08thAprilfor12 w eeksandisbeingprepared
undertheR egulation18ofthecurrentL ocalP lanm akingregulations.T he
Councilisaw aitingfurtherguidancefrom nationalgovernm entw ithregardsto
tim efram esforthenew styleofplanm aking.

 AlongsidetheIssuesP aper,theCouncilisalsoconsultingonadraftland
availability assessm ent,draftsettlem enthierarchy review m ethodology,
sustainability appraisalscopingreport.T heconsultationstagealsoincludesa
callforsites.

3 Item sarisingfrom previousm inutes.

 R epresentativesfrom CheshireEastattendedtheinceptionm eetingfortheN U L
S trategicT ransportAssessm entS teeringGroupM eeting.T hem ethodology for
theS trategicT ransportAssessm entisw ithrepresentativesofthesteering
group,includingCheshireEast,N ationalHighw aysandotherbodiesfor
com m ent.T heCheshireEastHighw aysteam havem etseparately w iththe
Council’sT ransportconsultantsalso.

 Inrespectofeducationcom m ents.S incethelastDT C m eeting,N U L havem et
w ithS taffordshireCounty Council.Inform ationcontinuestobesharedw ith
regardspupilm ovem entsbetw eenS taffordshireCounty CouncilandCheshire
EastBoroughCouncil.N otedthatthisrelationshipneedstocontinue.

4. N uL presentationoninitialevidenceoutputs(w orkingassum ptions)from em erging
L ocalP lan-initialdiscussionandfeedback.

 N U L gaveapresentationontheinitialpositionontheL ocalP lan.Itw asm ade
clearthattheslidesrepresentedaninitialdraftpositionbasedoncurrent
evidence.N U L m adeclearthatitretainedanopenm indonthisinitialposition
andthatitw ouldcontinuetobetested,checkedandchallengedthroughany
em ergingevidencearisinginthedevelopm entoftheP lan.T hisincludedthe
feedbackreceivedfrom InfrastructureP rovidersandDuty-to-Co-operate
partners.

 AC outlinedtheoveralldraftpositionregardinghousingnum bers.T hattheFirst
DraftL ocalP lanw asbasedon358dw ellingsperannum .T hispositionhasbeen
review edinthelightofanum beroffactorsincludingupdated2021 censusdata,
revisedeconom icprojections,changestotheN ationalP lanningP olicy
Fram ew orkandthenconsiderationofconsultationresponsesreceivedtothe
FirstDraftP lanandtheroleofthepotentialstrategicem ploym entsite(s).T he
initialresultsindicatethata‘w orkingdraft’assum ptionof400 dw ellingsper
annum isbeingw orkedtoow hichincludessupportforareasonablelevelofjobs
grow th.

 N U L asked,andCEC confirm edthatthepositionrem ainedthatitw asunableto
helptom eetany ofN U L ’shousingneed.

 N U L presentedadraft‘w orkingassum ption’siteallocationlist,inconfidence.
Again,thislistofsitesw asthesubjectoffurthertestingthroughtheP lan
m akingprocessbeforebeingfinalisedbutitw asnecessary toreceivefeedback
ontheinitiallistofsitesnow .T otalhousingsupply iscirca8,600 dw ellings.
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 N U L w illcontinuetoengagew ithCheshireEastonrelevantem ergingevidence
w iththeaim ofdraftingastatem entofcom m ongroundoverthenextfew
m onths.Allpartiesnoted,andunderstood,thatitw ouldnotbepossibletohave
afully agreedstatem entofcom m ongrounduntilaftertheconsultationofthe
R egulation19 P lantoenableafullunderstandingoftheevidence.N U L asked
CEC w hetheritw ouldbepossibletoprepareadraftstatem entofcom m on
groundforthesum m er2024 tothenbereview edlaterintheyear.CEC to
investigatehow procedurally astatem entofcom m ongroundw ouldbe
consideredthroughtheircom m itteesystem andatofficerlevel.

 CEC notedthesiteAB2 andhighlightedinitialconcernsthatw asalsoexpressed
intheirconsultationresponsetotheFirstDraftL ocalP lan,particularly relatedto
Highw aysandtheim pactsontheBarthom ley ConservationArea.CEC w ouldlike
toseerelevantassessm ents,includingthestrategictransportassessm ent,and
how m itigationw illbeachieved.

 Discussiononhow thesiteAB2 w ouldpotentially betreated,w hetherN U L
w ouldconsideranexceptionalcircum stancescaseforaGreenBeltboundary
changeorallocateintheGreenBeltandtry todem onstrateafuturevery special
circum stancescase.N U L notedthatnofinaldecisionhasbeenm adeonafinal
approachbutthefinalpositionw ouldbesetoutintheevidencebaseofthe
Council.

5. AO B

 N extm eetingtobescheduledforM ay 2024.S lidesfrom them eetingtobe
providedtoCEC inconfidence.
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Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 15/05/2024 10:00 10:45 

Present Allan Clarke NULBC AC 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Karl Jarvis Sweco KJ 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

David Battershill Sweco DB 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

David Pyner National Highways DP 

 Esme Portsmith AECOM EP 

Chris Morris AECOM CM 

Brian Edwards SoTCC CS 
 

Copy to Eri Wong National Highways EW 

Paul Griffiths CEC PG 
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - Strategic 
Transport Assessment 
Meeting Agenda 
1 Introduction: 

- Introduction from those attending the meeting (All) 

- Agenda Overview (Sweco) 

• Overview of existing traffic conditions 

• We will present the following scenarios: 

o Local Plan (non-strategic sites) 

o Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus, 

▪ AB2 – M6 Jct 16 

▪ TK30 – Talke 

▪ KL15 - Keele 

• For each, we will show scenario details of the impact on the road network including plots 

of flow-difference, volume/capacity and junction delay 

• Discuss context including current accident statistics and air quality implications 

• Discuss reporting, including alternative methods of presenting junction delay 

• Seek advice from the steering group on modelling to date and future modelling 

• Open discussion on mitigation options, 

• Give some initial thoughts on potential mitigations 

• Seek advice from the steering group on mitigations 

  

2 Existing Traffic Conditions (Sweco) 

• AM Peak Google Traffic: presenting plots illustrating the typical AM peak congestion as 

well as plots of the traffic in proximity to the location of three key sites. Some congestion is 

visible on the A500 approaching Jct16. Congestion is particularly severe on the WB 

approach. Some congestion is notable around the Talke roundabout and further up 

Newcastle Rd. Congestion along parts of the A500 with some smaller severe areas. 

Congestion is evident in and around NULBC (city centre, A53) including the area around 

M6 Jct 15. 

• SRN – Areas of Potential Interest: plot presenting the key junctions of the SRN that are 

of interest as previously identified out by NH 

  

3  Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan – Non Strategic Sites: 

• Local Plan (LP - non-strategic sites): plot presenting the employment and residential 

sites excluding the three strategic sites for NULBC 

• AM/PM Flow Diff Plots: flow difference plots between the non-strategic LP and the 

reference case (RC) identifying the affected links. 
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• Junction delays and link volume over capacity presented by Slight Problem (average 

delay 20-40 secs), Moderate Problem (average delay 40-60 secs), Severe Problem 

(average delay > 60 secs):  

o AM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity RC (without any LP) 

o AM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (RC + LP): Identified 

junctions and links likely to be affected by Local Plan schemes. 

o PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity RC (without any LP): PM is 

quite similar to the AM. 

o PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (RC + LP): Identified 

junctions and links likely to be affected by Local Plan schemes. Similar to the AM  

• Junction delays and link volume over capacity presented by the alternative 

approach; Slight Problem (average delay 60-119 secs), Moderate Problem (average 

delay 120-179 secs), Severe Problem (average delay > 180 secs): 

o AM Reference Case (without any LP) 

o AM Junction Delays (RC + LP): Identified junctions and links likely to be affected 

by Local Plan schemes. The impact shown is less severe because of the ranges. 

o PM Reference Case (without any LP): Similar to the AM with Jct 16 showing a 

moderate delay. 

o PM Junction Delays (RC + LP): Identified junctions and links likely to be affected 

by Local Plan schemes. 

• Junction delays differences (RC+ LP vs RC): presenting the junction delay differences 

for the AM with an increase on the Talke Roundabout and small increases largely on to 

the local roads towards NULBC. This impact does not look like it travels further than the 

Jct 15. PM is fairly similar to the AM with Talke Roundabout showing increased delay. 

• Mitigation: Key areas of increased junction delay 

o Slight (Additional 10-20 secs delay) 

▪ Talke Interchange (SRN) 

▪ A500/A52 (SRN) 

o Moderate (Additional 20-40 secs delay) 

▪ A527/Oxford Rd (Chell) 

▪ B5500 (Chesterton) 

▪ B5044/B5368 (Sliverdale) 

• Discussion (All):  

o BE: To agree on how the results will be presented as the model outputs and 

plots include SoTCC allocation sites. Approach could include presenting plots 

including plans from SoTCC only, NULBC only, or combined.  

o AP: Happy to meet with BE and JK separate and have a general discussion on 

how the outputs should be presented by Sweco. 

4 Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus AB2 – M6 Jct 16: 

AB2 is an employment site and truck stop site. Demand was derived from latest Jct 16 VISSIM model 
LMVR. The demand was then assigned to a new NSMM zone (utilising trip generation from Jct 16 
LMVR). NSMM was used to assign additional demand to the network. Additional network changes 
and new signalised junction were implemented as per description in VISSIM LMVR. 

Current NSMM signal timings don’t allow enough time for turn into development, resulting in delays on 
the network. Therefore, signal timing would need to be updated and re-run. As the NSMM model is a 
strategic model and site AB2 is near the periphery, we will assess based on flow change (absolute 
flow change) between scenarios utilising observed data. 

• AM/PM Flow Difference Plots (AB2 vs Non-Strategic LP): quite a lot of rerouting on 

Jct16, however subject to change based on the signal timings update. 

• AMPM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (and alternative approach): 

not much impact. The alternative approach is showing even slighter impact. Once the 

signals are resolved, it seems that the demand will also be resolved. Similar picture for the 

PM. 

• AM/PM Junction Delay Differences (AB2 vs Non-Strategic LP): slight increase near 

the Jct 16. 

• Potential Mitigation:  

o Effort to improve the issues from new signalised junction signal timing in the 

model. 

o PT access is currently poor. Enhanced PT could mitigate some of the car traffic 

for the employment site providing more travel options. 
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o Potential HRA site north of Jct 16 on M6 

▪ Most likely to be impacted by additional HGV traffic 

▪ Much of the truck stop HGV traffic will be existing M6 traffic. 

o Historic accident data are showing clusters of accidents on the M6 slips and 

westbound A500 approach. To increase safety, the layby could be removed, 

and the layout of the junction improved. 

• Discussion (All):  

o BE: There is an early-stage discussion on how we are going to manage the 

traffic on the SRN and specifically the M6 and the M1. That would require new 

signage on Jct15 which would take some traffic off the Jct16. We will use the 

Jct15 to address that in the future. You can use that as part of commentary in 

the report. 

o PT: We are looking largely on the aspect of the strategic sites and in particular 

the removal of the layby. It is heavily used at the moment. How would that 

provision for the current use? NH have continuous conversation on the subject 

with the developer and has provided comments.  

o CM: If you are going to remove the layby, you should seek to replace or provide 

an alternative. Pay per use scenario does not feel like a valid alternative. 

o AP: What form of provision is NH looking to see, so NULBC can incorporate 

that as part of the policy requirements of the sites. 

PT: We can go away and think from NH perspective what we need. We want to 

facilitate the developer but also the transport of goods along the network. 

o CM: As a minimum - retain the current provision. Additional provision is 

welcome, however pay as you go scenario raises concerns from NH 

perspective as it will impact the HGV movements. 

2 Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus TK30 – Talke: 

TK30 is a strategic housing site which has been added to the existing zone that covers parts of 
Crackley. An additional zone connector was added to Talke Rd where strategic site access is 
expected. The NSMM was used to assign additional demand to the network. AM shows additional 
traffic favouring the A34 Crackley junction. PM shows additional traffic favouring the A500/A34 
junction. 

• AM/PM Flow Difference Plots (TK30 vs Non-Strategic LP): slight increases. AM seems 

to be rerouting towards north and south, while PM is favouring the route from the 

roundabout down. 

• AM/PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (and alternative approach): 

junction delays are very similar with the Non-Strategic LP in the AM, with the alternative 

approach looking even better. Similar in the PM and again no significant impact on the 

junctions. 

• AM/PM Junction Delay Differences (TK30 vs Non-Strategic LP): no modelled junctions 

that show any issues in the AM and PM. 

• Potential Mitigation:  

o Talke currently has fairly poor PT accessibility as shown in accessibility analysis 

(plot) 

▪ NULBC within 30-45 mins, Hanley at 60 mins 

o Enhanced PT could benefit both local AQMAs of NULBC and Stoke-on-Trent 

o The historic accident count along A500 boundary and Talke Roundabout is 

typical of this section of A500 (plot) 

• Discussion (All):  

o No comments 

,  

 Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus KL15 – Keele: 

KL15 is a university housing and science park strategic site that has been added to existing zone 
which covers Keele. Additional network detail was added to the University roundabout on Keele Rd. 
The NSMM was used to assign additional demand to network. AM/PM shows additional traffic 
towards NULBC. 

• AM/PM Flow Difference Plots (KL15 vs Non-Strategic LP): slight rerouting impact from 

the EB to NULBC which could be explained by the new housing development (900 

dwellings) near the golf course. Currently we are making adjustments on how that will 

affect the RC. PM is very similar. 
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• AM/PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (and alternative approach): 

few junction delays and V/C on Keele Rd. In the alternative approach this is not so 

obvious. 

• AM/PM Junction Delay Differences (KL15 vs Non-Strategic LP): AM: few junction 

delays concentrated in NULBC, No other impact on the SRN. PM is similar with less 

severe junction impact other than near the university 

• Potential Mitigation:  

o Good options for enhanced PT 

▪ Keele University Masterplan includes ambition or a sustainable 

transport hub due to new accommodation. 

o Potential options for a link road to A53 

▪ Potentially with bus gate 

o Some clusters of accidents on Keele Road close to University. 

• Discussion (All):  

o No comments 

3 Next Steps 

• To finesse runs 2-4 

• AB2 – Improve signal timings 

• TK30 – Investigate demand split between zone connectors 

• To define final run 5 

• Final suite of strategic sites 

• Proposed mitigation measures 

• Produce draft STA 

• Present draft STA 

• Finalise STA 

 

  

4 Open discussion on mitigation options (All) 

o BE: Queried showing the difference at junction level and interested on the 

impact at the link level  

o BE:We would need to think the alternative approach for junction delays and 

may want to argue that there is a level of acceptance as it is very subjective. In 

terms of Junction capacity, we know that we have over 100% of theoretical 

capacity. However, it is a bit of a grey area. 

o CM: All cities have delays. There is a balance on how much you’re willing to 

accept in terms of delays for growth. If you could report queues, then we can 

understand if there is an impact on safety (safety issues). 

o KJ: Assumptions on the local plan – agreed with BE on potential to do test with 

NULBC LP alone.  

o AP: Look to isolate the NULBC LP from the modelling. Cheshire East committed 

plan with be included. 

o BE: Conscious that the gov is releasing funds for HW improvements. Possibly 

look into the link road to A53 – this would be the right time. How will we intend 

to spend that indicative funding. This is the right time to put this into the 

programme if funding is required. 

 

  

 Actions 

Sweco: 

• Include plots on V/C change and queues in report 

NH: 

• Provide comments on the layby removal as a mitigation option for AB2. 

  

 

Minutes by  Approved by 

 

 

Xenia Masoura 

 

 
 

Edward Whittaker 

   

 

  

83



BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandCheshireEastBoroughCouncil

Friday 17M ay 2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL Jerem y O w ens,Developm entP lansM anager,
CEC

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL S tuartP enny,CIL andP olicy M anager,CEC

S tew artHouse,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,CEC

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonP lan
N ew castle-under-L ym eCouncil(N U L )

 N U L isw orkingtothesam edatesasstatedpreviously,theR egulation19 L ocal
P laniscurrently scheduledtobepublishedonthe4th July toinform anEconom y
andP laceS crutiny Com m itteeonthe11 July,follow edby aFullCouncilm eeting
onthe24th July 2024.

CheshireEastBoroughCouncil(CEC)

 T heCouncilhaverecently com m encedpreparationofanew localplan.Asafirst
stepinthepreparationofanew localplanthecouncilisconsultingonan‘issues
paper’from the8thofAprilto1stJuly 2024 toscopetheissuesthatlocalplan
shouldconsider,alongsideotherassociateddocum ents.T helocaldevelopm ent
schem eanticipatesthatthelocalplanw illbeadoptedin2028.T heCouncilis
aw aitingfurtherinform ationastow hethertheL ocalP lanw illbeprepared
underthegovernm ent’sproposedreform stotheplanningsystem .

3 DiscussionaroundfuturestructureofS tatem entofCom m onGround,focusedonthe
follow ingbroadareas:-

 Housing

Bothauthoritiesagreethatthey form separatehousingm arketareas.Both

authoritiesagreethatCEC isunabletoaccom m odateany unm ethousingneed

from N U L andCEC hasnotm adearequesttoN U L toaccom m odateany

potentialunm ethousingneedrelatedtothepreparationoftheirnew L ocal

P lan.

 Econom y

Bothauthoritiesagreethatthey areinseparatefunctionaleconom icareas.Both

authoritiesagreethatCEC isunabletoaccom m odateany em ploym ent

requirem entsfrom N U L andCEC hasnotm adearequesttoN U L to

accom m odateany em ploym entneedsrelatedtothepreparationoftheirnew

L ocalP lan.
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 Gypsy andT ravellerP rovision

BothauthoritiesagreethatN U L w ouldm eetitsow nrequirem ents,asevidenced

throughtheGypsy andT ravellerAccom m odationAssessm ent.

 T ransportation

T herew illbeongoingdiscussionregardingtransport,w ithN U L sharingany

outcom eofstrategictransportassessm entandm itigationm easures.CEC w ill

continuetoengageinconstructiveandongoingdiscussions,butisunableto

reachafinalpositioninaS O CG w ithoutfullevidenceprovided.

 Education

Follow ingfurtherdiscussiononthebackgroundofthism atter.T hisis

consideredanongoingoperationalm atterratherthanastrategiccross

boundary issuebetw eentheauthorities.

 S trategicS ites

T herew asanagreem entforongoingdiscussionaroundstrategicsitesinthe

N U L L ocalP lan. N U L suggestedthatitw ouldbebeneficialtoseparatestrategic

crossboundary issuestosoundnessconcernsinrelationtothesitesproposedin

theN U L plan.

 CEhadnofurtheradditionaltopicstoaddtothedraftstatem entofcom m on

groundatthisstage.

 CEC notedthatitm ay notbeabletoreachapositiononallaspectsoftheS oCG

beforeview ingtheN U L L ocalP lananditsevidencebaseinitsentirety.

 Allpartiesnoted,andunderstood,thatitw ouldnotbepossibletohaveafully

agreedfinalstatem entofcom m ongrounduntilaftertheconsultationofthe

R egulation19 P lantoenableafullunderstandingoftheevidencebasebutboth

w ouldendeavourtoprovideadraftS O CG,atofficerlevel,forthesum m er.

4. AO B

 N U L w illsendadraftstatem entofcom m ongroundinthenextw eekortw o
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Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 19/06/2024 16:00 16:30 

Present Allan Clarke NULBC AC 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Eva Neale Staffordshire CC EN 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

Paul Griffiths CEC PG 

David Pyner National Highways DP 
 

Copy to Eri Wong National Highways EW 

Andrew Powell SoTCC AP 

Esme Portsmith National Highways EP 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

Chris Morris Aecom CM 

Claire Simpson SoTCC CS 
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - Strategic 
Transport Assessment 
Meeting Agenda 
1 Introduction: 

Agenda Overview (Sweco) 

• Current Results → updated results to date.  

• Final Scenario → Working on the final scenario at the moment. 

• Next Steps → discussion on timings and AOB 

2 Core & Strategic Sites Results (Sweco) 

• Previously presented individual results for three scenarios as outlined below: 

o Core Local Plan (LP) 

o Core LP + AB2 

o Core LP + KL15 

o Core LP + TK30  

• Since then, Sweco have made improvements to the AB2 scenario. The routing choice has improved and is 

more reasonable now. 

• Now showing the difference between Reference Case (RC) and LP scenarios. The slides show where 

conditions have deteriorated, and mitigation may be required. 

3 • Core vs RC Difference: overview plots showing the Core LP and RC difference for AM and PM, including 

locations of residential and employment developments. Additionally showing volume over capacity difference 

and junction delay difference. We do not see major differences when adding the strategic sites. We notice 

slight differences around: 

o Alsager 

o Kidsgrove 

o centred around Keele. 

o No change on the A500 west of the M6. 

o No change on the SRN 

o Changes are mostly restricted in NULBC boundaries. 

• AB2 Impact: Following the update to RC and core scenarios, we do not see any major difference between 

RC and Core LP. A minor delay issue in the north approach of the Talke Roundabout is shown on Core LP. 

When we add the AB2 development, we see the Talke Roundabout delay similar to the Core LP and a minor 

delay in the new Jct 16 signalised junction in the AM, affected only in the WB approach where existing 

queuing occurs. 

• M6 Jct 16:  

o The NSMM is adjusted and now modelling additional AB2 traffic flow similar to the approved Jct 16 

Visim model. The NSMM is a strategic model and doesn’t have the same level of detail as the Jct 16 

microscopic Visim model. 
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o The NSMM has some disadvantages with Jct 16 being on the edge of the fully modelled area, 

indicated by lower-than-expected turn proportions from M6 NB to A500 WB when compared to 

available MCC turn data. This movement has a small absolute number of car movements (approx. 

50) in the MCC data. This movement is shown to not be impacted by LP trips in the NSMM model.  

o Our current approach for Jct 16 is to present the change in trips (Final Scenario - RC) on top of 

observed turn counts factored to future year. 

o Both Jct 16 Visim and NSMM models give confidence that they show similar flow patterns. 

o Further testing → our final scenario will be testing a combination of core and strategic sites 

providing confidence against the schemes going forward for the Local Plan. 

• Alsager: when looking at the difference between Core and RC we see a slight increase in V/C in the AM likely 

due to the employment/housing development sites in Cheshire East. This very minor increase in V/C (10% at 

most) does not flag any issues when looking at the absolute values. Mitigation is unlikely to be needed. 

• Kidsgrove: Minor V/C increase is observed, likely related to housing developments in the area (631 houses) 

with smaller impact in the AM. When looking at the core scenario at absolute values, the AM affected link 

goes moderate to severe, while in the PM the link is already severe in the RC. We will investigate mitigation 

options.  

• There is some junction delay in the Red Bull junction in the AM, however that already indicated severe 

problems in AM/PM RC model. 

• Kidsgrove – Red Bull Signals: Sweco presented the NSMM modelled signal timings, requesting for 

feedback on the coding 

o JK: the distribution of trips reflects how the local population is using the junction in reality. Suggest 

leaving as is. 

• Crackley: affecting the local network probably due to CT1 housing site (750), mild issues with less 

significance in the PM.  

o Core LP scenario - issues on Cedar/Parkhouse Rd only. 

o AM goes from no issues to mild/severe issues. 

o PM goes from no issues to slight/mild issues. 

• Beasley: only minor increase in the AM V/C that could be due to two nearby job sites (612 and 147 jobs). The 

increase is not enough to trigger V/C issues for Core LP scenario. When looking on the absolute values, the 

issue is minor, hence mitigation is unlikely to be needed. 

• Keele/ Silverdale: many core schemes have been added, so many links are highlighted due to increases in 

V/C, with slightly less pronounced impacts in the PM. The impacts are constrained to NULBC only. This is an 

area that we are discussing/developing mitigation. 

4 Final Scenario (Sweco) 

Uncertainty Log for Final Scenario: 

• Core Sites 

o Some minor changes to housing allocation –a few being added, and a few removed. 

o No changes to employment allocation 

• Strategic Sites – we are going forward with two strategic sites, and we will have a final scenario based 

on those 

o AB2 

o KL15 

• Mitigations 

o TBC 

o Likely to include Keele 

5 Next Steps 

• Develop and run the final scenario: finalise the uncertainty log and mitigation package. 

• Finalise and distribute the report. 

• Outline of dates by AC: NULBC has few key meetings over the summer:  

o July 4th – Local Plan published 

o July 16th – Council Review 

o July 24th - Members are approving the plan followed by a minimum of 6 weeks consultation with 

submission of the plan by end of year 

 AOB 

- PG: Will all modelling and reporting be available during consultation? 

- AK: All will be published and available for people to comment on. 

 

Minutes by  Approved by 

Xenia Masoura  Edward Whittaker 
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N ew castle-under-L ym e(“ N U L ” )BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandCheshireEastBoroughCouncil

M onday 07O ctober2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL S tew artHouse,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,
CheshireEastBoroughCouncil

Jerem y O w ens,Developm entP lansM anager,
CheshireEastCouncil

S tuartP enny,CIL andP olicy O fficer,Cheshire
EastBoroughCouncil

1. Introduction

 AC introducedthem eetingasanupdateontheN uL FinalDraftL ocalP lanw hich
iscurrently beingconsulteduponuntilthe7O ctober2024.

2. P rogressU pdateonCheshireEastBoroughCouncilL ocalP lan

 JO outlinedthataL ocalP lanIssuesP aperandassociateddocum entsw ere

publishedforfeedbackbetw eenAprilandJuly 2024,alongsideacallforsites.It

isanticipatedthatareportw illbetakentotheCouncil’sEnvironm entand

Com m unitiesCom m itteeinthenew calendaryeartoreportonthefeedback

andagreenextstepsw iththeP lan.

3 P rogressU pdateonN U L BoroughCouncilL ocalP lan

 AC gaveapresentationontheN uL L ocalP lan.T heFinalDraftL ocalP lanisbeing
consultedupon(atR egulation19 stage)untilthe7 O ctober2024.Briefsum m ary of
theFinalDraftL ocalP lanprovided.

 AC confirm edthatitw as,subjecttorepresentationsreceived,theCouncil’s
intentiontosubm ittheFinalDraftL ocalP lanandassociateddocum entationfor
exam inationby theendofthecalendaryear.

 Inrespectoftheduty-to-co-operate,itw asconfirm edthattheofficerlevelduty-to-
co-operatestatem entofcom m ongroundbetw eenbothpartieshadbeenpublished
alongsidetheFinalDraftL ocalP lanaspartofaS tatem entofCom plianceR eport.

 AC askedw hetheritw ouldbepossibletofinalisethestatem entofcom m onground
intheAutum nfollow ingconsultationontheN uL FinalDraftL ocalP lan.Bothparties
agreedtolookintothisfurtherandthepracticalstepsrequiredtofinalisethe
statem entofcom m ongrounddocum ent.

 CEC expressedconcernandaskedquestionsofclarificationregardingP olicy AB2
‘landatJunction16 oftheM 6’intheFinalDraftL ocalP lan.T hem attersraised
w ouldbeexpressedthrougharepresentationm adetotheFinalDraftL ocalP lanand
w ouldincludem atterssuchas:-

o T herelationshipofthesitetohousingandeconom icneeds
o T heprovisionofhousingandem ploym entintheP lan
o CaseforS trategicEm ploym entS ites
o L inkbetw eenhousingandeconom icstrategies.
o S itespecificm atters

 Itw asagreedtoengageonthesem attersonaconstructiveandongoingbasisto
inform thestatem entofcom m ongrounddocum ent.

4 AO B
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N ew castle-under-L ym e(“ N U L ” )BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandCheshireEastCouncil

W ednesday 04 Decem ber2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL Jerem y O w ens,Developm entP lansM anager,
CheshireEastCouncil

S tew artHouse,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,
CheshireEastBoroughCouncil

S tuartP enny,CIL andP lanningP olicy M anager,
CheshireEastBoroughCouncil

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonCheshireEastCouncilL ocalP lan

 A fullupdateontheCEC L ocalP lanissetoutintheDraftS O CG

 A L ocalP lanIssuesP aperandassociateddocum entsw erepublishedfor
feedbackbetw eenAprilandJuly 2024,alongsideacallforsites.Itisanticipated
thatareportw illbetakentotheCouncil’sEnvironm entandCom m unities
Com m itteeinthenew calendaryeartoreportonthefeedbackandagreenext
stepsw iththeP lan,takingaccountofthegovernm ent’sproposedchangesto
nationalplanningpolicy,confirm ationofitstim etableforim plem entingplan-
m akingreform sandrevisedtransitionalarrangem entsforlocalplans.

3 P rogressU pdateonN U L BoroughCouncilL ocalP lan

 AC outlinedthatconsultationontheR egulation19 versionoftheL ocalP lan
endedonthe7 O ctober2024.T heCouncilw erenow intheprocessof
consideringrepresentationsreceivedtotheL ocalP lan

 AC notedthebroadtim etable,tosubm itthedraftL ocalP lanattheendofthe
calendaryearforexam ination,recognisingthatthisw asdependentuponthe
contentofrepresentationsm ade.

 AC notedthatadditionalw orkw asbeingpreparedinresponsetocom m ents
m adetotheR egulation19 versionoftheL ocalP lanfrom N aturalEnglandand
N ationalHighw ays.

 InrespectofN ationalHighw ays,AC notedthatN U L hadpreparedanotein
responsetotherepresentationsm adeby N ationalHighw aysandw ouldshare
thisw ithCEC,onceissuedtoN ationalHighw ays

 InrespectofN aturalEngland,AC notedthatN U L hadcom m issionedadditional
airquality andhabitatsregulationsassessm entw orkinrelationtositesatBlack
FirsandCranberry BogS S S IandO akhangerM ossS S S I.Itw asagreedthatN U L
w ouldkeepCEC inform ed,w herepossible,onprogressinrelationtothese
studies.

4. DiscussiononN U L DraftS tatem entofCom m onGround

 A draftS O CG hadbeensharedbetw eenpartiespriortothem eeting.

 T hepartiesagreedtothedraftw ording,intheS O CG.

 AC toissueafinalversionforsignature.

 CEC toconfirm approachtow hoisrequiredtosigntheS O CG
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5. AO B

 DiscussionregardingexpectedrevisionstotheN ationalP lanningP olicy
Fram ew ork,expectedtobepublished,infinalform ,by theendofDecem ber
2024.

 Additionalcom m entsprovidedonthequantum ofem ploym entlandnote
preparedby N U L andissuedtoCEC.AC toprovideanupdatednotetoCEC
follow ingfeedbackonthecalculationsm ade.
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Version: Final 

 

Contributors:  
Jemma March: Planning Policy Manager, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL) 
Chris Binns: Planning Policy Officer, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL) 
Edward West: Planning Policy Manager, Shropshire Council 
 
**Please note that text in italics are in relation to Shropshire Council’s Examination which has taken 
place after this meeting** 

Issues & Strategic Options Presentation:  
1.1. As this document and its intended forthcoming consultation represented the catalyst for 

direct engagement and the principal focus for information sharing, dialogue & debate during 

the meeting, NuL produced a PowerPoint Presentation highlighting its purpose, structure & 

content. The presentation focused on areas of specific relevance to neighbouring authorities 

with the intention that this would highlight potential cross boundary issues and frontload 

engagement from the earliest opportunity.   

 

1.2. An overview of some of the pertinent points to emerge reveals: 

 

1.3. The Issues and Options document has been approved by committee and cabinet and NuL are 

aiming to begin consultation on 18th October for 6 weeks, concluding on the 26th November.  

 

1.4. The stages of the Local Plan development were explained. Lichfields consultants were 

appointed to advise on the concept of producing the Boroughs own Local Plan in December 

2020 and recommended in order to produce the Local Plan to the same timescale as the Joint 

Local Plan, an Issues and Options or Preferred Options stage was not necessary and the Plan 

could start at the  Publication Draft in order to meet the two year timetable. As an authority, 

it was decided that the Issues and Strategic Options stage would still take place to enable the 

public and external organisations to shape the plan, however in more detail than usual to 

bridge the gap between this stage and the draft plan. The content of the Issues and Options 

document benefits from the fact that most of the Evidence Base is more complete and up to 

date than usual at this stage.  

 

1.5. It was acknowledged that the boundary between NuL and Shropshire is relatively large and 

is of a rural nature.  

 

NOTE OF DUTY TO CO-OPERATE MEETING BETWEEN NEWCASTLE-

UNDER-LYME BOROUGH COUNCIL & SHROPSHIRE COUNCIL 
 

Date & Time: 16th September – 11:30am 

Means of Engagement: Microsoft Teams 
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1.6. The shift in emphasis of the Vision was explained from the former Joint Local Plan Vision, 

with a less overt reference to growth and greater precedence to the protection of specific 

areas. Seeking to preserve the majority of open spaces is also now stressed within the 

Strategic Objectives reflecting a stated political desire. The approach to Green Belt protection 

was similarly stated.  

 

1.7. The extent & contemporary nature of the evidence base was highlighted, with this justifying 

the degree of detail presented within the Issues & Strategic Options. It was conceded that 

the impacts of Covid and the timeframes (in some cases to 2037 as opposed to 2040) may 

necessitate further consideration of the need for evidence base updates to be undertaken. 

 

1.8. It was explained that the borough currently has a surplus in employment sites, however the 

sites available do not meet the market demand. It has been highlighted that there is a lack of 

any regional/large scale sites in the borough. Therefore, two options for strategic 

employment sites have been identified in the borough; Keele University Growth Corridor and 

Junction 16 on the M6.  

 

1.9. Strategic Employment Sites and the work presented within the West Midlands Strategic Sites 

Study (2021) was highlighted. Whilst it was recognised that this Study presents a number of 

opportunities around the Birmingham conurbation, it was acknowledged that none of those 

are of direct relevance to NuL. The study concluded that there is a 7.41 year supply of 

allocated sites for employment, however this is not specifically for NuL, instead for the West 

Midlands area. Shropshire made NuL aware that a site similar to Junction 16 of the M6 

(Junction 3, M54) was promoted for inclusion in the plan area but has not been selected for 

allocation in the Submission version. 

 

1.10. The growth options that have been presented in the document were explained 

highlighting the positives and negatives of each option. It was explained that in order to make 

the document more readable for the public, the names of growth methodologies were 

changed to the following:  

 

1.10.1. Standard Methodology - Nationally Set 

 

1.10.2. Experian - Sustainable Growth 

 

1.10.3. Experian Plus - Greater Job Growth 

 

1.11. The Borough Council will re-start the site selection process to determine the precise 

land supply position at present. Previous work on the Joint Local Plan indicated only around 

2,500 new homes could be accommodated  A call for sites exercise will take place again and 

the authority will look at densities of sites before looking at releasing land from the green 

belt. In the event that there is insufficient land to meet the need the Council are likely to 

prompt discussions with neighbouring authorities about accommodating some of the 

Boroughs housing need in the next year and this may lead to a formal request to them.  

 

1.12. The need for Gypsy and Travellers and Travelling Show peoples accommodation was 

detailed in the presentation and it was discussed that there was some difficulty in the past of 

finding  sites to accommodate the needs of  Gypsy and Travellers. It was explained that 
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Newcastle-under-Lyme currently only has one permenant site in the borough and no transit 

provision at present. Further, it was explained that NuL currently has no stopover policy.  

Questions: 
2.1. Post the PowerPoint presentation, a series of questions were presented by NuL to help frame 

subsequent discussions. The key features of this were:  

 

Plan Making Process:  
3.1. Shropshire Council have submitted the Local Plan for examination on the 3rd September 2021 

and is currently in the process of organising a programme officer; who is expected to be in 

post by 20th September. It is expected that Shropshire’s Inspector will be appointed by 24th 

September. Note – Inspectors have now been appointed – Louise Crosby and Carole Dillon.   

3.2. Whilst there is no formal timetable at this stage, it was anticipated the main issues may be 

known before the end of the year with hearing sessions taking place after Christmas.  Note – 

the Inspectors have raised two initial sets of questions and the Council will be replying by the 

end of January 2022.  A firm timetable is likely to become available after this 

3.3. The Local Development Scheme predicts the Inspector’s report to be received in May but this 

could slip to June/July 2022 with adoption hoped by September 2022. Note – it is now likely 

the Examination will take the majority of 2022.  

3.4. The timetable of Shropshire’s plan making process stayed relatively close to the Local 

Development Scheme.  

3.5. Shropshire explained that this is a partial plan review, as there are some ‘saved’ allocations 

proposed to be carried over into the new Plan, although the scope of the Plan has become 

very broad.    

What do you need to see to be satisfied NuL has exhausted all reasonable options 

before potentially requesting you to meet any of our need? 
4.1. Shropshire asked for more information in relation to NuL’s housing figures. NuL explained 

that the previous figure of 2500 dwellings on available land within the borough was from 

work undertaken on site selection for the Joint Local Plan, and this figure may be now be 

ambitious as the authority’s intentions for open space has changed since the abandonment 

of the Joint Local Plan. 

4.2. Shropshire outlined that the council would want to see that NuL has exhausted any potential 

green belt sites in the borough.  

4.3. Shropshire is currently at a difficult stage to be able to take any of NuL’s unmet need due to 

the timing of the examination from January 2022 onwards. If adopted, the plan is unlikely to 

be reviewed before the standard 5 years.  

4.4. Shrophire Council asked whether the White Paper was a factor in the timetable for the Local 

Plan independent of Stoke-on-Trent. The borough council explained that Lichfields 

consultants were appointed to advise on the concept of producing the Boroughs own Local 

Plan in December 2020 and recommended in order to produce the Local Plan to the same 

timescale as the Joint Local Plan, an Issues and Options or Preferred Options stage was not 

necessary and the Plan could start at the  Publication Draft in order to meet the two year 

timetable. As an authority, it was decided that the Issues and Strategic Options stage would 

still take place to enable the public and external organisations to shape the plan, however in 

more detail than usual to bridge the gap between this stage and the draft plan. 
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4.5. The Borough Council explained that the previous Local Plan for NuL is now out of date, and 

therefore is a factor in the timetable for the current plan making process to ensure that the 

five year housing land supply is being met. 

4.6. In terms of Shropshire assisting others to take some unmet housing need, the Shropshire Plan 

already contains up to 1,500 homes and 30ha of employment land which is unmet need for 

the Black Country. The Association of Black Country Authorities (ABCA) are in the process of 

producing a joint plan. Shropshire outlined that ABCA conducted a green belt review at an 

early stage in the plan making process and Shropshire has accepted that ABCA will not be 

meeting the area’s own needs. South Staffordshire and Shropshire Councils have both helped 

ABCA with meeting this need. It is accepted that there is a functional relationship with that 

area and the need that was being met would assist Shropshire to maintain delivery at the 

current rate, in addition to selecting a growth target which was above the standard 

methodology target. 

4.7. Shropshire Council outlined that a rough estimate of what can be met in the NuL’s green belt 

would want to be seen prior to conversations commencing regarding helping NuL meet 

unmet needs. Further, they would want to examine the Green Belt Review evidence and to 

understand the residual figure of NuL’s unmet need. Shropshire stated that evidence of 

conversations between NuL and other neighbouring authorities would be important.  

4.8. The borough council outlined that Stoke-on-Trent is likely to be where discussions for a 

neighbouring authority to meet NuL’s unmet need will begin, as they are the joint housing 

market area and functional economic area.  

Any advice or assistance with helping to meet the accommodation for Gypsy and 

Traveller need? 
5.1. Shropshire Council outlined that no new allocations are proposed for Gypsy and Travellers in 

the emerging Local Plan; both permanant pitches and transit sites.  

5.2. Shropshire has an up to date Gypsy and Traveller Assessment and adviced NuL that the 

council is relying on a high turnover of movement of the community.  

5.3. The Gypsy and Traveller Assessment did outline that Shropshire is lacking a site for transit 

provision. Shropshire outlined that one council owned site in the plan area is unofficially 

being used for transit purposes and temporary permission is currently being sought for this 

site.  

5.4. Shropshire advised that the authority has a windfall policy which can accommodate 

applications for Gypsy and Traveller sites. The council currently has one application in the 

south of the plan area, which will not impact on NuL due to its location. 

Are there any potential cross boundary issues on NUL delivering strategic employment 

sites of a regional scale? 
6.1. Shropshire outlined that the council had a similar issue to NuL in terms of employment. 

Shropshire had a sufficient supply of employment land, however these sites did not meet the 

demand of the local market. 

6.2. Shropshire explained that most of the green belt proposed for release in the emerging Local 

Plan is for employment land aside from one housing site.  

6.3. Shropshire stated that it is not believed that there will be any cross boundary implications as 

a result of NuL moving forward with a proposal for a regional scale employment site, and that 

Shropshire would only be concerned about strains placed on existing infrastructure as a result 

of the development. It was stated that it would not be expected that an objection would be 

made in response to a proposal for a regional scale employment site and that the individual 

economic aspirations for each authority was respected..  
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Any other points to raise? 
7.1. NUL queried how to consult on plans in pandemic times. Shropshire conducted two 

consultations during the Covid-19 pandemic. One in lockdown and one outside of lockdown. 

Shropshire stated that all consultations were conducted virtually and no problems were faced 

whilst doing this.  

7.2. The Borough council questioned Shropshire about any potential cross-boundary issues which 

may arise as a result of the potential option 1: proposed expansion to the village of 

Loggerheads. Shropshire stated that it would question the evidence surrounding this option, 

whilst a non-green belt option is preferred, it needs to be determined whether a site is the 

most sustainable option for the borough. Shropshire commented that if Loggerheads was to 

come forward as a preferred option, further investigation into the potential impact on 

infrastructure in Shropshire would have to take place.  

7.3. Shropshire explained that a policy in the submitted Local Plan on the provision of 

infrastructure specifically mentions cross-boundary infrastructure issues and developer 

contributions if these issues arise. This hopefully provides a mechanism to satisfy 

neighbourhing authorities, in the event that cross boundary issues arise. 

7.4. NuL questioned whether there are any further points to discuss on cumulative effects of 

areas such as climate change and air quality. Shropshire said that at present there are no 

more comments to make, however this may change once they have considered thethe Issues 

and Options document and subsequent selection of options.  

7.5. Shropshire asked NuL whether climate change and air quality issues would be considered 

during the site selection assessment process to avoid having to retrospectively do this at a 

later stage. NuL stated that the scoping report sets out the site selection methodology 

including 20 criteria and the infrastructure baseline assessment will additionally ensure all 

infrastructure implications are taken into account.  

Frequency of meetings going forward 
8.1. It was suggested that a DtC meeting take place once every six months, which is the same as 

suggested with other neighbourhing authorities. 

8.2. NuL has recently signed Shropshire Council’s Statement of Common Ground so this topic will 

not need to be revisited until NuL is at a later stage in the plan making process.  

 

Agreed Action 1: Next meeting to take place in 6 months. 
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BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN 

Catch Up Meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Shropshire Council 

Monday 06 March 2023 

Minutes 

Location: Virtual (Via teams) 

Attendance 

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL (AC) Eddie West, Planning Policy and Strategy 
Manager, Shropshire Council (EW) 

Greg Macrdechian, Planning Policy Manager 
Interim, NuL (GM) 

   

 

Agenda 

1) Introductions were given by those present at the meeting 

2) Progress update on Plan 

a. AC/GM gave a background to the current position of the NuL Local Plan including 

the intention to produce a Local Plan for NuL following withdrawal from the joint 

plan with Stoke on Trent. Outline provided of draft Local Plan programme (taken 

from the Local Development Scheme). Discussed content of letter, from December 

2022 regarding unmet housing need.   

b. EW provided a background to the Shropshire Local Plan. It was noted that the Local 

Plan Review had been submitted for examination and the background and the 

current ‘state of play’ regarding the examination process was confirmed. This 

included the publication of a letter from the inspectors (examination reference ID 

28) which included their interim findings.  

c. EW confirmed at this stage that there are no strategic issues between Shropshire 

and NuL and this position has remained constant with previous Duty-to-Co-operate 

meetings between the authorities. A statement of common ground had been 

produced and agreed between the authorities to inform the Shropshire Local Plan 

Review. 

d. ACTION. EW to provide an e-mail response to the NuL DTC letter on Housing Need 

(December 2022) 

3) NPPF consultation – brief discussion and confirmation that both Council’s had submitted 

responses to the NPPF consultation and were continuing with Local Plan making at this time. 

4) AOB – none raised. 
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Meeting Notes 16/08/2023: Newcastle Under Lyme Borough Council (NUL) &
Shropshire Council

Attendees: Allan Clarke (AC), Noel Bell (NB), Jenny Perkins (JP), Dan Corden (DC),
Edward West (EW)

Summary:

1. AC gave presentation on Draft Local Plan

NUL currently consulting on the First Draft Local Plan. AC provided reasons for the Council
preparing the Local Plan, for example, need to demonstrate ongoing 5 year rolling housing
land supply etc.

Previously a joint plan had been adopted and was being jointly reviewed with Stoke-on-Trent
City Council but, since 2021, the Borough Council has been preparing a NUL Borough Local
Plan.

Indicative timetable as set out in the Local Development Scheme confirmed. Noted that
timetable may need to be amended to take account of consultation responses received
during the consultation event.

The First Draft Local Plan proposes a minimum of 7,160 homes and 69 hectares of
employment land. This is sufficient to meet local needs.

The First Draft Local Plan is consulting on 42 sites, primarily housing, also 3 strategic
employment sites (Council has not taken a view on these sites at this stage).

Brief overview of strategic employment sites provided. It is noted that the Council has not
taken a view on these sites at this stage and is seeking views of all parties, including
technical information and the views of neighbours etc.

Next steps: Consultation ends 14th August, review comments and undertake further
evidence based documents as required to support Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan.

Recognise ongoing dialogue regarding cross boundary issues with Shropshire and other DtC
partners ultimately to be reflected in a statement of common ground, if possible.

Discussion as a result of presentation:

2. EW / DC provided an update as to the progress on the examination of the Shropshire
Local Plan (2016 – 2038). A response has now been submitted to the Inspector’s
appointed to examine the Plan following interim views. Possible that a consultation
stage will be needed to address some limited aspects and further work undertaken
as part of the examination.

3. AC / EW noted importance of identifying strategic cross boundary issues and agreed
that a statement of common ground (SOCG) is an important aim. A SOCG was
drafted to inform the Shropshire Local Plan and can be used as a basis for ongoing
engagement.

4. AC provided further detail on the strategic locations in the First Draft Local Plan and
confirmed that they are all in the Green Belt.
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5. Discussion regarding the approach to Gypsy and Traveller provision in the respective
authorities.

Next steps

6. Shropshire Council will provide comments on the NUL First Draft Local Plan should
there be any issues arising.

7. Shropshire Council may be undertaking a focused consultation as part of the Local
Plan examination. NUL will be invited to comment.

8. Next formal meeting to be established, perhaps in six months (if not sooner).
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BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N U L )andS hropshireCouncil

T hursday 25January 2024

N otesofDiscussion

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL DanCorden,P rincipalP lanningP olicy O fficer

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL EddieW est,P lanningP olicy andS trategy
M anager

1. Introduction

 Apologiesfrom N oelBell,P rincipalP lanningP olicy O fficer

2. P rogressU pdateonP lan
N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil

 N U L gaveanupdateonL ocalP lanprogress.A reporttakentotheCouncil’s
Cabinetonthe16th January 2023 providedanoverview andinterim consultation
reportfollow ingconsultationontheBoroughFirstDraftL ocalP landuringJune–
August2023.Inlinew iththeCouncil’sL ocalDevelopm entS chem e,theCabinet
reportalsosetoutnextstepsoftakingareporttoFullCouncilonthe24 July
2024 toconsidertheR egulation19 versionoftheCouncil’sL ocalP lanandseek
approvaltoconsultontheP lanforsixw eekspriortosubm ittingtheP lan,its
evidenceandconsultationresponsestothesecretary ofstateforexam ination
by theendof2024.

 T heCouncilalsooutlinedsom eoftheevidencebaseitisintheprocessof
collatingincluding:-

 HousingandEconom icN eedsAssessm ent

 InfrastructureDelivery P lan

 HabitatsR egulationsAssessm ent/S ustainability Appraisal(incorporating
Equality Im pactAssessm ent)

 S trategicEm ploym entN eedsAssessm ent

 Gypsy andT ravellerandT ravellingS how personAccom m odation
Assessm ent

 S trategicFloodR iskAssessm ent/W aterCycleS tudy

 Viability Assessm ent

 S trategicT ransportAssessm ent

S hropshireCouncil

 S hropshireCouncilprovidedanupdateontheDraftS hropshireL ocalP lan
Exam ination.Itw asnotedthattheInspectorsinvolvedinexam iningtheP lan
hadrecently publishedsom eadditionalinform ationtoinform thefuturestages
oftheexam ination.Inform ationontheexam inationw asavailabletoview on
theexam inationlibrary:-Exam inationcalendar| S hropshireCouncil
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3. Discussionreidentificationofissuesandprocessofengagem entonN uL R egulation19
P lan

 Itw asnotedthatnoresponsefrom S hropshireCouncilw asreceivedtothe
consultationontheN U L FirstDraftL ocalP lan.S hropshireCouncilconfirm ed
thatthey hadreview edtheP lanbutdeterm inedthatitw asnotnecessary to
respondtotheP lanasnostrategiccrossboundary issuesidentifiedcurrently.

 N U L notedthattheR eg19 P lanw ouldtakeaccountoftherevisedN ational
P lanningP olicy Fram ew orkbutitscontentw ouldnotim pactontheoverallL ocal
P lanprogram m e.

 N U L notedthatS hropshireCouncilhadpreviously confirm edthatitw asunable
toaccom m odateany ofN U L ’shousingneed.S hropshireconfirm edthatthisw as
stillthecase.

 N U L confirm edthatregularupdatem eetingsw ithS hropshireCouncilw ouldbe
usedtopresentem ergingevidence,asnecessary andw heretherearestrategic
crossboundary m attersarising.

 N U L notedthattheintention,ifpossibleandagreeabletobothparties,w asto
draftaS tatem entofCom m onGroundw ithS hropshireCounciltoinform the
R egulation19 N U L L ocalP lansubm issionattheendof2024.

4. AO B

 N extDtC m eetingscheduled21/03/2024
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Borough Local Plan 

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Shropshire Council 

Thursday 18 April 2024 

Location: Virtual (Via teams) 

Attendance 

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL Daniel Corden, Principal Planning Policy Officer, 
Shropshire Council 

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, NuL Edward West, Planning Policy and Strategy 
Manager, Shropshire Council 

 

1. Introduction 
 

2. Progress Update on Plan 
Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council 
 

• NUL gave an update on Local Plan progress. A report taken to the Council’s 
Cabinet on the 16th January 2023 set out next steps of taking a report to Full 
Council on the 24 July 2024 to consider the Regulation 19 version of the 
Council’s Local Plan and seek approval to consult on the Plan for a minimum of 
six weeks prior to submitting the Plan, its evidence and consultation responses 
to the secretary of state for examination by the end of 2024. Before the Full 
Council meeting, the Final Draft Local Plan will also be considered at the 
Council’s Economy and Place Scrutiny Committee on the 11th July 2024. 
 

• NUL also outlined some of the evidence base it is in the process of collating 
including: - 
• Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 
• Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
• Habitats Regulations Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal   
• Strategic Employment Needs Assessment  
• Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation 
Assessment 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment / Water Cycle Study 
• Viability Assessment  
• Strategic Transport Assessment 

 
Shropshire Council  

• Cabinet has recently given approval to consult on additional material relating to 
the emerging Local Plan (currently under examination). This additional material 
is primarily focused on the sustainability appraisal and the explanation of 
growth options. 

• Consultation will begin 25th April 2024 and run for 6 weeks on additional 
material only.  

• The outcome of this consultation will influence next steps on the Plan but it is 
anticipated that the stage 2 examination hearings focused on sites should begin 
later in the year.  
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3 Items arising from previous minutes 
 

• That Shropshire Council and NUL will continue to engage constructively on 
emerging evidence on the NUL Local Plan, where relevant to do so. 
 

4. NuL presentation on initial evidence outputs (working assumptions) from emerging 
Local Plan - initial discussion and feedback 
 

• NUL gave a presentation on the initial position on the Local Plan. It was made 
clear that the slides represented an initial draft position based on current 
evidence. NUL made clear that it retained an open mind on this initial position 
and that it would continue to be tested, checked and challenged through any 
emerging evidence arising in the development of the Plan. This included the 
feedback received from Infrastructure Providers and Duty-to-Co-operate 
partners.   

• AC outlined the overall housing position. That the First Draft Local Plan was 
based on 358 dwellings per annum. This position has been reviewed in the light 
of a number of factors including updated 2021 census data, revised economic 
projections, changes to the National Planning Policy Framework and then 
consideration of consultation responses received to the First Draft Plan and the 
role of the potential strategic employment site(s). The initial results indicate 
that a ‘working draft’ assumption of 400 dwellings per annum is being worked 
too which includes support for a reasonable level of jobs growth.  

• NUL asked, and Shropshire confirmed that the position remained that it was 
unable to help to meet any of NUL’s housing need.  

• NUL presented a draft ‘working assumption’ site allocation list, in confidence. 
Again, this list of sites was the subject of further testing through the Plan 
making process before being finalised, but it was necessary to receive feedback 
on the initial list of sites now. Total housing supply is circa 8,600 dwellings. 

• NUL will continue to engage with Shropshire on relevant emerging evidence 
with the aim of drafting a statement of common ground over the next few 
months. All parties noted, and understood, that it would not be possible to have 
a fully agreed statement of common ground until after the consultation of the 
Regulation 19 Plan to enable a full understanding of the evidence base.  

 

5. AOB   

• Next meeting scheduled for middle of May 2024 
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Version:Final

Contributors:
Jem m aM arch:P lanningP olicy M anager,N ew castle-U nder-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N uL )
N oelBell:P rincipalP lanningP olicy O fficer,N ew castle-U nder-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N uL )
T om L ew is:P rincipalP lanningO fficer,S toke-on-T rentCity Council(S CC)
A ndrew P ow ell:L ocalP lanCo-O rdinator,S toke-on-T rentCity Council(S CC)

Issues and Strategic Options Presentation:
1.1. Asthisdocum ent and itsintended forthcom ing consultation represented the catalyst for

direct engagem ent and the principalfocusforinform ation sharing,dialogue and debate

during the m eeting,N uL produced aP ow erP oint P resentation highlighting itspurpose,

structure and content. T he presentation focused on areas of specific relevance to

neighbouring authoritiesw ith the intention that thisw ould highlight potential cross

boundary issuesandfrontloadengagem entfrom theearliestopportunity.

1.2. Anoverview ofsom eofthepertinentpointstoem ergereveals:

1.3. T he Housing M arket and FunctionalEconom ic Arearelationshipsbetw een the City and

Boroughw ererecognisedby bothparties.

1.4. W hilst acknow ledging the extent to w hich m uch ofthe approach w ould be fam iliarto the

officersofS CC,areasofdeviationfrom thatpresented historically w ithinpreviousiterations

ofthenow defunctJointL ocalP lanbetw eenthetw oauthorities,w erehighlighted.

1.5. T heseincludedtheshiftinem phasisoftheVision,w ithalessovertreferencetogrow thand

greaterprecedence to the protection ofspecificareas.S eeking to preserve the m ajority of

open spacesisalso now stressed w ithin the S trategicO bjectivesreflectingastated political

desire.T heapproachtoGreenBeltprotectionw assim ilarly stated.

1.6. T he extent and contem porary nature of the evidence base w ashighlighted,w ith this

providingakeyfacetofthejustificationastothedegreeofdetailpresentedw ithintheIssues

andS trategicO ptionsdocum entandasignificantaidinbeingabletofrontloadaspectsofthe

Duty to Cooperate.Itw asconceded thattheim pactsofCovid and thetim efram es(insom e

casesto 2037 asopposed to 2040)m ay necessitate furtherconsideration ofthe need for

evidencebaseupdatestobeundertaken.

NOTE OF DUTY TO COOPERATE MEETING BETWEEN NEWCASTLE-

UNDER-LYME BOROUGH COUNCIL AND STOKE-ON-TRENT CITY

COUNCIL

Date and Time: 9 September 2021 – 2:30pm

Means of Engagement: Microsoft Teams
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1.7. Attention w asdraw n to the source ofthe housing grow th num bers(including the latest

available nationally setfigure)and the rationale forthe nam e attached to each,asw ellthe

calculated surplusof em ploym ent land envisaged w ithin each of the Grow th O ptions.

R eassurance on the focusin the first instance being on the opportunitiesafforded by

brow nfieldorundevelopedland w ithinexistingsettlem entsw asprovided,butbased onthe

intelligence provided by the availability ofup to date evidence and extensive site selection

processundertakenuptoDecem ber2020 fortheJointL ocalP lan,itw asconsideredthatthis

w asin alllikelihood unlikely to yield sufficientsitesto accom m odate any oftheoptionsfor

grow thintheirentirety.Consequently,theextentofGreenBeltreleasehasthepotentialto

besignificantifreasonablealternativescannotbefound,andthisissuehasbeenhighlighted

intheIssuesandS trategicO ptions(IandS O )consultationdocum ent.

1.8. T heCouncilhassetoutintheIandS O docum entthattheprocessofsiteidentificationw illbe

undertaken again to determ ine the precise land supply position,asw ellasreconsideration

ofdensity assum ptions.In the event that there isinsufficient land to m eet the need the

Councilarelikelytoprom ptdiscussionsw ithneighbouringauthoritiesaboutaccom m odating

som eoftheBoroughshousingneedinthenextyearandthism ay leadtoaform alrequestto

them .

1.9. S im ilarly,w hilst acknow ledging that anticipated site and pitch requirem entsforGypsy and

T ravellersand T ravelling show people are com paratively lim ited,the difficultiesin finding

appropriatesites(andw ithinparticulartim efram es)w ererecognisedby bothparties.

1.10. S trategic Em ploym ent S itesand the w ork presented w ithin the W est M idlands

S trategicS itesS tudy(2021)w ashighlighted.W hilstitw asrecognisedthatthisS tudypresents

anum berofopportunitiesaroundtheBirm ingham conurbation,thoseofdirectrelevanceto

N uL w erediscussed,w ithN uL suggestingthatinvestigationsbem adew ithintheforthcom ing

DtC m eeting w ith Cheshire East asto ifasim ilarstudy hasbeen undertaken that takes

account of the M anchester area. T hism ay be especially significant for Cheshire East’s

perspectiveson the J16,M 6 proposalscurrently being advocated.T he statusofthe Keele

U niversity Grow th Corridorand itsaggregate site areajustifying itsinclusion asastrategic

sitew asalsodiscussed.

1.11. N uL expressed adesire that the tw o authoritiescontinue to adopt aproactive,

ongoingandfocussedapproachtostrategicplanning.

Questions:
P ost the P ow erP oint presentation,aseriesofquestionsw ere presented by N uL to help fram e

subsequentdiscussions.T hekey featuresofthisw ere:

Plan Making Process:
2.1. Consultation on S CC’sow n R eg.18 Issuesand O ptionsDocum ent ceased in June 2021 w ith

representationsreceivednow beingusedtohelpform ulatetheDraftP lan.

2.2. T he balance betw een em ploym entneed and broaderam bitionsforgrow th w asrecognised

asbeingdifficulttoreconcile.Furtherw orkby T urley’sw illlooktoexam inetheem ploym ent

landrequirem entsuptotheyear2040.
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What do Stoke on Trent City Council need to see to be satisfied NuL has exhausted all

reasonable options before potentially requesting you to meet any of our housing

need?
3.1. In recognition ofthe aforem entioned challengesregarding the availability ofsitesw ithin

N uL ’surbanareasandsettlem ents,itisanticipatedbybothpartiesthataform alrequestw ill

bem adeatayettobedeterm inedpointinthefuture.

3.2. How ever,noform alrequesttothiseffectisbeingm adeby N uL atthisstage.

3.3. Induecourse,thisw illrequireonN uL ’spart,w orkbeingprogressedtosuchasanextentthat

allotheralternativesourcesofsiteshavebeeninvestigatedandalikely yieldquantified.

3.4. S CC considerthatthe approach to thisexercise could include density assum ptionsand non

GreenBeltlandavailability includingthosesitesidentifiedw ithintheS HL AA

3.5. W hilst m ore w orkisrequired to definitively confirm this,opportunitiesw ithin S CC m ay be

lim itedow ingtothedearthofdeliverablesitesbeyondthoserequiredtosatisfyitsow nneed,

likely degreesofobjection to specific sitesand the lim ited extent ofGreen Belt w ihin its

adm inistrativeboundary.

3.6. Inessence,delivery(asm easuredbytheHousingDeliveryT est)hasnotbeenanissueforS CC

butratherthesupply-sideaspectofidentifyingsiteshasbeenthem ajorconstrainingfactor.

3.7. A cleardem onstrationofw hy suchsitesarenotbeabletocom eforw ardm ay beapow erful

toolin m aking the case forS CC providing anegative response to accom m odating N uL ’s

grow th.

3.8. In totality any contribution,ifitw ere to be forthcom ing,w ould be unlikely in itselfto plug

thegapbetw eenN uL ’sidentifiedneedandlikely non-GreenBeltyield.

Any advice or assistance with helping to meet the accommodation for Gypsy and

Traveller need?
4.1. S CC intend to update the evidence base to enable the extrapolation of site and pitch

requirem entsto 2040. S CC’sfocusw illin allprobability be on extending an existing

authorisedsite.

4.2. N uL arepresentingdifferentoptionsform eetingtransitprovision and asked w hetherthere

w asanyconsiderationofacrossboundarylocationforatransitsite.S oT hasanegligibleneed

forfurthertransitpitchesastheircurrenttransitsiteisunder-utilisedatpresent.

4.3. An application for a proposed perm anent Gypsy and T raveller site in the ruralarea

‘Blackbrook’ iscurrentlythesubjectofanappealinN uL .T heCem eteryroadsitehasnoscope

forexpansion.

4.4. W orkatN uL tofindaperm anentsitehingesontheoutcom eoftheBlackbrookappeal.

Are there any potential cross boundary issues on NUL delivering strategic employment

sites of a regional scale?
5.1. T he balance betw een em ploym entneed and broaderam bitionsforgrow th w asrecognised

asbeing difficult to reconcile.Furtherw orkby T urley’sw illlookto exam ine and refine the

em ploym entlandrequirem entsuptotheyear2040.

5.2. N ostrategicem ploym entsiteshavebeenidentifiedinS CC w iththefocusprim arilyonserving

theidentifiedlocalneed.

5.3. Both parties acknow ledge the outcom e of the joint evidence (Em ploym ent N eeds

Assessm ent)andtheoutcom eoftheW estM idlandsS trategicEm ploym entS itesstudy(2021)
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in relation to the lack ofstrategic scale sitesin the N orth S taffsarea(to accom m odate

em ploym ent sites over 25 hectares). Accordingly,in recognition of both authorities

participation in the W est M idlandsS trategic Em ploym ent S itesstudy (2021),N uL w ould

consideritbeneficialthataform alpositionbeprovided by S CC tothelogisticsiteproposals

atJ16,M 6.

5.4. O nly S trategic scale em ploym ent sitesw hich are considered to be potentially suitable,

availableanddeliverablehavebeenpresentedintheconsultationdocum ent.

5.5. T he IandS O consultation focuseson strategicgrow th directionsofhousing orem ploym ent

and doesnotidentify sm allorm edium size em ploym entsitesasthe evidence suggestsw e

currently have sufficient land. If these w ere to be identified it w ould be through the

P ublicationDraftP lan.

Any other points to raise?
6.1. S CC considerthattransportm odelling(undertakenon behalfofeachofthetw o authorities

by S CC’sP rincipalT ransportationO fficer)needstobescheduledassoonaspossibleow ingto

thespecialistofficer’ssignificantcom petingw orkpressures.

6.2. W orkrequested inAprilby N uL ontransportm odellingrem ainsoutstandingand ifpossible,

itm aybeusefulforthistobereflectedintheInfrastructureBaselineS tudytoaccom panythe

IssuesandO ptionsconsultation.

6.3. Given the spatialrelationship betw een the tw o authorities,infrastructure requirem entsas

being integralto co-operation,especially in areassuch aseducation and transport,w as

em phasisedby S CC.

6.4. R eferringtoane-m ailsentshortly inadvanceofthem eeting,S CC presentedthebeginnings

ofadraftS tatem entofCom m onGround(S CG)that,usingP AS guidanceasitsbasis,they felt

could providethe foundationsforstructuringfuturedialogue,includingaform alrequestto

accom m odatehousingneed.

6.5. T hisw orkshouldbeprogressedtothepointw hereitispresentedalongsideeachauthorities

R eg.19 consultationstage.

6.6. P eriodicupdatesin the interim could be considered asastandard item by each authorities

M em bersteeringgroup(orequivalent).

6.7. Asopposed to am ore staticM em orandum ofU nderstanding,S CC advocate the m ore fluid

approachallow edby aS tatem entofCom m onGround.

6.8. Every iteration ofsubsequentchangesto the S CG should be presented explicitly,w ith each

party offeringtheirperspectives

6.9. Inprinciple,N uL arecom fortablew iththisintendedapproachw ithagreem entm adethatthe

draftshouldbereview ed,althoughitshouldnotbesharedfurtheruntilconsensusisreached

astothew ay forw ardonform atetc.

6.10. T hisw illalso serve to provide clarity on the breadth ofstrategicissuesbetw een the

Authorities

6.11. Indicative start date for consultation and confirm ation of a 6 w eek period for

com m entsw asprovidedtoS CC

6.12. Com m entsw ereinvitedonotherpotentialDtC topicareasasshow ninthefinalslide

ofthepow erpointpresentation.T hesew illalsobeform alisedintheS oCG.

Frequency of meetings going forward
7.1. T o be determ ined follow ing furtherconsideration ofthe approach to the S tatem ent of

Com m onGround
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A greed Action 1:Follow ing adirect request from S CC,N uL stated that the P ow erP oint w ould be

sharedinelectronicform

A greed A ction 2:N uL to Investigate w ith Cheshire Eastifthere isaM anchesterequivalentto the

W estM idlandsS trategicEm ploym entS itesS tudy

A greedA ction3:Bothpartiestoreview thew orkingdraftS tatem entofCom m onGroundandreach

consensusastoappropriatew ay forw ard

A greedA ction4:M aintainco-operationinaconstructive,activeandon-goingbasis
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Informal Note 

Local Plans - Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Stoke-on-Trent City 

Council  

Liaison Meeting – 29 March 2022. 

Present: Jemma March and Noel Bell (Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council); 

Tom Lewis, Melanie Hughes; Amanda Vernon and Andrew Powell (Stoke-on-Trent 

City Council). 

Statement of Common Ground (SOG) 

Jemma had proposed amendments to the draft SOG. From discussion the following 

points were noted: 

• Need to consider how to reflect role of Staffordshire County Council. It was 

noted that the County Council had provided a detailed response to Newcastle-

Under-Lyme’s Issues and Strategic Options consultation. 

• Wording changes would be proposed by Stoke-on-Trent around housing and 

employment in particular. 

• Stoke-on-Trent new evidence references need to be included. Stoke-on-Trent 

Green Space Strategy was awaiting sign off. 

• Newcastle-Under-Lyme may need to consider commissioning a further Green 

Belt study. 

• More consideration is needed on how and when to present the SOG to senior 

officers and members. 

• In respect of meetings and minutes recording, this required more thought and 

would be discussed again at the next meeting. 

Agreed – That Stoke-on-Trent propose further amendments to the SOG with a view 

to discussing this further at the next meeting. 

Ecology 

It was noted that Stoke-on-Trent had appointed to a part-time post. Reference made 

to SDOG requirements for ecology support. 

PAS Support - Newcastle-Under-Lyme 

It was noted that PAS support in respect of duty to cooperate and project planning 

was available to Newcastle-Under-Lyme, although likely to be delayed. Stoke-on-

Trent would consider being involved in the duty to cooperate work. 

Date of Next Informal Meeting 

Tuesday 17 May 10.00 am. 
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Informal Note

Local Plans - Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Stoke-on-Trent City
Council

Liaison Meeting –2 March 2023.

Present: Allan Clarke; Greg Macrdechian; Noel Bell and Jenny Perkins (Newcastle-
under-Lyme Borough Council).

Tom Lewis, Melanie Hughes and Andrew Powell (Stoke-on-Trent City Council).

Statement of Common Ground (SOG)

The SOG had been signed off by both Councils and an update was provided and
noted against the strategic areas as follows.

Housing

Stoke-on-Trent – looking at standard method plus 35% Government uplift giving 700
properties per annum (not dissimilar to growth option in previous evidence). In terms
of site selection, unlikely to change much from those sites provided for transport
modelling with a potential large site in the north of the city. Green Belt release not
considered as yet. Developer engagement is underway.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – commissioned Turley to update the Housing Needs
Assessment – likely to go with standard method number. Regarding sites, seeking
formal steers. Noted that Stoke-on-Trent is not able to assist with unmet housing
need (similar response has been received from other neighbouring authorities, to
date).

Economy

Stoke-on-Trent – has enough quantity of employment land but not necessarily the
right quality.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – strategic employment sites – not yet committed to Junction
16 and considering a potential further site, being promoted by Harworth, south of
Talke village. Also, potentially Junction 15 highway improvements could open up
development land.

Noted that the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites study was being updated.

Gypsy and Traveller

Stoke-on-Trent – evidence updated and potential site coming forward which would
address need. Transit provision available at the existing permanent site.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – appeals now all gone through and considering implications
of the outcomes of the appeals on need for permanent sites. Need to consider transit
provision.

Transport
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Nothing to add to previous discussions. Noted that the transport modelling work on
development sites was being undertaken by Sweco who were looking to produce
results by the end of March. These would then need to be validated and interpreted
by Chris Oakley. Newcastle-under-Lyme to contact Chris to confirm timescales.

Air Quality

Both Councils need to consider further and determine how best to reference in their
respective local plans.

Retail

Stoke-on-Trent - will use existing evidence for draft local plan. Undertaking own
health checks of town centres and neighbouring centres. Looking to commission an
update study in Summer 2023.

Newcastle-under-Lyme - will use existing evidence for draft local plan. Looking at
residential options for Newcastle and Kidsgrove town centres. Will be considering
presenting the retail hierarchy differently.

Green Belt

Stoke-on-Trent – no additional studies planned. Very limited impact with Newcastle-
under-Lyme, more so with Stafford and Staffordshire Moorlands.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – reviewing the position and likely to ask Arup to supplement
previous studies around exceptional circumstances and safeguarding land.

Infrastructure

Stoke-on-Trent – currently engaging with infrastructure providers to update the
capacity study and establishing contacts for future discussions. No sites shared.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – LUC undertaking study and likely to report late March
2023. Sites have been shared. Main concerns are over highway capacity work,
education capacity and other considerations.

Ecology and Open Space

Stoke-on-Trent – about to commission biodiversity mapping. Noted that an
integrated sustainability assessment was being undertaken for each plan stage,
including HRA. The Green Space strategy has been updated.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – biodiversity mapping complete and considering how this
will be taken into account for site assessment. Commissioning deadline for HRA is 2
March 2023.

Flood Risk

Stoke-on-Trent – SFRA 2 and water cycle study completed. 22 sites considered
through exceptions perspective for flood risk. This evidence is likely to be published
shortly.

Newcastle-under-Lyme – using previous joint local plan evidence.
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Local Development Scheme

Stoke-on-Trent – draft local plan likely to be consulted on Autumn/Winter 2023
(depends on local elections).

Newcastle-under-Lyme – local development scheme has been updated and draft
local plan going to Cabinet on 29 May 2023, dependent on progress with the
evidence base. Looking to June/July 2023 for public consultation.

Other Matters

 PAS – noted that PAS had provided advice to Newcastle-under-Lyme on duty
to cooperate and this statement of common ground has been included.

 Viability – noted that Stoke-on-Trent would pay 50% of the settlement cost for
the work undertaken in connection with the joint local plan. This would be
reflected in the recharges made in connection with the transport modelling
work. It was noted that Newcastle-under-Lyme were continuing to use the
company for their viability work.

Date of Next Informal Meeting

To be arranged for early June 2023. (Stoke-on-Trent- would appreciate early notice if
any significant issues arise concerning the Newcastle-under-Lyme draft local plan
which might affect the city).
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Local Plans - Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Stoke-on-Trent City
Council

Formal Liaison Meeting

7 August 2023.

Present:

Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council: Craig Jordan (Service Director -
Planning); Allan Clarke (Planning Policy Manager); Noel Bell (Senior Planning Policy
Officer) and Jenny Perkins (Planning Policy Officer).

Stoke-on-Trent City Council: Harmesh Jassal (Strategic Manager Planning and
Transportation); Tom Lewis (Principal Planning Policy Officer) and Andrew Powell
(Local Plan Coordinator).

Introductions

Officers introduced themselves and their respective roles.

Newcastle-under-Lyme Draft Local Plan

AC made a presentation outlining the main elements of the Draft Local Plan
consultation.

He also commented on the following:

 An appeal decision had been received in respect of Baldwins Gate planning
application which allowed the appeal. Effectively this meant that Newcastle-
under-Lyme did not currently have a five-year housing land supply.

 Whilst aware that the Government had recently announced a consultation on
local plans, the Draft Local Plan had been prepared under the present
National Planning Policy Framework and would be progressed accordingly.

 The Local Development Scheme indicates that Newcastle-under-Lyme will
move to Publication Plan stage in the first quarter of 2024. Given the number
of representations received this will be reviewed.

 Newcastle-under-Lyme would in particular welcome Stoke-on-Trent’s views
on the strategic site options put forward in the Draft Local Plan.

HJ congratulated Newcastle-under-Lyme on making good progress with the Draft
Local Plan. He indicated that he had discussed this with appropriate elected
members and formal comments will be forwarded in a letter in due course.

In essence, the City supports a strategic employment site in the Borough in that it
could benefit City residents. He respected it was matter for the Borough on the best
location for such a site. He added that members were concerned that new
development should consider attracting higher paid quality jobs. AC indicated that
once the consultation responses had been dealt with he would be in a better position
to provide information on proposals for a strategic site including the type of activity.

In terms of residential, HJ asked for an update on the Borough’s housing supply. AC
indicated that the shortfall was circa 2,000 homes before going to the Green Belt.
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This figure may reduce following the present call for sites exercise and the inclusion
of another round of development sites monitoring figures. Following consultation with
neighbouring authorities which concluded that none could contribute to the shortfall,
the decision had been made to consider Green Belt sites.

CJ queried the City’s position in responding to Newcastle’s shortfall. HJ confirmed
that the City was not in a position to meet any of Newcastle’s shortfall (due to the
requirement to meet the City’s housing need which presently included the 35%
uplift). In addition, it was necessary to be mindful of infrastructure implications, air
quality issues and achieving sustainable locations, especially in regard to public
transport.

AC confirmed that the affordable housing requirement would be 30% on major sites.

HJ went on to say that the City did have a concern about site NC77 – Bent Farm and
how it would be delivered. This site immediately adjoins a site in the City which has
also been promoted. Both sites are in the Green Belt and it was necessary to be
mindful of the potential impact on infrastructure including highways, schools and
health. HJ would also seek to ascertain local ward members views about the site. AC
confirmed that infrastructure considerations were part of the emerging infrastructure
delivery plan. He added that the Borough would look to create a defensible boundary
in Green Belt terms. He further added that objections had been received in respect
of this site and further due diligence was to take place to confirm the availability of
the site. Close liaison would be maintained with the City in respect of this site.

In conclusion, the City would send a formal response to the Draft Local Plan
consultation following which the Statement of Common Ground between the two
Authorities would be updated.

Stoke-on-Trent Local Plan

HJ confirmed that the City was progressing its Draft Local Plan in close collaboration
with elected members. This included looking at a revised timetable. It was noted that
the Planning Advisory Service had been supporting both Authorities in their local
plan making.
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BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N U L )andS toke-on-T rentCity Council

(S O T )

T uesday 30 January 2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL T om L ew is,P rincipalP lanningO fficer

N oelBell,P rincipalP lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL Harm eshJassal,S trategicM anager,P lanning
andT ransportation

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL

CraigJordan,S erviceDirectorP lanning

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonP lan
N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil

 N U L gaveanupdateonL ocalP lanprogress.A reporttakentotheCouncil’s
Cabinetonthe16th January 2023 providedanoverview andinterim consultation
reportfollow ingconsultationontheBoroughFirstDraftL ocalP landuringJune–
August2023.Inlinew iththeCouncil’sL ocalDevelopm entS chem e,theCabinet
reportalsosetoutnextstepsoftakingareporttoFullCouncilonthe24 July
2024 toconsidertheR egulation19 versionoftheCouncil’sL ocalP lanandseek
approvaltoconsultontheP lanforsixw eekspriortosubm ittingtheP lan,its
evidenceandconsultationresponsestothesecretary ofstateforexam ination
by theendof2024.

 T heCouncilalsooutlinedsom eoftheevidencebaseitisintheprocessof
collatingincluding:-

 HousingandEconom icN eedsAssessm ent

 InfrastructureDelivery P lan

 HabitatsR egulationsAssessm ent/S ustainability Appraisal(incorporating
Equality Im pactAssessm ent)

 S trategicEm ploym entN eedsAssessm ent

 Gypsy andT ravellerandT ravellingS how personAccom m odation
Assessm ent

 S trategicFloodR iskAssessm ent/W aterCycleS tudy

 Viability Assessm ent

 S trategicT ransportAssessm ent

 Itw asnotedthatsom eofthestudiesbeingundertaken,includingtheS trategic
T ransportAssessm ent,w erebeingundertakenfollow ingcom m entsfrom
prescribedbodiessuchasN ationalHighw ays.O ngoingengagem entw ithS tokeat
variouspointsofuseofN orthS taffsM ultiM odalm odel.
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S toke-on-T rentCity Council

 S toke-on-T rentCity Councilarecurrently w orkingonevidenceandother
m atterstoinform theproductionofaR egulation18L ocalP lanandcontinueto
updateandreflectonthecontentsoftheP lanw iththeirM em bersfollow ingthe
M ay 2023 elections.AlsoreflectingonthecontentsoftherevisedN ational
P lanningP olicy Fram ew orkinDecem ber2023.

3. Discussionreidentificationofissuesandprocessofengagem entonN uL R egulation19
P lan

 N U L thankedS toke-on-T rentCity Councilfortheircom m entsontheN U L First
DraftL ocalP lan.

 Itw asnotedthatissuesw ereraisedintheconsultationresponsesabout
particularsites,includingsiteN C77 intheFirstDraftL ocalP lanasitbordersw ith
theCity andisasiteintheGreenBelt.Furtherdiscussionsw ouldbeheld
regardingthissite.

 U pdateprovidedby N U L onthestrategiclocationsitesintheFirstDraftL ocal
P lan.N U L notedthattheFirstDraftL ocalP lanincluded3 strategiclocationsites
(referencesAB2,T K30 andKL 15).T hesitesw erenotconsultedonasdraft
allocationsintheFirstDraftL ocalP lan.Furtherinform ationw assubm ittedon
thosesitesduringtheconsultation.N U L areyettofinaliseapositiononthe
strategiclocationsorfinalallocationsandw ouldlooktodiscussthesew iththe
City Councilatanappropriatetim eandw herestrategiccrossboundary m atters
arise.

 N U L notedthatS toke-on-T rentCity Councilhadpreviously confirm edthatitw as
unabletoaccom m odateany ofN U L ’shousingneed.S toke-on-T rentCity Council
confirm edthatthisw asstillthecase.

 N U L confirm edthatregularupdatem eetingsw ithS toke-on-T rentCity Council
w ouldbeusedtopresentem ergingevidence,asnecessary andw herethere
m ay bestrategiccrossboundary m attersarising.S toke-on-T rentCity Council
haveaskedN U L tosendanagendabeforehandtogetm ostvaluefrom m eetings
andensureany concernsfrom aretakenonboard.

 N U L notedthattheintention,ifpossibleandagreeabletobothparties,w asto
draftaS tatem entofCom m onGroundw ithS toke-on-T rentCity Councilto
inform theR egulation19 N U L L ocalP lansubm issionattheendof2024.S toke-
on-T rentCity Councilnotedthatconsiderationw ouldneedtobegiventothe
form alsignoffofissuesandafutureS tatem entofCom m onGroundw iththeir
M em bers.

4. AO B

 N extm eetingw illbescheduledforendofearly M arch2024
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Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 18/03/2024 13:00 14:00 

Present Allan Clarke NuLBC AC 

Eva Neale Staffordshire CC EN 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Karl Jarvis Sweco KJ 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

Chris Morris AECOM CM 

Claire Simpson SoTCC CS 

Paul Griffiths CEC PG 

   
 

Copy to Brian Edwards SoTCC BE 

David Pyner National Highways DP 

Eri Wong National Highways EW 

   
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - Strategic 
Transport Assessment 

Meeting Agenda 

1  Introduction: 

• Introduction from those attending the inception meeting (All) 

• Purpose of the STA within the Local Plan: to support the emerging Regulation 19 Local 

Plan, will assess the impacts of LP scheme based on analysis with the North Staffordshire 

Multimodal Model (NSMM). 

• Review of the strategic development sites and other Local Plan sites: presented map 

of local plan sites (residential and employment) and table of the three strategic sites: AB2 

– employment site, TK30 and KL15 – mixed use sites. 

• Steering group engagement strategy and timetable: first of a series of meetings to 

review the reference case model, identify areas of concern and the study area. Future 

meetings will look at forecast traffic from the local plan sites and looking at potential 

mitigation packages before Sweco provides a final STA to the steering group. 

  

2 NSMM (North Staffordshire Multi Modal Model) (Sweco) 

• Introduction to the NSMM: To be used for forecasting and assessment of the impact of 

proposed planning. Multi-modal model of 288 zones covering NuL and SoTCC in detail. It 

includes a demand model, highway assignment model, public transport model and it has 

been signed off by SoTCC, DfT, NH and JAQU. Model periods include AM, IP and PM peak 

hours (8-9am, 2-3pm and 5-6pm) 

• Presented network structure on map as well as junction coding 

• Several modelling reports available including LMVR, demand modelling report, data 

collection and forecasting report. As part of the local air quality plan, Sweco produced a T2 

report (similar to LMVR). 

• Applications of the NSMM and previous sign-offs. Extensively used for various projects 

such as: 

o Etruria Valley Link Road - signed off by DfT 

o Local Plan Modelling - signed off by SoTCC Officers 

o Local Air Quality Plan - signed off by JAQU -DfT/DEFRA 

o TCF – College Road and Station Road changes - signed off by DfT 

 

,  
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3 Policy Context (Sweco) 

• Key local national policies and how they relate to the STA: We have started a policy 

review that would be key for the mitigation measures stage. 

  

4 Data Analysis 

• Census commute data (2011): 72% of commute trips are “driving car or van or passenger 

in a car or van. Plotting these commute patterns (map), the polycentric Stoke-on-Trent is 

evident with Hanley being the key commuting centre, and with NuL centre following with 

slightly less trips. 

• Local Traffic Trends: annual traffic in Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent has been stable 

from 2016 (apart from the COVID period) and recovering in 2022. Traffic specifically for NuL 

(DfT AADF from traffic counts) has been stable, apart from dropping during COVID. 

• Accident data for the last 5 years: showing map with accident hotspots based on the last 

five years data (locally validated data for NuL and STATS19 data for external areas). With 

a 1.5km study area around the strategic sites which can be updated if needed later on. 

Observations: 

o AB2: cluster of accidents to the north of the site, both to the slip roads and 

junction. Not so many clear hotspots to the south. Some minor accidents on the 

west bound roundabout approach. A number of serious and fatal accidents on 

the A500 west of the roundabout. 

o TK30: On the A500 alongside proposed site, a fatal and a serious accident 

though with similar pattern to other sections of the A500. A hotspot on the 

roundabout (similar pattern to other A500 roundabouts). 

o KL15: few Hotspots on Keele Rd as approaching the University, generally minor 

accidents.  

• Presenting plots of accident data with residential and employment sites: Most other sites 

are not near obvious hotspots. We see more hotspots along Keele Rd towards NuL centre 

where there are a proposed employment and residential sites. 

• Accessibility Analysis: presenting PT Isochrones on a typical day on 9am arrival.  

o AB2 does not have PT access.  

o KL15:  NuL accessible in 30 min. SoT Railway within 45 min. Whilst the western 

side towards Crewe is served by an hourly service, the frequency and travel time 

severely affects accessibility. 

o TK30: accessibility towards north (Kidsgrove) is a bit more evident, good 

accessibility with the Stoke conurbation. 

o Discounting the arrival wait time: This analysis removes some of the impacts 

of an infrequent service. From KL15: increased accessibility to the west. From 

TK30: increased accessibility to the north and south. 

• Local neighbourhood accessibility analysis: Identified a series of amenity types that 

could be accessed within 15 minutes by active modes. 

o Walk: Maps illustrating how accessible the areas around the sites are. It is more 

useful for residential sites since we are looking for access to amenities (school, 

healthcare etc.) hence not so useful for site AB2 which is just commercial. The 

baseline analysis shows the need for accessibility, it is assumed that large 

strategic sites will be designed with improved network accessibility and new 

destination features. Mapped are all OAs ranged from most accessible OAs to 

least OAs. Keele and Talke are part of the least accessible neighbourhoods.  

o Cycle: The accessibility does improve. The analysis is heavily influenced by safe 

routes and cycling infrastructure. 

  

5 Local AQ Management: overview of nearby Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA)s of NuL and 

SoTCC. Discussion on the North Staffordshire Local Air Quality Plan under ministerial direction. 

Discussion of the link between poor air quality and respiratory illnesses. Local hospital admissions for 

respiratory conditions exceeds national average. 

 

Overview of AQ Constraints: maps illustrating the 2022 Annual Mean NO2 around the three strategic 

sites. M6 likely to present main constraint and will be significant source of air pollutant emissions near 

to each site. Monitoring in proximity to each site suggests existing levels of NO2 are below national 

standard (40µg/m3). There are some potentially sensitive designated sites nearby that might be 

sensitive to changes in nitrogen such as Ancient Woodland and SSSIs. 

  

6 Existing Traffic Conditions (Sweco) 

• Examination of traffic speeds at key local sites:  

o Identified junctions likely to be affected by Local Plan schemes. 

o Used 2022 Inrix observed speed data to understand current traffic conditions 

• Plots illustrating traffic speeds at key locations AM and PM: 

o M6 Jct 16: mainline operating ok. Slip Road shows delays in all time periods 
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o M6 Jct 15: queueing traffic on the A500 approach, congestion between the 

roundabout and Newcastle Rd signalised junction with significant delays on all 

approaches. 

o A500: flowing pretty well. No capacity related issues. 

o Talke Interchange: slow moving traffic with the roundabout to the north showing 

delays.  

o A527: operating without queues. Slower moving traffic as you move to the side 

roads 

o A5271: signs of queuing traffic in SB and NB slip road in the PM. 

o A34: SB exit slip shows delays on AM/PM otherwise looks pretty free flow traffic 

o A525: Some slowing between Station Rd and Keele Rd 

 

 

7 NSMM 2023 model validation: 

• Previous validation for NSMM LMVR and LAQP show good validation across the model 

• Localised validation with the use of one day MCC Dft Dta and neutral month ATC WebTris 

data was presented 

• This shows NSMM overestimates by around 26-28% against observed: Related to level 

traffic growth since 2016 and impacts of Covid on travel behaviour 

• 15-35% of WebTRIS counts validate 

  

 2040 Reference Case (Sweco) 

• Uncertainty log: received potential allocation data. Any other development or network 
schemes to consider would be appreciated and would need submitting quickly noting tight 
timescales 

• Reference case network performance (AM, PM): without LP plan infrastructure added. 
We have plotted Links where capacity issues appear as well as junction delays: 

o At Talke Interchange Slight to Moderate traffic delays are forecasted at the A34 
southbound approach to the A500/A34 junction. 

o Slight to Serious traffic delays are forecasted on the A500 EB approach to the 
M6/A500. 

o PM similar to the AM. Slight easing of AM issues around strategic sites 
o Non-strategic local plan sites are generally in areas less affected by poor network 

performance however some of the sites nearer to the centre of NuL are close to 
junctions forecast to experience delays 

 

  

 Summary and Conclusions (Sweco) 

• Overview and suggested modelling approach: Pre-meeting Technical note shared on 
the 15th of March detailing our proposed approach.  

• Timescales are tight hence our proposal is reflecting the available time. 
• Using the NSMM at a strategic level. NSMM will focus on the incremental change between 

ref case and LP. 
• In addition to the ref case which focuses on the committed plans, Model Run 1 will include 

the Local plan in addition to the RC. Model Runs 2 to 4 are assessing the strategic sites 
separately. 

 
• From the validation analysis, NSMM over-forecasts in some areas. We can apply an 

incremental approach for key junctions. For example, we could utilise the Vissim model that 
exists for M6 J16 to provide more detail. 

• Sensitivity testing will be undertaken. 
• Assessment methodology (including strategy for scoring junction delays): presenting 

three approached for scoring junction delays. Previously used a RAG rating for SoTCC (20-
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40 secs, 40-60 secs >60 secs). However, another approach has been utilised by SoTCC (1-
2 mins, >2 mins). 

• Alternative approach: Highway capacity manual - American manual though sometimes used 
in UK, requires categorisation of signalised/non-signalised junctions. 

 Next Steps: 

Review of RC and LP schemes 

• Where is traffic impact? 

• What is the traffic impact around relevant locations? 

• Consider air quality impacts 

  

 Open discussion on strategy (All) 

Junction Delays:  

• MS: Previously used the RAG rating. Discussion from Stoke led to the new approach.  

• CM: If the raw delay is supplied, can categorise as needed. 

General Modelling Approach 

Vissim model available for J16:  

• PT: NH colleagues from the North-west are supporting on this (WSP run a Vissim model 

of J16). PT to facilitate a discussion with CM and provide feedback. NuLBC to 

potentially contact NH  northwest. 

In terms of J15:  

• PT: Do not include in the modelling as it might not be delivered within the timeline of the 

local plan and it is not committed  

Tech Note: 

• PT: To review and provide feedback 

In terms of what else was presented:  

• PT: There are constraints regarding the M6 J16 location. Operational network and safety 

concerns around that junction that have been made to the developer. 

Clarification: 

• PG: Asking clarification on which HW team is owning the proposals/comments and the 

modelling? 

• PT: The border between the northwest and the midlands is on M6 J16. Hence, the site 

allocation proposals/comments is managed by the Midlands region but the Vissim model 

is with the northwest region. 

• PG: There is detailed Vissim model which would need to be utilised. How does that work? 

• PT: In conversation with the northwest office to get insights 

AB2: 

• PG: Concerned about baseline public transport access 

• PT: Agreed. Needs access by sustainable means. 

• PG: Where developers agree to fund an enhanced bus service, there is a risk of it being 

discontinued once the funding period concludes leaving a site with no public transport 

access 

• JK: Mitigation is needed for J16 sites. We need to understand how the buses will operate 

outside of working hours. Operators need to be willing to run those and understand what 

they are going to do with the vehicles for the rest of the day. 

  

 1. Actions 

• Detailed technical note to be shared with more information (Sweco). 

• PT and consultants to review the already provided technical note on the 

methodology and provide feedback next week. 

• PT to provide feedback and contact for M6 J16 Vissim model. 

  

 

 

Minutes by  Approved by 

 

 

Xenia Masoura 

 

 
 

Edward Whittaker 

   

 

120



 

 
 

 

Sweco 

Telephone +44 (0) 113 262 0000 

www.sweco.co.uk 

Grove House 

GB LS7 4DN Leeds 

United Kingdom 

Sweco UK Limited 

Reg. No. 2888385 

Reg. Office Address 

Grove House, Mansion Gate Drive 

Leeds LS7 4DN 

 

 

Document reference 7a 2024-02-21 Meeting  

2024-02-21 

 

Author: Xenia Masoura 

1/3 

Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 21/02/2024 14:30 15:30 

Present Allan Clarke NuLBC AC 

Andrew Powell SoTCC AP 

Eva Neale Staffordshire CC EN 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Karl Jarvis Sweco KJ 

David Battershill Sweco DB 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

Chris Morris AECOM CM 

Jason McElhoney AECOM JM 

   
 

Copy to Brian Edwards SoTCC BE 

David Pyner National Highways DP 

Eri Wong National Highways EW 

   
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - 
Strategic Transport Assessment 

Meeting Agenda 

1  Introduction and Roles:  

All parties introduced themselves and provided an overview of their respective 

roles.  

  

2 1. Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan (NuL – Allan Clarke) 

• Context: Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (Nul BC) are 

currently producing a local plan due to the agreement with Stoke-on-

Trent City Council (SoTCC) not to progress the Joint Local Plan. 

Based on the comments received during the previous (Regulation 

18) consultation stage, it appears there is a need for transport model 

evidence regarding the impact of the draft allocations on the 

strategic network. In light of this, Sweco was commissioned to 

undertake the transport modelling assessment to support the 

emerging Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan. 

• Overall Timeframes: The timeline is quite tight. The SRA report 

would need to be submitted by 24th of July. 

• Draft Local Plan: Draft allocation and strategic sites. The large-scale 

proposed allocations require consultation. NuLBC has identified 

three large-scale strategic sites located near M6 J16, at Talke and at 

Keele University. NuL BC do not yet have a view if these strategic 

sites will be allocated for the regs 19 Local Plan, but traffic impacts 

need to be considered as part of that decision. 

• Steering Group: regular steering group meetings will be held to 

explore the impacts. 
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 2. NSMM Model (Sweco – Karl Jarvis) 

• Background / model extent: The NSMM model has been used to 

forecast the impact of proposed planning and infrastructure 

developments. It covers the areas of NuL and Stoke on Trent. 

• It includes demand model, Highway assignment model and Public 

Transport assignment model. 

• Model Periods - AM, IP, PM peak hours 

• KJ presented Maps of the Network explaining the extent of the 

strategic road network, zones, railway lines, junctions, roundabouts 

and signalised junctions 

• Model validation / Reports: Several modelling reports undertaken as 

part of the EVLR work (LMVR, Demand modelling report, Data 

Collection report, Forecasting report) and the NSLAQP (T2 Report) 

• Model Sign off and applications: 

o Etruria Valley Link Road (opened about a year ago): Used 

and approved by DfT 

o Local Plan Modelling: checks were undertaken on the 

base model and approved by local officers 

o Local Air Quality Plan: checks were undertaken on the 

base model (2015, 2018) as well as traffic growth between 

2015 and 2022. Signed off by JAQU and DfT 

o TCF – College Rd. and Station Rd.: supported funding bid 

and approved by DfT 

  

 3. NuL STA (Sweco – Ed Whittaker) 

• Traffic data analysis 

o Traffic Growth in the local area (DfT traffic counts): 

• Single day 12hr MCC  

• Low growth - +1% uplift for Staffordshire and 0% 

for NuL 

o Traffic Growth Figures (DfT traffic counts): 

• Annual traffic in Staffordshire: growth is flat, with 

2016 to 2019 showing no growth and post-covid 

yet to recover. 

• Similar pattern for Stoke-on-Trent and Nu 

o WebTRIS Traffic Counts (NH SRN counts): 

• Average change of -7% based on few good 

quality sites with data for both 2015 and 2022 

o Previous Stoke Analysis: Observed data / modelled data:. 

Overall, very flat and very similar. Total traffic: Similar 

picture, 2015 and 2022 observed very little difference. 

o General picture from available data sources is no growth 

since 2015 

• Uncertainty log: The existing uncertainty log containing both NuL 

and SoTCC schemes and some relating to NH. Sweco identified the 

relevant SRN schemes: M6J16 Improvements, A50/A500 Safety 

Schemes, A500 Widening (Porthill to Sheldon New Road), A500/ 

A34 Stone Road Junction Improvement. PT to confirm if Sweco 

needs to be aware of any other SRN schemes. 

• Strategic sites: Map overview of the three strategic sites: M6 Jct 16 

(just employment), Talke, Keele 

• Proposed Approach for STA:  

o As part of this work, Sweco have 5 NSMM Model Runs 

planned: 

1. RC + LP Infrastructure – the strategic sites 

2. Run 1 + M6 J16 site 

3. Run 1 + Talke site 

4. Run 1 + Keele site 

5. Run 1 + final suites of sites proposed for Reg 19 

  

 4. National Highways Observations 

• PT:  NH is and will be engaging with NuL officers and the developer 

to make sure that the SRN operates in a proper way. 
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• CM: Quick observation: growth is good to consider both strategic 

and local but also need to consider scale (change), conflicting data 

that might be available. NH will need to review at some point.  

• Potential sites: be aware NH has commented on the Talke site and 

there are matters that need resolving. 

• If developments go forward, NH will ultimately bring expertise and 

more discussion will be held. 

 5. Agreement and way forward/next steps 

• Steering Group Inception: will consist of key stakeholders. It will 

show results of RC review including locations of existing traffic 

concerns, capacity levels, study area, road accident data, PT 

accessibility 

  

 6. AOB 

• AC: Arranging the Steering Group meeting. 

Propositions: Week commencing the 11th or 18th of March 

CM – no availability on Fridays 

 

• NSMM Model Uses the following software: CUBE Voyager 

 
• PT: What is the desired completion date of this work? 

AC: An understanding of implication to be provided by end of June 

(the latest) in order to feed into the LP and finalise it for the 24th of 

July deadline. 

  

 7. Actions 

• PT to provide input on the Uncertainty Log 

• AC to circulate potential date for the Steering Group Inception 

Meeting 

  

 

 

Secretary  Approved by 

 

 

Xenia Masoura 

 

 

 

Edward Whittaker 

 

[Add name]  [Add name] 
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BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandS toke-on-T rentCity Council

M onday 15A pril2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL T om L ew is,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,S O T

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL Andrew P ow ell,L ocalP lanCo-ordinator,S O T

CraigJordan,S erviceDirectorP lanning,N uL Harm eshJassal,S trategicM anager,P lanning
andT ransportation,S O T

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonP lan
N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil

 N U L gaveanupdateonL ocalP lanprogress.A reporttakentotheCouncil’s
Cabinetonthe16thJanuary 2023 setoutnextstepsoftakingareporttoFull
Councilonthe24 July 2024 toconsidertheR egulation19 versionofthe
Council’sL ocalP lanandseekapprovaltoconsultontheP lanforam inim um of
six w eekspriortosubm ittingtheP lan,itsevidenceandconsultationresponses
tothesecretary ofstateforexam inationby theendof2024.BeforetheFull
Councilm eeting,theFinalDraftL ocalP lanw illalsobeconsideredatthe
Council’sEconom y andP laceS crutiny Com m itteeonthe11th July 2024.

 N U L alsooutlinedsom eoftheevidencebaseitisintheprocessofcollating
including:-
• HousingandEconom icN eedsAssessm ent
• InfrastructureDelivery P lan
• HabitatsR egulationsAssessm ent/S ustainability Appraisal
• S trategicEm ploym entN eedsAssessm ent
• Gypsy andT ravellerandT ravellingS how personAccom m odation
Assessm ent
• S trategicFloodR iskAssessm ent/W aterCycleS tudy
• Viability Assessm ent
• S trategicT ransportAssessm ent

S toke-on-T rentCity Council

 IntheprocessofdraftingaCabinetreportontheL ocalP lan.Hopeful,thatthis
w illbeavailableinthenextfew m onths.O ncepublished,thisinform ationcan
thenbesharedw ithN U L .O pentocontinueddialoguebetw eenthetw o
Council’s.Itisnotanticipatedthatthetw oauthoritiesL ocalP lansw illbe
publishedatthesam e/sim ilartim efram eintheshortterm .

3 Item sarisingfrom previousm inutes

 Agreem entforcontinuedongoingengagem entregardingthestrategictransport
assessm ent

124



4 N uL presentationoninitialevidenceoutputs(w orkingassum ptions)from em erging
L ocalP lan-initialdiscussionandfeedback.

 N U L gaveapresentationontheinitialpositionontheL ocalP lan.Itw asm ade
clearthattheslidesrepresentedaninitialdraftpositionbasedoncurrent
evidence.N U L m adeclearthatitretainedanopenm indonthisinitialposition
andthatitw ouldcontinuetobetested,checkedandchallengedthroughany
em ergingevidencearisinginthedevelopm entoftheP lan.T hisincludedthe
feedbackreceivedfrom InfrastructureP rovidersandDuty-to-Co-operate
partners.

 AC outlinedtheoverallhousingposition.T hattheFirstDraftL ocalP lanw as
basedon358 dw ellingsperannum .T hispositionhasbeenreview edinthelight
ofanum beroffactorsincludingupdated2021 censusdata,revisedeconom ic
projections,changestotheN ationalP lanningP olicy Fram ew orkandthen
considerationofconsultationresponsesreceivedtotheFirstDraftP lanandthe
roleofthepotentialstrategicem ploym entsite(s).T heinitialresultsindicate
thata‘w orkingdraft’assum ptionof400 dw ellingsperannum isbeingw orked
toow hichincludessupportforareasonablelevelofjobsgrow th.

 N U L asked,andS tokeconfirm edthatthepositionrem ainedthatitw asunable
tohelptom eetany ofN U L ’shousingneed.Itw asidentifiedthatM em bersm ay
needtobeapproachedonthism atter.T herefore,requestedthatN U L w riteto
S O T toform ally requestaresponseonthism atter.

 N U L presentedadraft‘w orkingassum ption’siteallocationlist,inconfidence.
Again,thislistofsitesw asthesubjectoffurthertestingthroughtheP lan
m akingprocessbeforebeingfinalisedbutitw asnecessary toreceivefeedback
ontheinitiallistofsitesnow .T otalhousingsupply iscirca8,600 dw ellings.

 N U L w illcontinuetoengagew ithS toke-on-T rentCity Councilonrelevant
em ergingevidencew iththeaim ofdraftingastatem entofcom m onground
overthenextfew m onths.Allpartiesnoted,andunderstood,thatitw ouldnot
bepossibletohaveafully agreedstatem entofcom m ongrounduntilafterthe
consultationoftheR egulation19 P lantoenableafullunderstandingofthe
evidencebase.

 Follow ingquestions,AC providedanupdateonretailm atters(thattheCouncil
hadappointedN exusP lanningtoupdatearetailstudy)andappointedAR U P on
Greenbeltrelatedm atters.

 HJnotedw ithregardsAB2 thatitm ay beanopportunity forAC toengagew ith
theteam responsibleforthebusserviceim provem entplanteam atS O T .AC
notedthathew ouldbeopentom eetingw iththeteam ,asrequired.HJtom ake
thenecessary introductions.

5 AO B

 A furtherm eetingtobescheduledinM ay 2024.
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Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 15/05/2024 10:00 10:45 

Present Allan Clarke NULBC AC 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Karl Jarvis Sweco KJ 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

David Battershill Sweco DB 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

David Pyner National Highways DP 

 Esme Portsmith AECOM EP 

Chris Morris AECOM CM 

Brian Edwards SoTCC CS 
 

Copy to Eri Wong National Highways EW 

Paul Griffiths CEC PG 
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - Strategic 
Transport Assessment 
Meeting Agenda 
1 Introduction: 

- Introduction from those attending the meeting (All) 

- Agenda Overview (Sweco) 

• Overview of existing traffic conditions 

• We will present the following scenarios: 

o Local Plan (non-strategic sites) 

o Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus, 

▪ AB2 – M6 Jct 16 

▪ TK30 – Talke 

▪ KL15 - Keele 

• For each, we will show scenario details of the impact on the road network including plots 

of flow-difference, volume/capacity and junction delay 

• Discuss context including current accident statistics and air quality implications 

• Discuss reporting, including alternative methods of presenting junction delay 

• Seek advice from the steering group on modelling to date and future modelling 

• Open discussion on mitigation options, 

• Give some initial thoughts on potential mitigations 

• Seek advice from the steering group on mitigations 

  

2 Existing Traffic Conditions (Sweco) 

• AM Peak Google Traffic: presenting plots illustrating the typical AM peak congestion as 

well as plots of the traffic in proximity to the location of three key sites. Some congestion is 

visible on the A500 approaching Jct16. Congestion is particularly severe on the WB 

approach. Some congestion is notable around the Talke roundabout and further up 

Newcastle Rd. Congestion along parts of the A500 with some smaller severe areas. 

Congestion is evident in and around NULBC (city centre, A53) including the area around 

M6 Jct 15. 

• SRN – Areas of Potential Interest: plot presenting the key junctions of the SRN that are 

of interest as previously identified out by NH 

  

3  Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan – Non Strategic Sites: 

• Local Plan (LP - non-strategic sites): plot presenting the employment and residential 

sites excluding the three strategic sites for NULBC 

• AM/PM Flow Diff Plots: flow difference plots between the non-strategic LP and the 

reference case (RC) identifying the affected links. 
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• Junction delays and link volume over capacity presented by Slight Problem (average 

delay 20-40 secs), Moderate Problem (average delay 40-60 secs), Severe Problem 

(average delay > 60 secs):  

o AM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity RC (without any LP) 

o AM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (RC + LP): Identified 

junctions and links likely to be affected by Local Plan schemes. 

o PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity RC (without any LP): PM is 

quite similar to the AM. 

o PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (RC + LP): Identified 

junctions and links likely to be affected by Local Plan schemes. Similar to the AM  

• Junction delays and link volume over capacity presented by the alternative 

approach; Slight Problem (average delay 60-119 secs), Moderate Problem (average 

delay 120-179 secs), Severe Problem (average delay > 180 secs): 

o AM Reference Case (without any LP) 

o AM Junction Delays (RC + LP): Identified junctions and links likely to be affected 

by Local Plan schemes. The impact shown is less severe because of the ranges. 

o PM Reference Case (without any LP): Similar to the AM with Jct 16 showing a 

moderate delay. 

o PM Junction Delays (RC + LP): Identified junctions and links likely to be affected 

by Local Plan schemes. 

• Junction delays differences (RC+ LP vs RC): presenting the junction delay differences 

for the AM with an increase on the Talke Roundabout and small increases largely on to 

the local roads towards NULBC. This impact does not look like it travels further than the 

Jct 15. PM is fairly similar to the AM with Talke Roundabout showing increased delay. 

• Mitigation: Key areas of increased junction delay 

o Slight (Additional 10-20 secs delay) 

▪ Talke Interchange (SRN) 

▪ A500/A52 (SRN) 

o Moderate (Additional 20-40 secs delay) 

▪ A527/Oxford Rd (Chell) 

▪ B5500 (Chesterton) 

▪ B5044/B5368 (Sliverdale) 

• Discussion (All):  

o BE: To agree on how the results will be presented as the model outputs and 

plots include SoTCC allocation sites. Approach could include presenting plots 

including plans from SoTCC only, NULBC only, or combined.  

o AP: Happy to meet with BE and JK separate and have a general discussion on 

how the outputs should be presented by Sweco. 

4 Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus AB2 – M6 Jct 16: 

AB2 is an employment site and truck stop site. Demand was derived from latest Jct 16 VISSIM model 
LMVR. The demand was then assigned to a new NSMM zone (utilising trip generation from Jct 16 
LMVR). NSMM was used to assign additional demand to the network. Additional network changes 
and new signalised junction were implemented as per description in VISSIM LMVR. 

Current NSMM signal timings don’t allow enough time for turn into development, resulting in delays on 
the network. Therefore, signal timing would need to be updated and re-run. As the NSMM model is a 
strategic model and site AB2 is near the periphery, we will assess based on flow change (absolute 
flow change) between scenarios utilising observed data. 

• AM/PM Flow Difference Plots (AB2 vs Non-Strategic LP): quite a lot of rerouting on 

Jct16, however subject to change based on the signal timings update. 

• AMPM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (and alternative approach): 

not much impact. The alternative approach is showing even slighter impact. Once the 

signals are resolved, it seems that the demand will also be resolved. Similar picture for the 

PM. 

• AM/PM Junction Delay Differences (AB2 vs Non-Strategic LP): slight increase near 

the Jct 16. 

• Potential Mitigation:  

o Effort to improve the issues from new signalised junction signal timing in the 

model. 

o PT access is currently poor. Enhanced PT could mitigate some of the car traffic 

for the employment site providing more travel options. 
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o Potential HRA site north of Jct 16 on M6 

▪ Most likely to be impacted by additional HGV traffic 

▪ Much of the truck stop HGV traffic will be existing M6 traffic. 

o Historic accident data are showing clusters of accidents on the M6 slips and 

westbound A500 approach. To increase safety, the layby could be removed, 

and the layout of the junction improved. 

• Discussion (All):  

o BE: There is an early-stage discussion on how we are going to manage the 

traffic on the SRN and specifically the M6 and the M1. That would require new 

signage on Jct15 which would take some traffic off the Jct16. We will use the 

Jct15 to address that in the future. You can use that as part of commentary in 

the report. 

o PT: We are looking largely on the aspect of the strategic sites and in particular 

the removal of the layby. It is heavily used at the moment. How would that 

provision for the current use? NH have continuous conversation on the subject 

with the developer and has provided comments.  

o CM: If you are going to remove the layby, you should seek to replace or provide 

an alternative. Pay per use scenario does not feel like a valid alternative. 

o AP: What form of provision is NH looking to see, so NULBC can incorporate 

that as part of the policy requirements of the sites. 

PT: We can go away and think from NH perspective what we need. We want to 

facilitate the developer but also the transport of goods along the network. 

o CM: As a minimum - retain the current provision. Additional provision is 

welcome, however pay as you go scenario raises concerns from NH 

perspective as it will impact the HGV movements. 

2 Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus TK30 – Talke: 

TK30 is a strategic housing site which has been added to the existing zone that covers parts of 
Crackley. An additional zone connector was added to Talke Rd where strategic site access is 
expected. The NSMM was used to assign additional demand to the network. AM shows additional 
traffic favouring the A34 Crackley junction. PM shows additional traffic favouring the A500/A34 
junction. 

• AM/PM Flow Difference Plots (TK30 vs Non-Strategic LP): slight increases. AM seems 

to be rerouting towards north and south, while PM is favouring the route from the 

roundabout down. 

• AM/PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (and alternative approach): 

junction delays are very similar with the Non-Strategic LP in the AM, with the alternative 

approach looking even better. Similar in the PM and again no significant impact on the 

junctions. 

• AM/PM Junction Delay Differences (TK30 vs Non-Strategic LP): no modelled junctions 

that show any issues in the AM and PM. 

• Potential Mitigation:  

o Talke currently has fairly poor PT accessibility as shown in accessibility analysis 

(plot) 

▪ NULBC within 30-45 mins, Hanley at 60 mins 

o Enhanced PT could benefit both local AQMAs of NULBC and Stoke-on-Trent 

o The historic accident count along A500 boundary and Talke Roundabout is 

typical of this section of A500 (plot) 

• Discussion (All):  

o No comments 

,  

 Model Run Results (Sweco) 

Local Plan (non-strategic sites) plus KL15 – Keele: 

KL15 is a university housing and science park strategic site that has been added to existing zone 
which covers Keele. Additional network detail was added to the University roundabout on Keele Rd. 
The NSMM was used to assign additional demand to network. AM/PM shows additional traffic 
towards NULBC. 

• AM/PM Flow Difference Plots (KL15 vs Non-Strategic LP): slight rerouting impact from 

the EB to NULBC which could be explained by the new housing development (900 

dwellings) near the golf course. Currently we are making adjustments on how that will 

affect the RC. PM is very similar. 
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• AM/PM Junction Delays and Link Volume over Capacity (and alternative approach): 

few junction delays and V/C on Keele Rd. In the alternative approach this is not so 

obvious. 

• AM/PM Junction Delay Differences (KL15 vs Non-Strategic LP): AM: few junction 

delays concentrated in NULBC, No other impact on the SRN. PM is similar with less 

severe junction impact other than near the university 

• Potential Mitigation:  

o Good options for enhanced PT 

▪ Keele University Masterplan includes ambition or a sustainable 

transport hub due to new accommodation. 

o Potential options for a link road to A53 

▪ Potentially with bus gate 

o Some clusters of accidents on Keele Road close to University. 

• Discussion (All):  

o No comments 

3 Next Steps 

• To finesse runs 2-4 

• AB2 – Improve signal timings 

• TK30 – Investigate demand split between zone connectors 

• To define final run 5 

• Final suite of strategic sites 

• Proposed mitigation measures 

• Produce draft STA 

• Present draft STA 

• Finalise STA 

 

  

4 Open discussion on mitigation options (All) 

o BE: Queried showing the difference at junction level and interested on the 

impact at the link level  

o BE:We would need to think the alternative approach for junction delays and 

may want to argue that there is a level of acceptance as it is very subjective. In 

terms of Junction capacity, we know that we have over 100% of theoretical 

capacity. However, it is a bit of a grey area. 

o CM: All cities have delays. There is a balance on how much you’re willing to 

accept in terms of delays for growth. If you could report queues, then we can 

understand if there is an impact on safety (safety issues). 

o KJ: Assumptions on the local plan – agreed with BE on potential to do test with 

NULBC LP alone.  

o AP: Look to isolate the NULBC LP from the modelling. Cheshire East committed 

plan with be included. 

o BE: Conscious that the gov is releasing funds for HW improvements. Possibly 

look into the link road to A53 – this would be the right time. How will we intend 

to spend that indicative funding. This is the right time to put this into the 

programme if funding is required. 

 

  

 Actions 

Sweco: 

• Include plots on V/C change and queues in report 

NH: 

• Provide comments on the layby removal as a mitigation option for AB2. 

  

 

Minutes by  Approved by 

 

 

Xenia Masoura 

 

 
 

Edward Whittaker 
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BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandS toke-on-T rentCity Council

T hursday 22 M ay 2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL T om L ew is,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,S O T

Jenny P erkins,P lanningP olicy O fficer,N uL Andrew P ow ell,L ocalP lanCo-ordinator,S O T

CraigJordan,S erviceDirector(P lanning),N uL Harm eshJassal,S trategicM anager,P lanning
andT ransportation,S O T

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonP lan
-N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncil(N U L )

 N U L isw orkingtothesam edatesasstatedpreviously,theR egulation19 L ocal
P laniscurrently scheduledtobepublishedonthe4th July toinform anEconom y
andP laceS crutiny Com m itteeonthe11 July,follow edby aFullCouncilm eeting
onthe24th July 2024.

-S toke-on-T rentCity Council(S O T CC)

 U pdatedL ocalP lantim etablew asconsideredby theCouncil’sCabinet. S toke-
on-T rentCity Councilarenow com m encingpreparationofanew localplanand
areanticipatedtoundertakeR egulation18consultationinautum n2025,
R egulation19 consultationinspring2026 andsubm issioninautum n2026.
O ngoingevidencebasew ork,sitesanddeveloperengagem enttakingplace.

3 DiscussionaroundfuturestructureofS tatem entofCom m onGround,focusedonthe
follow ingbroadareas:-

 Housing

Bothauthoritiesagreethatthey functionasajointhousingarea.Both

authoritiesagreethatS O T CC isunabletoaccom m odateany unm ethousing

needfrom N U L andS O T CC hasnotm adearequesttoN U L toaccom m odateany

potentialunm ethousingneedrelatedtothepreparationoftheirnew L ocal

P lan.N U L /S O T CC clarifiedthathousingneedhasbeencalculatedconsistently

by bothauthoritiesgiventhattheauthoritiesfunctionasahousingm arketarea.

 Econom y

Bothauthoritiesagreethatthey areafunctionaleconom icarea. Both

authoritiesagreethatS O T CC isunabletoaccom m odateany em ploym ent

requirem entsfrom N U L andS O T CC hasnotm adearequesttoN U L to

accom m odateany em ploym entneedsrelatedtothepreparationoftheirnew

L ocalP lan.

 S O T CC outlinedintheirconsultationresponsestotheR egulation18FirstDraft

P lanthatthey aresupportiveinprincipleofstrategicem ploym entsitesbut

w ouldfocusm oreonhighw agehighskillem ploym entopportunities.T here

w erealsopracticalqueriessuchasim pactsonS toke-on-T rentinterm sof
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highw aysim pacts.S O T CC haveaskedform oredetailasandw henitbecom es

available.

 Gypsy andT ravellerP rovision

Eachauthority agreestom eetitsow nneedofGypsy andT ravellerpitchesand

T ravellingS how peopleP lots.N U L intendusinga‘negotiatedstopping’approach

totransitpositiongiventhattherearenosuitablesitesavailable.S O T CC

highlightedthatalthoughN U L andS O T sharethesam ehousingarea,they differ

w ithGypsy andT ravellerneedasdifferentfam iliescom ethroughS tokethan

N ew castle-under-L ym e

 T ransportation

BothauthoritiesagreethattheN orthS taffordshireM ultiM odalM odelisthe

acceptedassessm entm odelforthejointtransportarea.N U L w illbedoing5

m odelrunsfortheL ocalP lan.4 havebeencom pletedandthe5th w illm easure

R egulation19 sitesandany m itigationm easures,thisw illbesharedw ithS toke

w henavailable.

 AirQ uality

N U L assessedairquality throughsiteassessm entw ork,airquality w illalsobe

pickedupby strategictransportassessm ent.S tokecanprovidearesponseonce

infullreceiptofevidence.

 R etail

interrelationshipbetw eenthenetw orkofcentres.N U L notproposingtoallocate

andstrategicscaleretailparks.S O T CC notatastageinL ocalP lanprogressto

shareany retailallocations.

 GreenBelt

N U L continuetouseAR U P .M ethodology rem ainssim ilartothatutilisedforthe

purposesofthejointL ocalP lan.

 Infrastructure

Bothauthoritiesw illproduceseparateInfrastructureDelivery P lanreports.

How evergiventhesharedeconom icandhousingareas,thesetopicsrequire

furtherdiscussions.

 Ecology,O penS paceandBlue/GreenInfrastructure

largely reflectingonpreviousS O CG,recognisingpositionbothauthorities.

 FloodR isk/Drainage

N U L haveupdatedtheirS FR A andW aterCyclestudy,w hichw illbereflectedin

thenew S O CG

 S iteS pecificCom m ents

N U L sharedthatsiteN C77hasbeenrem ovedasanallocation,w ithpartofthe

considerationforsite’srem ovalbeingS O T CC positionraisedatregulation18.

 Any otherareas

L andscapingdesigncouldbeadded,S O T CC haveafew bitsofw orkgoingonin

thisareaw hichcanbeshared.

Clim atechange/energy – potentialS O CG topicw ithdistrictheatnetw orkand

linksw ithKeele,couldfallunderinfrastructure.

N U L havedraftedapolicy onHM O sw hichcanbesharedonrequest.

T hereisaneedfortheS O CG toonly includem attersofstrategiccrossboundary

m atters.
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4 AO B

AC w illsendadraftstatem entofcom m onground,ongoingengagem entisagreed
aroundthis.
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Minutes of meeting 
    

Place Teams 

Date 19/06/2024 16:00 16:30 

Present Allan Clarke NULBC AC 

Joanne Keay Staffordshire CC JK 

Eva Neale Staffordshire CC EN 

Ed Whittaker Sweco EW 

Martin Sellman Sweco MS 

Xenia Masoura Sweco XM 

Paul Griffiths CEC PG 

David Pyner National Highways DP 
 

Copy to Eri Wong National Highways EW 

Andrew Powell SoTCC AP 

Esme Portsmith National Highways EP 

Patrick Thomas National Highways PT 

Chris Morris Aecom CM 

Claire Simpson SoTCC CS 
 

    

Subject of meeting: Newcastle-under-Lyme Local Plan - Strategic 
Transport Assessment 
Meeting Agenda 
1 Introduction: 

Agenda Overview (Sweco) 

• Current Results → updated results to date.  

• Final Scenario → Working on the final scenario at the moment. 

• Next Steps → discussion on timings and AOB 

2 Core & Strategic Sites Results (Sweco) 

• Previously presented individual results for three scenarios as outlined below: 

o Core Local Plan (LP) 

o Core LP + AB2 

o Core LP + KL15 

o Core LP + TK30  

• Since then, Sweco have made improvements to the AB2 scenario. The routing choice has improved and is 

more reasonable now. 

• Now showing the difference between Reference Case (RC) and LP scenarios. The slides show where 

conditions have deteriorated, and mitigation may be required. 

3 • Core vs RC Difference: overview plots showing the Core LP and RC difference for AM and PM, including 

locations of residential and employment developments. Additionally showing volume over capacity difference 

and junction delay difference. We do not see major differences when adding the strategic sites. We notice 

slight differences around: 

o Alsager 

o Kidsgrove 

o centred around Keele. 

o No change on the A500 west of the M6. 

o No change on the SRN 

o Changes are mostly restricted in NULBC boundaries. 

• AB2 Impact: Following the update to RC and core scenarios, we do not see any major difference between 

RC and Core LP. A minor delay issue in the north approach of the Talke Roundabout is shown on Core LP. 

When we add the AB2 development, we see the Talke Roundabout delay similar to the Core LP and a minor 

delay in the new Jct 16 signalised junction in the AM, affected only in the WB approach where existing 

queuing occurs. 

• M6 Jct 16:  

o The NSMM is adjusted and now modelling additional AB2 traffic flow similar to the approved Jct 16 

Visim model. The NSMM is a strategic model and doesn’t have the same level of detail as the Jct 16 

microscopic Visim model. 
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o The NSMM has some disadvantages with Jct 16 being on the edge of the fully modelled area, 

indicated by lower-than-expected turn proportions from M6 NB to A500 WB when compared to 

available MCC turn data. This movement has a small absolute number of car movements (approx. 

50) in the MCC data. This movement is shown to not be impacted by LP trips in the NSMM model.  

o Our current approach for Jct 16 is to present the change in trips (Final Scenario - RC) on top of 

observed turn counts factored to future year. 

o Both Jct 16 Visim and NSMM models give confidence that they show similar flow patterns. 

o Further testing → our final scenario will be testing a combination of core and strategic sites 

providing confidence against the schemes going forward for the Local Plan. 

• Alsager: when looking at the difference between Core and RC we see a slight increase in V/C in the AM likely 

due to the employment/housing development sites in Cheshire East. This very minor increase in V/C (10% at 

most) does not flag any issues when looking at the absolute values. Mitigation is unlikely to be needed. 

• Kidsgrove: Minor V/C increase is observed, likely related to housing developments in the area (631 houses) 

with smaller impact in the AM. When looking at the core scenario at absolute values, the AM affected link 

goes moderate to severe, while in the PM the link is already severe in the RC. We will investigate mitigation 

options.  

• There is some junction delay in the Red Bull junction in the AM, however that already indicated severe 

problems in AM/PM RC model. 

• Kidsgrove – Red Bull Signals: Sweco presented the NSMM modelled signal timings, requesting for 

feedback on the coding 

o JK: the distribution of trips reflects how the local population is using the junction in reality. Suggest 

leaving as is. 

• Crackley: affecting the local network probably due to CT1 housing site (750), mild issues with less 

significance in the PM.  

o Core LP scenario - issues on Cedar/Parkhouse Rd only. 

o AM goes from no issues to mild/severe issues. 

o PM goes from no issues to slight/mild issues. 

• Beasley: only minor increase in the AM V/C that could be due to two nearby job sites (612 and 147 jobs). The 

increase is not enough to trigger V/C issues for Core LP scenario. When looking on the absolute values, the 

issue is minor, hence mitigation is unlikely to be needed. 

• Keele/ Silverdale: many core schemes have been added, so many links are highlighted due to increases in 

V/C, with slightly less pronounced impacts in the PM. The impacts are constrained to NULBC only. This is an 

area that we are discussing/developing mitigation. 

4 Final Scenario (Sweco) 

Uncertainty Log for Final Scenario: 

• Core Sites 

o Some minor changes to housing allocation –a few being added, and a few removed. 

o No changes to employment allocation 

• Strategic Sites – we are going forward with two strategic sites, and we will have a final scenario based 

on those 

o AB2 

o KL15 

• Mitigations 

o TBC 

o Likely to include Keele 

5 Next Steps 

• Develop and run the final scenario: finalise the uncertainty log and mitigation package. 

• Finalise and distribute the report. 

• Outline of dates by AC: NULBC has few key meetings over the summer:  

o July 4th – Local Plan published 

o July 16th – Council Review 

o July 24th - Members are approving the plan followed by a minimum of 6 weeks consultation with 

submission of the plan by end of year 

 AOB 

- PG: Will all modelling and reporting be available during consultation? 

- AK: All will be published and available for people to comment on. 

 

Minutes by  Approved by 

Xenia Masoura  Edward Whittaker 
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N ew castle-under-L ym e(“ N U L ” )BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandS toke-on-T rentCity Council

M onday 07O ctober2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL Andrew P ow ell,L ocalP lanCo-ordinator,S toke-
on-T rentCity Council

CraigJordan,S erviceDirector(P lanning),N U L T om L ew is,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,S toke-on-
T rentCity Council

T om Coates,HeadofP lanning,S toke-on-T rent
City Council

1. Introduction

 AC introducedthem eetingasanupdateontheN U L FinalDraftL ocalP lanw hich
iscurrently beingconsultedupon.

2. P rogressU pdateonS toke-on-T rentCity CouncilL ocalP lan

 T L notedthatanupdatedL ocalP lantim etablew asconsideredby theCouncil’s
Cabinetearlierintheyear. S toke-on-T rentCity Councilarepreparinganew
L ocalP lanandareanticipatedtoundertakeR egulation18consultationin
autum n2025,R egulation19 consultationinspring2026 andsubm issionin
autum n2026.O ngoingevidencebasew ork,sitesanddeveloperengagem entis
takingplaceincludingonm attersincludingviability,retailandGreenBelt.Itw as
notedthatthetim etablew ouldrespondtoany changestotheN ational
P lanningP olicy Fram ew ork.

3 P rogressU pdateonN U L BoroughCouncilL ocalP lan

 AC gaveapresentationontheN U L L ocalP lan.T heFinalDraftL ocalP lanisbeing
consultedupon(atR egulation19 stage)untilthe7 O ctober2024.Briefsum m ary
oftheFinalDraftL ocalP lanprovided.

 AC confirm edthatitw as,subjecttorepresentationsreceived,theCouncil’s
intentiontosubm ittheFinalDraftL ocalP lanandassociateddocum entationfor
exam inationby theendofthecalendaryear.

 Inrespectoftheduty-to-co-operate,itw asconfirm edthattheofficerlevelduty-
to-co-operatestatem entofcom m ongroundhadbeenpublishedalongsidethe
FinalDraftL ocalP lanaspartofastatem entofcom pliancereport.

 AC askedw hetheritw ouldbepossibletofinalisethestatem entofcom m on
groundintheautum nfollow ingconsultationontheN U L FinalDraftL ocalP lan.
Bothpartiesagreedtolookintothisfurtherandthepracticalstepsrequiredto
finalisethestatem entofcom m ongrounddocum ent.

 T L notedthatS O T w ouldnotbesubm ittingarepresentationtotheFinalDraft
L ocalP lanbutw ouldw orkw ithN U L toconfirm theS O CG forthepurposesofthe
exam ination.

4 AO B

 M eetingstobearrangedintheautum n24 todiscussthecontentsoftheS O CG in
thelightofrepresentationsreceivedtotheFinalDraftL ocalP lan
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N ew castle-under-L ym e(“ N U L ” )BoroughL ocalP lan

DT C m eeting– N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilandS toke-on-T rentCity Council

T hursday 14 N ovem ber2024

L ocation:Virtual(Viateam s)

Attendance

AllanClarke,P lanningP olicy M anager,N uL Andrew P ow ell,L ocalP lanCo-ordinator,S toke-
on-T rentCity Council

CraigJordan,S erviceDirector(P lanning),N U L T om L ew is,P rincipalP lanningO fficer,S toke-on-
T rentCity Council

T om Coates,HeadofP lanning,S toke-on-T rent
City Council

1. Introduction

2. P rogressU pdateonS toke-on-T rentCity CouncilL ocalP lan

 N ochangefrom thepositionoutlinedinthem eetingofthe07O ctober2024.

3 P rogressU pdateonN U L BoroughCouncilL ocalP lan

 AC outlinedthatconsultationontheR egulation19 versionoftheL ocalP lan
endedonthe7 O ctober2024.T heCouncilw erenow intheprocessof
consideringrepresentationsreceivedtotheL ocalP lan

 AC notedthebroadtim etable,tosubm itthedraftL ocalP lanattheendofthe
calendaryearforexam ination,recognisingthatthisw asdependentuponthe
contentofrepresentationsm ade.

 AC providedbackgroundinrelationtotheconsultationresponsesfrom
statutory consultees.Acknow ledgem entthatadditionalw orkcouldbe
com m issionedtoaddresscom m entsm adeby statutory consultees,including
N aturalEnglandandN ationalHighw ays.

4. DiscussiononN U L DraftS tatem entofCom m onGround

 Bothpartiesdiscussedthedraftstatem entofcom m onground.Follow ingrecent
com m entsonthedraftS O CG from S toke-on-T rentCity Councilonthe13.11.24,
itw asagreedtom akefurtherchangestotheS O CG toinclude:-

o R em ovalofreferencesto‘draft’inthedocum ent
o A furtheram endm entfrom thepreviousversionoftheS O CG,at

paragraph4.13 todelete“S toke-on-T rentCity Councilreservesits
positionuntiltherehasbeenanopportunity toreview theFinalDraft
N ew castle-under-L ym eBoroughCouncilL ocalP lananditsevidence
base”.

o Forthesectiononsitespecificcom m ents,itw asnotedthattheCity
Councilhadrem ovedthefollow ingtextfrom thedraftS O CG:-“T heCity
Council,w ouldinprinciplesupportthestrategicem ploym entsitesbut
w ouldencouragedevelopm entthatw ouldencourageendusesw hich
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providebetterquality,higherpaidandsecurejobsthanthosethatare
currently onoffer,inthem ain,inexistingw arehousingdevelopm ent”.

o Itw asagreedthattheCity Councilw ouldconsiderifany additionaltext
shouldbeaddedtothissectionoftheS O CG.Iftheconclusionisreached
thatnotextistobeadded,thenitw asagreedthatparagraph4.33,as
theintroductory textinthissectionshouldalsobedeleted.

 S ubjecttofinalisationoftheS O CG,itw asagreedtom akebestendeavoursto
obtainsignaturesfortheS O CG,includingby P ortfolioHolders,assoonas
possible.

5. AO B

 T heCouncil’sdiscussedtheirexperiencesw iththeoperationofBiodiversity N et
Gain,includinglandinCouncilow nership.Itw asagreed,separatetom eetings
ontheL ocalP lan,todiscussw hethertherecouldbeopportunitiestojointly
com m issionsupportinrelationtoBiodiversity N etGainfortherespectiveareas.
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Version: Final 5/10/21 

 

Contributors:  
Jemma March: Planning Policy Manager, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL) 
Noel Bell: Principal Planning Policy Officer, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL) 
Chris Binns: Planning Policy Officer, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL) 
Mark James: Principal Planning Policy Officer, Staffordshire Moorlands District Council (SMDC) 
Ruth Wooddisse: Planning Policy Officer, Staffordshire Moorlands District Council (SMDC) 

Issues & Strategic Options Presentation:  
1.1. As this document and its intended forthcoming consultation represented the catalyst for 

direct engagement and the principal focus for information sharing, dialogue & debate during 

the meeting, NuL produced a PowerPoint Presentation highlighting its purpose, structure & 

content. The presentation focused on areas of specific relevance to neighbouring authorities 

with the intention that this would highlight potential cross boundary issues and frontload 

engagement from the earliest opportunity.   

 

1.2. An overview of some of the pertinent points to emerge reveals: 

 

1.3. The locational context between the two authorities and the limited extent to which the 

administrative boundaries meet was acknowledged. 

 

1.4. The emphasis of the Vision, with a less overt reference to growth and greater precedence to 

the protection of specific areas, was underlined. Seeking to preserve the majority of open 

spaces is also now stressed within the Strategic Objectives, in contrast to the approach taken 

within the Joint Local Plan which identified a number of such sites as being suitable for 

residential development.  

 

1.5. The extent & contemporary nature of the evidence base was highlighted, with this providing 

a key facet of the justification as to the degree of detail presented within the Issues & 

Strategic Options document & a significant aid in being able to have informed discussions on 

aspects of the Duty to Cooperate. It was conceded that the impacts of Covid and the 

timeframes (in some cases to 2037 as opposed to 2040) may necessitate further 

consideration of the need for evidence base updates to be undertaken. 

 

NOTE OF DUTY TO CO-OPERATE MEETING BETWEEN NEWCASTLE-

UNDER-LYME BOROUGH COUNCIL & STAFFORDSHIRE MOORLANDS 

DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

Date & Time: 14th September 2021 – 10:00am 

Means of Engagement: Microsoft Teams 
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1.6. Attention was drawn to the source of the housing growth numbers (including the latest 

available nationally set figure) and the rationale for the name attached to each, as well the 

calculated surplus of employment land envisaged within each of the Growth Options. 

 

1.7. Based on the intelligence provided by the availability of up to date evidence and extensive 

site selection process undertaken up to December 2020 for the Joint Local Plan, it was 

considered that this was in all likelihood unlikely to yield sufficient sites to accommodate any 

of the options for growth in their entirety. Consequently, the extent of Green Belt release has 

the potential to be significant if reasonable alternatives cannot be found. 

 

1.8. The various Growth Directions and their relative issues, merits & constraints was explained 

with potential spatial implications both within NuL and adjoining areas identified. 

 

1.9. Whilst acknowledging that anticipated site & pitch requirements for Gypsy & Travellers and 

Travelling show people are comparatively limited, the difficulties in finding appropriate sites 

(& within particular timeframes) was recognised. 

 

1.10. Strategic Employment Sites and the work presented within the West Midlands 

Strategic Sites Study (2021) was highlighted. Whilst it was recognised that this Study presents 

a number of opportunities around the Birmingham conurbation, those of direct relevance to 

NuL & SMDC were discussed, with NuL suggesting that investigations be made within the 

forthcoming DtC meeting with Cheshire East as to if a similar study has been undertaken that 

takes account of the Manchester area. 

 

1.11. The status of the Keele University Growth Corridor & its aggregate site area justifying 

its inclusion as a strategic site was also discussed.   

 

1.12. NuL expressed a desire that the two authorities continue to adopt a proactive, 

ongoing and focussed approach to strategic planning.  

 

1.13. The cumulative growth of the area would be points of discussion between NuL and 

Staffordshire Moorlands due to the small boundary and the area is not outlined for growth, 

part of the village on the boundary belongs to Cheshire East. 

 

Questions: 
2.1. Post the PowerPoint presentation, a series of questions were presented by NuL to help frame 

subsequent discussions. The key features of this were:  

 

Plan Making Process:  
3.1. Staffordshire Moorlands  adopted their Local Plan (2014-2033) in September 2020. The 

emphasis   currently is on  its implementation, with no formal timelines (or a stated desire 

from Members) for a review beyond the periodic 5 year review required by Government. Any 

such review will likely be driven by a desire to broaden ambitions with regard to climate 

change and the emerging reforms to the planning system. 
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3.2. Biddulph have commenced the process of producing a Neighbourhood Plan which whilst 

recognition its geographic proximity to NuL is not considered likely have any cross-boundary 

implications. 

3.3. Development in Biddulph more generally is constrained by virtue of the Green Belt, viability, 

and physical limitations that would inhibit its potential to accommodate future growth.   

3.4. SMBC are intending to appoint Capita to produce a Developer Contributions SPD in the near 

future. 

What do you need to see to be satisfied NuL has exhausted all reasonable options 

before potentially requesting you to meet any of our need? 
4.1. Thorough assessment of all SHLAA sites, and the spatial options presented including the 

potential for rural areas to accommodate growth in the green belt should also be looked at 

rigorously.  

4.2. Exploring the densities of sites is important as well, recognising that character and context 

are important considerations. 

4.3. SMDC consider that they are not in the position to meet unmet needs due to their Local Plan 

being recently adopted & as part of this, SMDC themselves had to release green belt to meet 

their own development targets. 

4.4.  It is understood that Planning Inspectors are keen to ensure that any unmet housing needs 

which are accomodated within neighbouring authorities  are provided for in relevant areas. 

i.e. in the parts of the District that would still support the housing needs of the neighbouring 

authority, having regard to housing market areas. As such, SMDC consider that if they were 

ever to provide sites to meet Newcastle’s unmet needs, it would likely be in Biddulph due to 

its proximity. However, this area’s constraints are acknowledged which would significantly 

limit any such potential being realised. 

Any advice or assistance with helping to meet the accommodation for Gypsy and 

Traveller need? 
5.1. SMDC have no allocations for Gypsy and Travellers within the adopted Local Plan. 

5.2. The Local Plan instead includes a criteria based policy should any such proposals come 

forward as part of a Planning Application. 1 permission is currently extant.  

5.3. In exploring sites, SMDC utilised various potential sources such as public sector land including 

those held by the County Council andHighwaysEngland as well as any presented in the Call 

for Sites. Despite SMDC’s best efforts this yielded very little in terms of prospective sites. Low 

development values and neighbour concerns were significant factors in the limited 

opportunities identified.  

Are there any potential cross boundary issues on NUL delivering strategic employment 

sites of a regional scale? 
6.1. SMDC consider that these sites do not directly impact Staffordshire Moorlands but 

acknowledge the potential wider benefits that could result within North Staffordshire.  

6.2. It is important to recognise that there may be cumulative impacts on the A50 resulting from 

the NuL proposals and those of other local authorities which will in all likelihood be subject 

to scrutiny by National Highways. This is especially significant given the other Midlands 

Engine proposals and ambitions. 

6.3. Reference was made to Blythe Bridge, a longstanding regional employment site (i.e its 

delivery is not required to satisfy the identified local employment need) of  48ha either side 

of the A50, on the boundary of Staffordshire Moorlands and Stoke-on-Trent. Outline  

permission has been granted for employment which is yet to come forward. In the adopted 
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Local Plan the mix of appropriate uses was amended to facilitiate residential development 

(which would also serve to improve the site’s overall viability) to the northern part of the site. 

Part of the site now has permission for residential (allocated for circa 300 dwellings), with 

discussions ongoing for a subsequent phase. A significant issue with developing the 

remainder of the site is that National Highways are not willing to provide a new junction from 

the A50 to provide access to the south of the site. A bridge would be required over the A50 

to provide access from the North of the A50 to the South. 

6.4. The Constellation Partnership and its ambitions for growth resulting from HS2 were raised, 

with it agreed that further investigation be made by SMDC as to its ongoing operation. 

6.5. Similarly, further discussions with the LEP may be beneficial to add justification of the wider 

benefits that might be attained from NuL’s development of its strategic sites.  

Any other points to raise? 
7.1. Transport - transport modelling has taken place by utilising a joint methodology with Stoke 

to assess  the issues NuL is currently facing. Aspects of this most recent work remains 

outstanding.   

7.2. St Modwens have been having conversations with Highways England in regards to J16 in 

relation to junction upgrades for the J16 employment site. A layby would be removed from 

the A500 to provide a slip road for this site. There are some outstanding points to address; 

how would the new layby be managed? where would it be? would people pay to stay 

overnight? Cheshire East are likely to raise the cross boundary implications of this site due to 

it being on their border. 

7.3. If sites were to be allocated in Loggerheads and the South of the borough, the County Council 

would be utilised for transport modelling. 

7.4. There was interest to resurrect a Statement of Common Ground between more than just the 

two authorities. This idea could be put forward to Stoke and Stafford as the four LPAs 

currently have an agreed Statement of Common Ground. One could be produced for all 

authorities who are serviced by the A50. More thought needs to be given to this. 

Frequency of meetings going forward 
8.1. To be determined following further consideration of the approach to the Statement of 

Common Ground. 

8.2. Previously met quarterly with Stoke-on-Trent and Stafford. Staffordshire Moorlands would 

be happy to meet on a regular basis like this and agreed to 6 monthly meetings. 

8.3. NuL suggested meeting again after we have analysed the results of the Issues and Strategic 

Options Consultation. We could meet every 6 months. 

 

Agreed Action 1: Staffordshire Moorlands to query at the District Directors meeting the status of 

the Constellation Partnership 

Subsequent to the meeting, it was later confirmed that the status of the Constellation Partnership was 

not clear and it was not known whether it was currently active. 

Agreed Action 2: NUL to discuss with neighbouring authorities in North Staffordshire whether there 

was any desire to resurrect the 2018 joint SoCG and to potentially set up a meeting to discuss this. 

Agreed Action 3: Next meeting in 6 months time. 
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Duty to Cooperate – Staffordshire Moorlands 4th January 2023 
 
Holly Jones – Staffordshire Moorlands 
Mark James – Staffordshire Moorlands 
Ruth Wooddisse – Staffordshire Moorlands 
Greg Macrdechian - NuL 
Noel Bell - NuL 
Adam Bennett – NuL 
 

• HS2 – Confirmation that Staffordshire Moorlands Partnership (Constellation) with Cheshire 
East maximises opportunities to use Crewe as an HS2 Hub 

• Blythe Vale Enterprise Zone promoting additional housing growth 

• The Local Plan as adopted in 2020 and will be starting a review in 2024 

• Maintaining their shared service with High Peak. 

• Unable to take any of NuL need due to constraints and housing market area. Held similar 
position previously. 

• Biddulph is the only settlement that is close to the boundary and is in Green Belt. The 
Biddulph NP isn’t allocating housing  

• Previous SoCG with Highways England/Stoke/Staffordshire Moorlands/Stafford to consider 
impacts of growth on border. 

• Do not have a 5YHLS 
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Meeting Notes 28/07/2023: NUL, Staffordshire Moorlands District Council / High Peak 
Borough Council 

 
Attendees:  Allan Clarke (AC), Noel Bell (NB), Jenny Perkins (JP), Holly Jones (HJ), 
Claire Sansom (CS) 
 
Summary:  
 

1. AC gave presentation on Draft Local Plan  
 
NUL currently consulting on the First Draft Local Plan. AC provided reasons for the Council 
preparing the Local Plan, for example, need to demonstrate ongoing 5 year rolling housing 
land supply etc. 
 
Previously a joint plan with Stoke-on-Trent City Council but, since 2021, the Borough Council 
has been preparing a NUL Borough Local Plan. 
 
Indicative timetable as set out in the Local Development Scheme confirmed. Noted that 
timetable may need to be amended to take account of consultation responses received 
during the consultation event.  
 
The First Draft Local Plan proposes a minimum of 7,160 homes and 69 hectares of 
employment land.  
 
The draft plan is consulting on 42 sites, primarily housing, also 3 strategic employment sites 
(Council has not taken a view on these sites at this stage).  
 
Brief overview of strategic employment sites provided. It is noted that the Council has not 
taken a view on these sites at this stage and is seeking views of all parties including 
technical information and the views of neighbours etc.  
 
Next steps: Consultation ends 14th August, review comments and undertake further 
evidence based documents as required to support Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan. 
 
Recognise ongoing dialogue regarding cross boundary issues with Staffordshire Moorlands 
and other DtC partners ultimately to be reflected in a statement of common ground, if 
possible.  
 
Discussion as a result of presentation:  
 

2. Background provided on Local Housing Need calculations, using the standard 
method and how aligned with jobs growth.  
 

3. Discussion regarding site AB2 – need to obtain the view of National Highways 
regarding this site.   
 

4. Update provided on Biddulph Neighbourhood Plan progress. No cross boundary 
issues arising. HJ to contact Biddulph Parish Council regarding NUL’s regulation 18 
Local Plan consultation.  

 
Next steps  
 

5. Officers will respond officially to NUL Draft Local Plan by the 14th August 2023. 
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6. Staffordshire Moorlands District Council will be publishing an updated Local 
Development Scheme in October 2023 (estimated timing).  
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Borough Local Plan 

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Staffordshire Moorlands District 

Council 

Friday 26 January 2024 

Location: Virtual (Via teams) 

Attendance 

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL Alasdair Cross, Principal Officer (Planning 
Policy) SMDC 

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, NuL Claire Sansom, Planning Officer, SMDC 

 

1. Introduction 

• Apologies, Noel Bell, Principal Planning Policy Officer, NUL 
 

2. Progress Update on Plan 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council 

• NUL gave an update on Local Plan progress. A report taken to the Council’s 
Cabinet on the 16th January 2023 provided an overview and interim consultation 
report following consultation on the Borough First Draft Local Plan during June – 
August 2023. In line with the Council’s Local Development Scheme, the Cabinet 
report also set out next steps of taking a report to Full Council on the 24 July 
2024 to consider the Regulation 19 version of the Council’s Local Plan and seek 
approval to consult on the Plan for six weeks prior to submitting the Plan, its 
evidence and consultation responses to the secretary of state for examination 
by the end of 2024. 

 

• The Council also outlined some of the evidence base it is in the process of 
collating including:- 

• Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 

• Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

• Habitats Regulations Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Equality Impact Assessment) 

• Strategic Employment Needs Assessment  

• Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation 
Assessment 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment / Water Cycle Study 

• Viability Assessment  

• Strategic Transport Assessment 
 
Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

• The current Local Plan was adopted in 2020. An updated Local Development 
Scheme (LDS) was approved by the Council’s Cabinet in October 2023. The LDS 
anticipates a review of the Local Plan is expected in 2025 and if the review 
identifies that an update to the Plan is required then the adoption is anticipated 
by the summer of 2028.  
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3. Discussion re identification of issues and process of engagement on NuL Regulation 19 
Plan 
 

• NUL thanked Staffordshire Moorlands for their comments on the NUL First Draft 
Local Plan 

• The consultation response noted that Staffordshire Moorlands were unable to 
accept any of NUL housing needs and this remains the case. 

• No significant cross boundary issues identified between the authorities 
currently.  

• NUL confirmed that regular update meetings with Staffordshire Moorlands 
would be used to present emerging evidence, as necessary and where there 
may be strategic cross boundary matters arising. 

• NUL noted that the intention, if possible and agreeable to both parties, was to 
draft a Statement of Common Ground with Staffordshire Moorlands to inform 
the Regulation 19 NUL Local Plan submission at the end of 2024. 

  

4. AOB   
 

• Next meeting to be scheduled for March 2024  
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Borough Local Plan 

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Staffordshire Moorlands District 

Council 

Wednesday 17 April 2024 

Location: Virtual (Via teams) 

Attendance 

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL Claire Sansom, Planning Policy Officer, 
Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, NuL Alasdair Cross, Principal Officer (Planning 
Policy), Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

 

1 Introduction 
 

2 Progress Update on Plan 
Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council 
 

• NUL gave an update on Local Plan progress. A report taken to the Council’s 
Cabinet on the 16th January 2023 set out next steps of taking a report to Full 
Council on the 24 July 2024 to consider the Regulation 19 version of the 
Council’s Local Plan and seek approval to consult on the Plan for a minimum of 
six weeks prior to submitting the Plan, its evidence and consultation responses 
to the secretary of state for examination by the end of 2024. Before the Full 
Council meeting, the Final Draft Local Plan will also be considered at the 
Council’s Economy and Place Scrutiny Committee on the 11th July 2024. 
 

• NUL also outlined some of the evidence base it is in the process of collating 
including:- 
• Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 
• Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
• Habitats Regulations Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal   
• Strategic Employment Needs Assessment  
• Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation 
Assessment 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment / Water Cycle Study 
• Viability Assessment  
• Strategic Transport Assessment 

 
- Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

• The current adopted local plan was adopted in 2020. The 5 year local plan 
review stage takes place in September 2025. 

• Now working with the Council’s Cabinet to consider next steps on the Local Plan 
and how best to respond to emerging changes to the Plan making system.  

• As part of joint working arrangements, also working on the High Peak Local Plan. 
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3 Items arising from previous minutes  
 
Both LPAs will continue to engage in ongoing regular meetings. 

4 NuL presentation on initial evidence outputs (working assumptions) from emerging 
Local Plan - initial discussion and feedback. 
 

• NUL gave a presentation on the initial position on the Local Plan. It was made 
clear that the slides represented an initial draft position based on current 
evidence. NUL made clear that it retained an open mind on this initial position 
and that it would continue to be tested, checked and challenged through any 
emerging evidence arising in the development of the Plan. This included the 
feedback received from Infrastructure Providers and Duty-to-Co-operate 
partners.   

• AC outlined the overall draft position regarding housing numbers. That the First 
Draft Local Plan was based on 358 dwellings per annum. This position has been 
reviewed in the light of a number of factors including updated 2021 census data, 
revised economic projections, changes to the National Planning Policy 
Framework and then consideration of consultation responses received to the 
First Draft Plan and the role of the potential strategic employment site(s). The 
initial results indicate that a ‘working draft’ assumption of 400 dwellings per 
annum is being worked too which includes support for a reasonable level of jobs 
growth.  

• NUL asked, and Staffordshire Moorlands confirmed that the position remained 
that it was unable to help to meet any of NUL’s housing need.  

• NUL presented a draft ‘working assumption’ site allocation list, in confidence. 
Again, this list of sites was the subject of further testing through the Plan 
making process before being finalised but it was necessary to receive feedback 
on the initial list of sites now. Total housing supply is circa 8,600 dwellings. 

• NUL will continue to engage with Staffordshire Moorlands on relevant emerging 
evidence with the aim of drafting a statement of common ground over the next 
few months. All parties noted, and understood, that it would not be possible to 
have a fully agreed statement of common ground until after the consultation of 
the Regulation 19 Plan to enable a full understanding of the evidence.  

• NUL asked Staffordshire Moorlands whether it would be possible to prepare a 
draft statement of common ground for the summer 2024 to then be reviewed 
later in the year. Staffordshire Moorlands were agreeable to this 

• Staffordshire Moorlands Council asked and NUL agreed that the Strategic 
Transport Assessment would test impacts of allocations, including site AB2 on 
the strategic road network. 

5 AOB   
 

• Next meeting to be scheduled for middle of May 2024 
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Borough Local Plan 

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Staffordshire Moorlands District 

Council 

Friday 17 May 2024 

Location: Virtual (Via teams) 

Attendance 

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council 

Claire Sansom, Planning Policy Officer, 
Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council 

Alasdair Cross, Principal Officer (Planning 
Policy), Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

 

1. Introduction 
 

2. Progress Update on Plan 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NUL) 

• NUL is working to the same dates as stated previously, the Regulation 19 Local 

Plan is currently scheduled to be published on the 4th July to inform an Economy 

and Place Scrutiny Committee on the 11 July, followed by a Full Council meeting 

on the 24th July 2024.  

Staffordshire Moorlands District Council (SMDC) 

• The current adopted local plan was adopted in 2020. The 5 year local plan 

review stage takes place in September 2025. 

• Now working with the Council’s Cabinet to consider next steps on the Local Plan 

and how best to respond to emerging changes to the Plan making system.  

• As part of joint working arrangements, also working on the High Peak Local Plan 

3. Discussion around future structure of Statement of Common Ground, focused on the 
following broad areas:- 

• Housing 
Both authorities agree that they form separate housing market areas. Both 
authorities agree that SMDC is unable to accommodate any unmet housing 
need from NUL and SMDC has not made a request to NUL to accommodate any 
potential unmet housing need related to the preparation of their new Local 
Plan. 

• Economy 
Both authorities agree that they are in separate functional economic areas. Both 
authorities agree that SMDC is unable to accommodate any employment 
requirements from NUL and SMDC has not made a request to NUL to 
accommodate any employment needs related to the preparation of their new 
Local Plan.  

• Infrastructure and Transport 
NUL will continue to discuss infrastructure and transport following further 
evidence released during the Regulation 19 consultation on the Local Plan.  

• Gypsy and Traveller Provision 
Both authorities agree that NUL would meet its own requirements, as evidenced 
through the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment. 
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• Any other areas 
SMDC didn’t have any other issues to cover.  
   

4. AOB 

• SMDC mentioned that Census origin and destination is now available, which can 
be used to demonstrate migration between neighbouring authorities.  

• Draft SOCG to be sent for review. 
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Borough Local Plan 

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Staffordshire Moorlands District 

Council 

Friday 06 September 2024 

Location: Virtual (Via teams) 

Attendance 

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL (AC) Claire Sansom, Planning Policy Officer, 
Staffordshire Moorlands District Council (CS) 

 Alasdair Cross, Principal Officer (Planning 
Policy), Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 
(ACr) 

 

1. Introduction 

• AC introduced the meeting as an update on the NUL Final Draft Local Plan which is 
currently being consulted upon.  

2. Progress Update on Staffordshire Moorlands District Council Local Plan 

• Acr confirmed that Staffordshire Moorlands would consider a review of their Local 
Plan in April 2025. Following an initial assessment, if a full review of the adopted 
Local Plan is required then this would commence at that time.  

3 Progress Update on NUL Local Plan 

• AC gave a presentation on the NUL Local Plan. The Final Draft Local Plan is being 
consulted upon (at Regulation 19 stage) until the 7 October 2024. Brief summary 
of the Final Draft Local Plan provided. 

• AC confirmed that it was, subject to representations received, the Council’s 
intention to submit the Final Draft Local Plan and associated documentation for 
examination by the end of the calendar year. 

• In respect of the duty-to-co-operate, it was confirmed that the officer level duty-
to-co-operate statement of common ground had been published alongside the 
Final Draft Local Plan as part of a statement of compliance report. 

• AC asked whether it would be possible to finalise the statement of common 
ground in the autumn following consultation on the NUL Final Draft Local Plan. 
Both parties agreed to look into this further and the practical steps required to 
finalise the statement of common ground document.   

4 AOB   

• Both parties noted and discussed the ongoing consultation on the National 
Planning Policy Framework and the intention to submit comments on the 
consultation which closes on the 24 September 2024 
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Version: Final

Contributors:
Jemma March: Planning Policy Manager, Newcastle-Under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL)
Chris Binns: Planning Policy Officer, Newcastle-Under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL)
Alex Yendole: Strategic Planning & Placemaking Manager, Stafford Borough Council

Issues & Strategic Options Presentation:
1.1. As this document and its intended forthcoming consultation represented the catalyst for

direct engagement and the principal focus for information sharing, dialogue & debate during

the meeting, NuL produced a PowerPoint Presentation highlighting its purpose, structure &

content. The presentation focused on areas of specific relevance to neighbouring authorities

with the intention that this would highlight potential cross boundary issues and frontload

engagement from the earliest opportunity.

1.2. An overview of some of the pertinent points to emerge reveals:

1.3. The Issues and Options document has been approved by committee and cabinet, and with

NuL aiming to begin consultation on 18th October 2021.

1.4. The stages of the Local Plan development were explained. Lichfields consultants were

appointed to advise on the concept of producing the Borough’s own Local Plan in December

2020 and recommended in order to produce the Local Plan to the same timescale as the Joint

Local Plan, an Issues and Options or Preferred Options stage was not necessary and the Plan

could start at the Publication Draft in order to meet the two year timetable. As an authority,

it was decided that the Issues and Strategic Options stage would still take place to enable the

public and external organisations to shape the plan, however in more detail than usual to

bridge the gap between this stage and the draft plan. The Issues and Options benefits from

the fact that most of the evidence base is more complete and up to date than usual at this

stage.

1.5. The extent & contemporary nature of the evidence base was highlighted, with this justifying

the degree of detail presented within the Issues & Strategic Options. It was conceded that

the impacts of Covid and the timeframes (in some cases to 2037 as opposed to 2040) may

necessitate further consideration of the need for evidence base updates to be undertaken.

NOTE OF DUTY TO CO-OPERATE MEETING BETWEEN

NEWCASTLE-UNDER-LYME BOROUGH COUNCIL &

STAFFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL

Date & Time: 15th September 2021 – 10:00am

Means of Engagement: Microsoft Teams
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1.6. The shift in emphasis of the Vision was explained from the former Joint Local Plan Vision,

with a less overt reference to growth and greater precedence to the protection of specific

areas. Seeking to preserve the majority of open spaces is also now stressed within the

Strategic Objectives reflecting a stated political desire. The approach to Green Belt protection

was similarly stated.

1.7. It was explained that the borough currently has a surplus in employment sites, however the

sites available do not meet the market demand. It has been highlighted that there is a lack of

any regional/large scale sites in the borough. Therefore, two options for strategic

employment sites have been identified in the borough; Keele University Growth Corridor and

Junction 16 on the M6.

1.8. Strategic Employment Sites and the work presented within the West Midlands Strategic Sites

Study (2021) was highlighted. Whilst it was recognised that this Study presents a number of

opportunities around the Birmingham conurbation, it was acknowledged that none of those

are of direct relevance to NuL.

1.9. Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council will re-start the site selection process to determine

the precise land supply position at present. A call for sites exercise will take place again and

the authority will look at densities of sites before looking at releasing land from the green

belt. In the event that there is insufficient land to meet the need, the Council are likely to

prompt discussions with neighbouring authorities about accommodating some of the

Borough’s housing need in the next year and this may lead to a formal request to them.

1.10. The growth options that have been presented in the document were explained

highlighting the positives and negatives of each option.

1.11. The need for Gypsy and Travellers and Travelling Show peoples accommodation was

detailed in the presentation and it was discussed that there was some difficulty in the past of

finding sites to accommodate the needs of Gypsy and Travellers.

1.12. Stafford Borough Council queried how NUL are addressing the need for self and

custom builds in the borough. Stafford Borough have about 50 people on their self build

register and roughly 70-80 sites in supply for custom build. Stafford Borough were involved

in Richard Bacon review which has now been published. NuL explained that there are 50

people on the self build register with no sites delivered. MHCLG funded a Right to Build Group

to deliver a workshop to the authority.

Questions:
2.1. Post the PowerPoint presentation, a series of questions were presented by NuL to help frame

subsequent discussions. The key features of this were:
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Plan Making Process:
3.1. Stafford Borough Council are currently between the Issues and Options and Preferred

Options stages of the plan making process, with Issues and Options consultation completed

between February and April 2020.

3.2. An updated Local Development Scheme is anticipated before the end of the year (2021).

What do you need to see to be satisfied NuL has exhausted all reasonable options

before potentially requesting you to meet any of our need?
4.1 Stafford Borough confirmed they would expect to see an Urban Capacity Assessment;

an assessment of sites that have been put forward on the edge of all existing settlements; and an

assessment of any major development sites, or those that could be used for affordable housing,

in the green belt.

4.1. .

4.2. All sites must be assessed for heritage, conservation, ecology, biodiversity, transport,

healthcare and education impacts.

Any advice or assistance with helping to meet the accommodation for Gypsy and

Traveller need?
5.1. Stafford Borough have a need for permenant sites but they do not have a need for any transit

sites.

5.2. The need for pitches in Stafford Borough is more significant that NuL, with an updated Gypsy

and Traveller Needs Assessment to be published shortly.

5.3. As a result of Stafford’s significantly higher need for pitches compared to NuL, it is not likely

that they would be able to meet our unmet need for gypsy and traveller accommodation.

5.4. It was discussed how lessons could be learned from neighbouring authorities and that

Cheshire East had taken a particularly proactive strategy.

Are there any potential cross boundary issues on NUL delivering strategic employment

sites of a regional scale?

6.1 Stafford Borough had no particular issues to raise with regard to the two strategic sites

highlighted for consultation. It was considered the location of the proposed sites would be unlikely

to have a direct impact on Stafford Borough.

Any other points to raise?
7.1. Other DtC elements were touched upon including education, transport, green infrastructure

but there was not considered to be any particular cross boundary issues between the two

boroughs at this stage.

7.2. In relation to transport NUL queried whether Stafford Borough were aware of any further

work undertaken in relation to the West Midlands Engine connection strategy. There was

reference to the remodelling of Junction 15, but that did not affect Stafford Borough as much

as NUL and Stoke.
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7.3. There are no strategic rivers/waterways that flow between the two boroughs, therefore no

concerns were raised in terms of flood risk as a result of development.

7.4. In terms of other points to raise, Stafford Borough’s main concern was whether NuL Borough

are going to be able to accommodate our housing need, and if not how are we going to

approach this issue? Would NUL be looking at asking Stoke to take any of our unmet need?

The Issues and Options document outlines the process we intend to take to investigate how

to meet the Borough’s need. In the event that it could not be met, Stoke-on-Trent would

likely be the first neighbouring authority approached as it is within our housing market area

before discussions with other neighbouring authorities. In relation to this point, it was agreed

to consider resurrecting the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) produced in 2018

between Stoke, Newcastle, Staffordshire Moorlands and Stafford, to determine whether this

was an approach that could help to look at need and the cumulative impacts of development

across the 4 authorities in the North Staffordshire area.

7.5. NUL enquired about the potential new settlement at Meecebrook and the change in the NPPF

in relation to vision timescales for such proposals. Stafford Borough confirmed that

Meecebrook was one of the seven options presented at Issues and Options stage, and that

the Council has reeceved government funding to investigate the feasibility of a Garden

Communityat Meecebrook, subject to the Local Plan process.

7.6. The potential for impact on any Special Sites of Conservation and RAMSAR sites by the

respective Local Plans was raised. There are a number of designated sites in Stafford Borough,

with the closest to Newcastle under Lyme Borough being at Copmere near Eccleshall. There

are no sites in Newcastle-under-Lyme which are close to Stafford Borough and therefore will

not be impacted by development.

7.7. In relation to air quality, progress on the Air Quality Directive between Newcastle and Stoke

City was discussed. This may be an area which requires further consideration in a joint SoCG.

7.8. NUL also provided information on energy proposals at Keele. These are now centred more

on the University Campus, however the university are keen to trial initiatives over a wider

area and contibue to receive funding to test new technology or initiatives.

7.9. As NUL are about to consult on the Local Plan, consultations were discussed including the

issues associated with covid-19.

7.10. It was concluded that both parties would be keen to investigate the resurrection of

the Staffordshire Moorlands, Stafford, Stoke-on-Trent and Newcastle-under-Lyme Statement

of Common Ground.

7.11.

Frequency of meetings going forward
8.1. Stafford Borough will require a Statement of Common Ground meeting between the Issues

and Strategic Options and Preferred Options stages of the NuL Local Plan.

8.2. It was suggested that a DtC meeting take place once every six months, which is the same as

suggested with other neighbourhing authorities.
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Agreed Action 1: A record of the meeting to be taken and notes of the meeting to be shared with

Stafford Borough for verification

Agreed Action 2: The next meeting to take place between the two authorities in 6 months

Agreed Action 3: NUL to discuss with other authorities in North Staffordshire the potential for a

meeting between all four planning policy managers regarding potentially resurrecting the 2018 joint

SoCG
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L oc alP lan 2020-2040 P referred O ptions

D u ty to C ooperate m eeting –
12 Janu ary 2023

Newc astle-u nd er-L ym e B orou gh C ou nc il
(Nu L B C )& S tafford B orou gh C ou nc il(S B C )

M inu tes ofm eeting

1 . A ttend ees

 N oelB ell-P rinc ipalP lanningO ffic er(N u L B C )

 A lex Yend ole -S trategic P lanningand P lac emakingM anager(S B C )

 H arrietM os eley -P lanningP olic y O ffic er(S B C )

2 . S tafford B orou gh C ou nc ilL oc alP lan proc ess u pd ate

2 . 1 S B C c ons u lted on the P referred O ptions vers ion ofthe new L oc alP lan 20 2 0 -
20 40 , whic hc los ed at12 noon on M ond ay 12 th D ec ember20 22 . Res pons es are
c u rrently beingworked throu ghand willbe pu blis hed in d u e c ou rs e.

3. Key issu es atthis stage
3. 1 . S B C and N u L B C d is c u s s ed the new N P P F pros pec tu s and its implic ations on

hou s ingrequ irements . To d ate, neitherau thority has formalis ed a view on
how this willinflu enc e the natu re & timeframes ofL oc alP lan prod u c tion. In
terms ofN u L B C ’ s hou s ings hortfall, S B C wou ld wantto have c onfirmation of
N u L B C s L oc alP lan intentas a c ons eq u enc e ofthe new N P P F pros pec tu s
before provid inga res pons e to N u L B C ’ s letterofD ec ember20 22 re:
ac c ommod atinga proportion ofN u L ’ s growthreq u irement. A llied to this , S B C
c ons id erthatthere c ou ld be valu e in N u L B C provid ingevid enc e from the C ity
ofS toke in terms oftheirc apability to ac c ed e to a s imilarrequ es t. .

3. 2 . In the las tmeeting, a s tatementofc ommon grou nd was d is c u s s ed , this will
als o be on hold u ntilpos itions on the N P P F pros pec tu s are c larified .

3. 3. N u L B C are in the proc es s ofprod u c inga H ealthand W ellbeingframework, a
c opy ofthis to be s entto S B C .

3. 4. N u L B C are happy withthe minu tes from the las tmeetingand willprovid e an
emailc onfirmingthis .

3. 5. In terms offu tu re meetings , bothau thorities are c ommitted to ongoing&
meaningfu ld ialogu e, withfu tu re get-togethers to be s c hed u led when
req u ired .
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BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN

Catch Up Meeting – Newcastle-Under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL) and Stafford Borough Council

Wednesday 8 March 2023

Location: Virtual (via Teams)

Attendance

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager,
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NuL)

Greg Macrdechian, Planning Policy Manager
Interim, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough
Council

Noel Bell, Principal Planning Policy Officer,
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

Alex Yendole, Strategic Planning and Place
making Manager, Stafford Borough Council

Harriet Moseley, Senior Planning Officer,
Stafford Borough Council (SBC)

Summary of agenda and items discussed

1) Introductions were given by those present at a meeting

2) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) consultation, brief discussion and confirmation

that both Council’s had submitted responses to the NPPF proposals, and were continuing

with Local Plan making at this time.

3) NuL Local Development Scheme and Timetable – update provided on the current

programme for Regulation 18 consultation for NuL, which is expected for Spring 2023. The

timetable beyond the Regulation 18 stage was also outlined and as published in the NuL

Local Development Scheme.

4) Role of local elections – Stafford Borough Council confirmed full Council local elections in

May 2023. NuL confirmed no local elections this year.

5) Any other business –

a. Reference to a previous statement of common ground between the four North

Staffordshire authorities (from 2018) was made and whether there may be a need to

update this document.

b. Request made for a response to the formal letter between NuL and Stafford

Borough Council regarding unmet housing needs (dated December 2022).
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M eeting Notes 25/07 /2023:
Newc astle Und erL ym e (NUL )& S tafford B orou gh C ou nc il(S B C )

A ttend ees: A llan C larke (A C ), NoelB ell(NB ), Jenny P erkins (JP ), A lex Yend ole (A Y)

S u m m ary:

1 . A C gave a pres entation on the D raftL oc alP lan

N UL c u rrently c ons u ltingon the Firs tD raftL oc alP lan. A C provid ed reas ons forthe C ou nc il
preparingthe L oc alP lan, forexample, need ingto d emons trate ongoing5 yearrolling
hou s ingland s u pply etc .

P reviou s ly a jointplan withS toke-on-TrentC ity C ou nc ilbu t, s inc e 20 21 , the B orou ghC ou nc il
has been preparinga N UL B orou ghL oc alP lan.

Ind ic ative timetable as s etou tin the L oc alD evelopmentS c heme c onfirmed . N oted thatthe
timetable may need to be amend ed to take ac c ou ntofc ons u ltation res pons es rec eived
d u ringthe c ons u ltation event.

The Firs tD raftL oc alP lan propos es a minimu m of7 , 160 homes and 69 hec tares of
employmentland .

The d raftplan is c ons u ltingon 42 s ites , primarily hou s ing, alongs id e 3 s trategic employment
s ites (C ou nc ilhas nottaken a view on thes e s ites atthis s tage).

B riefoverview ofs trategic employments ites provid ed . Itis noted thatthe C ou nc ilhas not
taken a view on thes e s ites atthis s tage and is s eekingviews ofallparties , inc lu d ing
tec hnic alinformation and the views ofneighbou rs etc .

N exts teps : C ons u ltation end s 14th A u gu s t20 23, review c omments and u nd ertake fu rther
evid enc e bas ed d oc u ments as req u ired to s u pportRegu lation 19 vers ion ofthe L oc alP lan.

Rec ognis e ongoingd ialogu e regard ingc ros s bou nd ary is s u es withS tafford B orou ghC ou nc il
and otherD u ty to C ooperate (D tC )partners u ltimately to be reflec ted in a s tatementof
c ommon grou nd , ifpos s ible.

D isc u ssion as aresu ltofpresentation:

2 . L oggerhead s –res id ents willlooktoward s M arketD rayton orN ewc as lte-u nd er-L yme
foremploymentand highlevels ervic es ratherthan Ec c les hallin S tafford B orou gh

3. A Y as ked abou tthe natu re ofthe employmentateac hs trategic loc ation s ite, noting
thatno finald ec is ion has been mad e abou tthe s ites as yet.

4. A Y provid ed a briefu pd ate on the S tafford B orou ghN ew L oc alP lan proc es s , with
P referred O ptions c ons u ltation c ompleted in D ec ember20 22 and res pons es
pu blis hed in Febru ary 20 23. P rogres s ingtoward s nexts tage, withu pd ated evid enc e.

Nextsteps

5. S tafford B orou ghC ou nc ilwillprovid e c omments on the Firs tD raftL oc alP lan by the
end ofthe c ons u ltation period .
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Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Local Plan

Duty to Co-operate (DTC) meeting –

Newcastle-under-Lyme (NuL) Borough Council and Stafford Borough Council

Wednesday 24 January 2024

Location: Virtual (Via teams)

Attendance

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL Alex Yendole, Strategic Planning & Placemaking
Manager, Stafford Borough Council

Noel Bell, Principal Planning Policy Officer, NuL Harriet Moseley, Senior Planning Policy Officer,
Stafford Borough Council

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, NuL

1. Introduction

2. Progress Update on Local Plan
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

 NUL gave an update on the Local Plan progress. A report taken to the Council’s
Cabinet on the 16th January 2023 provided an overview and interim consultation
report, following consultation on the Borough First Draft Local Plan during June
– August 2023. In line with the Council’s Local Development Scheme, the
Cabinet report also set out next steps of taking a report to Full Council on the 24
July 2024 to consider the Regulation 19 version of the Council’s Local Plan and
seek approval to consult on the Plan for six weeks prior to submitting the Plan,
its evidence and consultation responses to the secretary of state for
examination by the end of 2024.

 The Council also outlined some of the evidence base it is in the process of
collating including:-

 Housing and Economic Needs Assessment

 Infrastructure Delivery Plan

 Habitats Regulations Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating
Equality Impact Assessment)

 Strategic Employment Needs Assessment

 Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation
Assessment

 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment / Water Cycle Study

 Viability Assessment

 Strategic Transport Assessment

Stafford Borough Council

 Stafford Borough Council are continuing to progress the local plan and evidence
base. The Borough Council are in the process of updating their Local
Development Scheme, and reflecting on the implications of revisions made to
the National Planning Policy Framework in December 2023.

161



3. Discussion regarding identification of issues and process of engagement on NuL
Regulation 19 Plan

 NUL thanked Stafford Borough Council for their comments on the NUL First
Draft Local Plan

 Previous DTC correspondence noted that Stafford Borough Council were unable
to accept any of NUL housing needs and this remains the case.

 NUL confirmed that regular update meetings with Stafford Borough Council
would be used to present emerging evidence, as necessary and where there
may be strategic cross boundary matters arising. It was noted that infrastructure
and strategic highways matters would be discussed on an ongoing basis
between the Councils.

 NUL noted that the intention, if possible and agreeable to both parties, was to
draft a Statement of Common Ground with Stafford Borough Council to inform
the Regulation 19 NUL Local Plan submission at the end of 2024. This would be a
single Statement of Common Ground with Stafford Borough Council.

4. AOB

 Next meeting to be scheduled for around March 2024.

 Stafford Borough Council mentioned that the government were currently
consulting on the process of street votes development orders.
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Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Local Plan

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme (NuL) Borough Council and Stafford Borough Council

Monday 15 April 2024

Location: Virtual (Via teams)

Attendance

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL Alex Yendole, Strategic Planning & Placemaking
Manager, Stafford Borough Council

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, NuL Harriet Moseley, Senior Planning Officer,
Stafford Borough Council

1. Introduction

2. Progress Update on Plan

Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council

 NuL gave an update on Local Plan progress. A report taken to the Council’s
Cabinet on the 16th January 2024 set out next steps of taking a report to Full
Council on the 24 July 2024 to consider the Regulation 19 version of the
Council’s Local Plan and seek approval to consult on the Plan for a minimum of
six weeks prior to submitting the Plan, its evidence and consultation responses
to the secretary of state for examination by the end of 2024. Before the Full
Council meeting, the Final Draft Local Plan will also be considered at the
Council’s Economy and Place Scrutiny Committee on the 11th July 2024.

 NuL also outlined some of the evidence base it is in the process of collating
including: -
• Housing and Economic Needs Assessment
• Infrastructure Delivery Plan
• Habitats Regulations Assessment / Sustainability Appraisal
• Strategic Employment Needs Assessment
• Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation
Assessment
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment / Water Cycle Study
• Viability Assessment
• Strategic Transport Assessment

Stafford Borough Council

 No official change to the position outlined in January 2024. A report is being
prepared to take to the Council’s Cabinet in the next few months and once
published, a further update can be provided to NuL.
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3 Items arising from previous minutes.

 Stafford Borough Council have asked to be kept informed about relevant
emerging evidence including the strategic transport assessment / infrastructure
delivery plan. NuL will share relevant evidence once these results become
available.

4 NuL presentation on initial evidence outputs (working assumptions) from emerging
Local Plan - initial discussion and feedback.

 NuL gave a presentation on the initial position on the Local Plan. It was made
clear that the slides represented an initial draft position based on current
evidence. NuL made clear that it retained an open mind on this initial position
and that it would continue to be tested, checked and challenged through any
emerging evidence arising in the development of the Plan. This included the
feedback received from Infrastructure Providers and Duty-to-Co-operate
partners.

 AC outlined the overall housing position. The First Draft Local Plan was based on
358 dwellings per annum. This position has been reviewed in the light of a
number of factors including updated 2021 census data, revised economic
projections, changes to the National Planning Policy Framework and then
consideration of consultation responses received to the First Draft Plan and the
role of the potential strategic employment site(s). The initial results indicate
that a ‘working draft’ assumption of 400 dwellings per annum is being worked
too, which includes support for a reasonable level of jobs growth.

 NuL asked, and Stafford Borough confirmed that the position remained that it
was unable to help to meet any of NuL’s housing need.

 NuL presented a draft ‘working assumption’ site allocation list, in confidence.
Again, this list of sites was the subject of further testing through the Plan
making process before being finalised, but it was necessary to receive feedback
on the initial list of sites now. Total housing supply is circa 8,600 dwellings.

 NuL will continue to engage with Stafford Borough on relevant emerging
evidence with the aim of drafting a statement of common ground over the next
few months. All parties noted, and understood, that it would not be possible to
have a fully agreed statement of common ground until after the consultation of
the Regulation 19 Plan to enable a full understanding of the evidence base.

 Preferred approach is a draft statement of common ground between Stafford
Borough and NuL, looking to finalise after NuL’s consultation, and agreed before
the submission of the Local Plan at the end of 2024.

5 AOB

 The next meeting will be scheduled for May 2024.
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Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Local Plan

DTC meeting – Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council and Stafford Borough Council

Thursday 16 May 2024

Location: Virtual (Via teams)

Attendance

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager,
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

Alex Yendole, Strategic Planning & Placemaking
Manager, Stafford Borough Council

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer,
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

1. Introduction

2. Progress Update on Plan
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council (NUL)

 NUL is working to the same dates as stated previously.The Regulation 19 Local Plan
is currently scheduled to be published on the 4th July 2024 to inform an Economy
and Place Scrutiny Committee on the 11th July, followed by a Full Council meeting on
the 24th July 2024.

Stafford Borough Council (SBC)

 No further updates since the last meeting

3 Discussion around future structure of the Statement of Common Ground, focused on the
following broad areas:-

 Housing
Both authorities agree that they form separate housing market areas, based on the
evidence. Both authorities agree that SBC is unable to accommodate any unmet
housing need from NUL. SBC has not made a request to NUL to accommodate any
potential unmet housing need related to the preparation of the Stafford Borough
new Local Plan.

 Economy
Both authorities agree that they are in separate functional economic areas, based
on the evidence. Both authorities agree that SBC is unable to accommodate any
employment requirements from NUL, and SBC has not made a request to NUL to
accommodate any employment needs related to the preparation of the new Local
Plan.

 Gypsy and Traveller Provision
Both authorities agree that NUL would meet its own requirements, as evidenced
through the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment.

 Infrastructure
NUL will continue to discuss these matters with SBC following further evidence
released during the consultation on the Regulation 19 Final Draft Local Plan through
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

 Transport
NUL will continue to discuss this matter with SBC following further evidence
released during the consultation on the Regulation 19 Final Draft Local Plan through
the Strategic Transport Assessment.
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 Draft Site Allocations
NUL will continue to discuss site at Loggerheads LW53 with SBC in the light of
evidence released through the consultation on the Regulation 19 Final Draft Local
Plan.

 Any other areas
SBC mentioned M6 Junction 15 and agreed that any new information received
regarding this area will be shared between the 2 authorities.

 SBC noted there are no cross boundary implications for flooding or the wider natural
environment between the authorities.

4 AOB
NUL will send a Draft SOCG for SBC to consider.
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Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Local Plan

Duty to Co-operate (DTC) meeting – Monday 16 September 2024

Newcastle-under-Lyme (NuL) Borough Council and Stafford Borough Council (BC)

Location: Virtual (Via teams)

Attendance

Allan Clarke, Planning Policy Manager, NuL Alex Yendole, Planning Policy Manager,
Stafford BC

Jenny Perkins, Planning Policy Officer, NuL Harriet Mallinder, Senior Planning Officer,
Stafford BC

1. Introduction

 AC introduced the meeting as an update on the NuL Final Draft Local Plan which is
currently being consulted upon until the 7 October 2024.

2. Progress Update on Stafford Borough Council Local Plan

 Assessing the implications of the July 2024 consultation on the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) and considering the Local Plan evidence base.

3 Progress Update on NuL Local Plan

 AC gave a presentation on the NuL Local Plan. The Final Draft Local Plan is being
consulted upon (at Regulation 19 stage) until the 7 October 2024. Brief summary of
the Final Draft Local Plan provided.

 AC confirmed that it was, subject to representations received, the Council’s
intention to submit the Final Draft Local Plan and associated documentation for
examination by the end of the calendar year.

 AY confirmed Stafford Borough will be making a representation. AY requested that
links be provided to the Council’s evidence base documents. This has subsequently
been provided under separate cover.

 In respect of the duty-to-co-operate, it was confirmed that the officer level duty-to-
co-operate statement of common ground between both parties had been published
alongside the Final Draft Local Plan as part of a Statement of Compliance Report.

 AC asked whether it would be possible to finalise the statement of common ground
in the Autumn following consultation on the NuL Final Draft Local Plan. Both parties
agreed to look into this further and the practical steps required to finalise the
statement of common ground document.

4 AOB

 Both parties noted the ongoing consultation on the National Planning Policy
Framework and the intention to submit comments on the consultation which closes
on the 24 September 2024
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