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STRATEGIC PLANNING BOARD 8 FEBRUARY 2012

UPDATE TO AGENDA
APPLICATION NO: 10/3214M
LOCATION: BUTLEY HALL, SCOTT ROAD, PRESTBURY, SK10 4DN

PROPOSAL: Refurbishment, conversion and extension of Butley Hall to
provide seven apartments: this work includes partial demolition of later parts
of the listed building. Construction of three new three storey townhouses to
the rear of Butley Hall. External works to create new ramped access drive to
new car parking area between Butley Hall and the new townhouses together
with construction of ten garage spaces and a bin storage room built below the
existing garden level at the rear of the existing building. Creation of a footpath
link from the site to Springfields. Soft landscaping to the remaining areas of
the site (Listed Building Consent).

UPDATE PREPARED: 7 FEBRUARY 2012
ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS

One additional letter of objection has been received, from Pannone LLP, on
behalf of the owner of Beverley Cottage. This has been circulated to
Members, but is summarised below:

e The appropriate test for assessing an application for Listed Building
Consent is PPS5. This has not been applied properly in assessing this
application

e A crucial part of the test set out in PPS5 is a careful analysis of the
harm weighed against the benefits arising out of the proposal

e Whilst it is acknowledged that the refurbishment of the Hall is
necessary, the scale of the development is not justified. Objections
have been raised by neighbours and consultees in respect of the scale,
and these objections have not been addressed

¢ A financial viability assessment should have been submitted with the
scheme. It is not understood why the Council considers it to be
unnecessary

e The 2009 scheme was not financially viable. As such, it will never be
implemented. Members need to be able to consider a financial viability
assessment to objectively consider whether the extensions need to be
So extensive

¢ Not all representations have been taken into consideration
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e The decision was marginal at the June 2011 committee. If Members
had all the information that they have now, then they would not have
made a resolution to approve it

CONSIDERATION OF THE ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATION
PPS5 tests are not properly applied

The Local Planning Authority has had the Committee Report assessed by
Counsel, to ensure that the report is robust and assesses the relevant
policies, including PPS5.

By its very nature, any report is a summary of the various policy
considerations an application raises. In this instance, the Council’s legal
advice is that we have adequately covered all the planning considerations this
application raises and specifically those contained in PPS5 As such we do
not consider that this criticism is well founded.

Scale not justified

We consider that the scale of the development is acceptable, particularly as
the extensions to the Hall are set back 2.5 metres from the fagade, making
them appear subservient to the Hall.

Financial Viability

As the proposal is not an “Enabling Development”, a Financial Viability
Assessment is not required, as it is considered that there is no departure from
Planning Policy. The case therefore has been considered on its merits.

Harm

The heritage statement by the applicant has identified that the original core of
the building represents the most significant element of the building in terms of
its architectural interest and is the most important element to conserve. The
English Heritage listing description also highlights the special interest of the
building to be primarily focused on the core of the Hall.

The historic connection to the past, archaeology and architectural integrity are
not altered by this application, as the building is being retained.

The removal of later additions (garages, porch and rear extension) are of less
interest. There is harm to the building by virtue of the removal of these
elements, however, this amounts to limited harm as it does not affect the main
historic core of the building.

It is accepted that any alteration to a listed building could be considered to
cause harm to that building. However, the proposed extensions will not affect
the core the building (the special interest), as they are set back 2.5 metres
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from the fagade and are to be fabricated in natural stone to match the Hall,
consequently, they will not cause any additional harm.

In terms of setting, the Town Houses to the rear of the Hall in terms of scale,
massing, design and location are subservient to the Hall and compliment the
Listed Building.

In conclusion, the benefit of giving this nationally important heritage building
new life together with the restoration of the main core of the building
(considered by all parties to be the most significant part) will secure its future.
This outweighs any limited harm that this proposal may cause.

Representations

We have carefully considered all representations submitted to the LPA in
respect of this application and addressed their principle planning concerns.

Members Consideration
Members will need to carefully consider the additional objections raised and
reach their own conclusions as to whether this listed building consent

application (and not planning application) is acceptable or not.

RECOMMENDATION

There is no change to the recommendation of approval, subject to conditions.
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Application No: 11/2818N
Location: LAND ON SHEPPENHALL LANE, ASTON
Proposal: ERECTION OF 43 DWELLING HOUSES (INCLUDING 5

AFFORDABLE DWELLINGS), CREATION OF NEW
ACCESS TO SHEPPENHALL LANE

Applicant: NEWLYN HOMES LTD
Expiry Date: 15-Nov-2011
ERRATUM

Page 73 onwards the report refers to The Conservation (Natural Habitats etc.)
Regulations 1994, and states that Reg 34(a) provides that the LPA must have regard
to the Habitats Directive. These Regulations have been superseded by The
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.

ADDITIONAL OBJECTIONS

Additional objections have been received from EIm House, Sheppenhall Lane; Rose
Mount, Sheppenhall Lane and West View, Sheppenhall Lane making the following

points:

We wish to strongly disagree with the points raised in the letter from English
Heritage which has been received by Cheshire East Council re the above
planning application.

We can find no justification for English Heritage to suppose that there has
been a material change of circumstances regarding public benefit since a
planning application for 100 homes was refused in November 2005. The
Secretary of State decided in November 2005 that "the disbenefits of the
proposed enabling development outweigh the benefits". The Inspector at the
2005 Public Enquiry into the planning application for 100 homes on the
Combermere Estate concluded that "the cost to the community of providing
the enabling development would be high and that the gain would be almost all
private, with significant public loss".

How much greater the "public loss" would be if the present application were to
be granted, as the site is directly adjacent to 6 houses and directly opposite 4
more, all of which were built over 40 years ago, and in some cases are much
older. We have already written to CEC on 22 September 2011 and 28
September 2011 outlining our objections and we do not propose to repeat
them at length here.

Instead we would like to comment on several items included in the English
Heritage letter.

The letter states that the walled garden at Combermere is "early 19th
Century" and seem to regard this as a valuable heritage asset - if this is so,
why did English Heritage not object when the estate owner developed this
area for commercial use as a wedding venue?
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Similarly, we understand from the letter that the stable block is Grade Il listed
- why has that been allowed to be converted to holiday cottages instead of
being restored to its original use? Did English Heritage object to that?

The Home Farm buildings have been converted to a Business Park - did
English Heritage not consider that the development would detract from the
heritage asset of Combermere "Abbey"?

It seems that they will agree to almost anything the estate owner wishes to do
on the estate but will resist the eminently sensible proposal put forward by
many correspondents that Mrs Callander-Beckett should make every effort to
find an acceptable site on her own land for a much smaller number of houses
eg around the Business Park she has developed. We believe that there is
good access to this area directly from the A530 and that as it is at least half a
mile (and not visible) from the "Abbey" there would be no detrimental effect on
the "Abbey" at all. As the estate comprises at least 820 acres, surely a site on
the estate acceptable to all concerned could be found?

We also note that English Heritage seem to regard as a virtue the fact that
some of furniture in the "Abbey" has been there for more than 50 years — we
are sure many private homes of much smaller dimensions have equally old
and valued furniture! The letter also adds that the present owner has added to
the antique collection - if the estate is so short of money, why spend it on
furniture instead of on repairing the fabric of the building?

English Heritage says that the present owner's son is to inherit the estate but
has any provision been made to prevent him from selling it at a later date, and
at a considerably increased value, if the repairs are funded from a source
other than the Callander-Beckett family?

English Heritage have not explained why they would object to the sale of
Combermere in it's present state to someone who may be able to afford the
restoration without resorting to the present proposed development at
Sheppenhall Lane, Aston. We cannot see why such a sale should not be
considered - after all, it is the present owners family who have allowed the
"Abbey" to deteriorate to it's present state, and it has been owned by them
since 1919.

We have seen no proof published on CEC website on what, if any, attempts
have been made by the owner to raise funds by selling some or all of the
estates considerable assets eg the stable block, Business Park or some of
her many acres of land. We therefore think that the necessary criteria that
"sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source" has not been
fulfilled.

We note that English Heritage can only issue "guidance" to Cheshire East
Planning Board - we hope that the Board will also take into account the strong
objections of the local community who would suffer all the disbenefits of the
proposed development and none of the benefits - the benefits would be
entirely for Mrs Callander-Beckett and her private family home.

Whilst it is to be expected and understandable that English Heritage would
wish to support a scheme which may help to preserve this private property,
we feel a sense of outrage that this organisation appears to selfishly disregard
and dismiss the effects and disbenefits suffered by the local residents and the
community of Aston and Parish of Newhall

With all the current controversy regarding planning rules and the
Government’s stated aims to allow local people through the Localism Bill, to
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have more say in developments within their own areas, this a perfect example
of how local residents of a rural area have a clear understanding of what is
suitable or otherwise. This is especially important when the relevant Planning
Authority is situated a considerable distance away and has limited local
representation.

As this particular application is accepted as being contrary to Local Planning
Policy NE2, NE12 and RESS, this surely merits serious consultation. We
recall that Cheshire East were quoted regarding concerns of overstating the
economic case to the detriment of the social and environmental consideration.
The case that English Heritage and the applicants are trying to build that this
misguided scheme is the only solution to saving this property from further
decline is misleading.

We do not accept that all other possibilities for raising the required funds, (one
of the main conditions of the enabling scheme), such as asset sales, or more
suitable development of land adjacent to the former farm buildings now being
developed for commercial use, have been fully exploited, Surely this important
criteria should be fully investigated and evidence provided.

Whilst English Heritage supported the previous attempt to use the enabling
scheme in 2005, which involved a much larger development within the estate
boundaries, it now appears to consider that any development within the estate
would harm its heritage value. A sudden change of policy it seems.
Interestingly, English Heritage’'s own financial analysis would support the
general view that this scheme, even if it were to achieve its projections, would
only provide the minimum financial contribution required. Only a cynic would
suggest that the developers may subsequently require a larger area to
achieve profit.

We would respectfully suggest that it English Heritage consider the property
and estate at Combermere to be of such historical national importance, then
maybe they will find ways to contribute additional funds from their own
sources. However, they have clearly indicated their concerns regarding the
deficit between the cost of repairs and the ultimate value of the property and
have even speculated on a change of ownership.

Despite this support from English Heritage the original situation remains
unchanged. There would be no public benefit to be gained as a result of this
development. The estate is, and will remain, a private property, with very
restricted and specific public access. We do not believe that any Section 106
agreement would in reality materially change anything.

Any development should and could be on land already owned within the
estate boundaries; surely that is the most financially viable option.

It still appears to be quite outrageous and unjust that a local landowner with
substantial property assets of their own can blight an unconnected community
in a neighbouring parish with an unwanted and unsuitable housing estate on
greenfield land, solely for the purposes of personal and financial gain.

We do not believe that the aims of the enabling scheme are intended to
support this sort of unfortunate application and do hope that the Committee
will reject it.

Establishing where the balance of public benefit lies is clearly a matter for
Cheshire East in it's role as planning authority with an overview of all relevant
planning considerations."
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e Finally, we draw urgent attention to the points raised by Mr. A Murphy
LLB(Hons), PgDpl(Bar) and Miss J Murphy LLB(Hons), PgDpl(Bar) in the
letter from Newhall Parish Council (dated 14/10/2011) under the paragraph(s)
headed: 'Consideration of the Legal Position'. We paraphrase the final
comments (under the heading 'conclusion'), by saying that East Cheshire
Council will be acting unlawfully if they approve this application.

APPLICANTS ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING INFORMATION.

Letter from McAteer Associates Planning Consultants in Response to
Proposed Alternative Site at Park View Business Centre

The following has been submitted in response the comments made by members of
the public, and, in particular, the view that there was land available for the enabling
development within the grounds of Combermere Abbey.

The land at Aston which is the subject of the planning application was not chosen
lightly and the applicants have carried out an exhaustive search to identify a suitable
site. That search included consideration of all land within the Combermere Estate,
including the site at Park View Business Centre now being suggested.

However, the site was deemed to be unacceptable for the following reasons:

i. The site forms part of the historic parkland of the Abbey and its
development for housing would adversely affect the setting of the
Abbey. The previous proposals were dismissed at appeal for the same
reasons.

ii. The site is unrelated to any settlement and its impact on the open
countryside would be far greater than a development on the edge of an
existing settlement.

iii.  The isolation of the site would mean that infrastructure costs would be
far greater thus requiring a greater number of dwellings to raise the
necessary funding for the Abbey. Again this was one of the reasons
the previous proposal was dismissed.

iv.  Access to the site would be directly off the A530 Whitchurch Road, in a
location where traffic speeds are high and visibility poor.

v. The site is close to water courses where previous investigation has
identified potential ecological interests. This could be a far greater
impact than at Aston.

In view of the above issues, the site was dismissed as a possibility for the enabling
development.

Letter from Mellor Braggins Estate Agents in Response to English Heritage
Comments.
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Mellor Braggins has been asked to comment on market conditions in the area,
demand levels and whether indeed we feel that in present market conditions a
development of the type envisaged and in accordance with the plans lodged with the
planning authority would be successful.

Having undertaken various searches of the national property portal sites, Mellor
Braggins have been unable to find any new houses currently for sale within a four
mile radius and with the nearest new houses situated in Nantwich, which is located
some four miles or so to the north. Rightmove is the leading national portal site and
they have no new houses currently listed for sale or to rent. It would be fair to say,
therefore, that there would be little competition for newly constructed houses with the
benefit of modern insulation, heating and fenestration. The local village housing
stock is rather mixed and of varying quality. The new development envisaged would
increase the housing stock and choice for those in the locality and also improve the
general level of housing from both an aesthetic and a value point of view. In
addition, the development proposed provides for a number of affordable houses that
are to be offered to the local community at 60% of open market value. Mellor
Braggins have been unable to find any other affordable houses in the locality and
therefore this will provide a facility for local key workers to be based near family and
relations and avoid them having to relocate into areas further afield at lower value,
such as Wem and other parts of Shropshire.

The proposed development comprises six house types of various configurations and
layouts, ranging from five bedroomed, three bathroom detached houses to two
bedroomed semi detached or terraced houses. The mix includes some three
bedroomed and some four bedroomed houses with or without garages. This will
have appeal across a wide cross section of the market and, given that the houses
are predominantly designed for family occupation, the primary school at Wrenbury,
which is located 17 miles to the northwest, and the senior schools of Brine Leas and
Malbank high school in Nantwich and Bishop Heber School in Malpas will add value
and demand.

Sheppenhall Lane links the A525, Audlem-Whitchurch road and the A530
Whitchurch Road. Whilst there may be some added vehicular pressure on
Sheppenhall Lane, the nearby main A roads will provide an ideal infrastructure to
take occupiers to places of work in Wem, Audlem, Nantwich and Crewe. In addition
to the primary school, there are two nursery schools within a four mile radius and
there is a renowned local public house, The Bhurtpore.

The increased housing stock will add to the number of properties available to be
rented. At present there is only one house showing as being currently available to
let in the vicinity and, given the shift in the market from owner occupation to rental,
this new development will provide an opportunity for more properties to be brought
into the rental sector. From our subscription portal websites, we are able to
ascertain the number of requests received or registrations made for house types. For
properties with two or more bedrooms there were 48 registrations for houses for sale
and 31 registrations for houses to rent last week (2,496 and 1,612 respectively if
these figures were annualised).



Page 10

Therefore Mellor Braggins are confident that demand exists for such a development,
providing design and price requirements are met.

Letter from McAteer Associates Planning Consultants commenting on
proposed planning conditions

A number of the conditions require the submission of detailed information, when that
information has already been submitted as part of the application. For instance
Condition 4 requires the submision of a landdscape scheme when a detailed
scheme has been submitted. Condition 21 refers to bin stores when there are to be
none provided on site, as each property has its own space. Condition 22 removes
permitted development rights. The applicant cannot understand how this is justified
when the layout meets Council spacing standards. Condition 23 requires the
submission of a noise assessment based on the proximity of the A530. Given the
distance to this road, how is an assessment justified. Conditions 24,25 and 26
appear to contradict each other. Can Condition 24 reflect the others by allowing a
7.30 start? Condition 30 refers to the provision of bat and bird boxes. These are not
considered necessary as none have been found on site and it is proposed that we
perform soft felling of tress/hedges.

OFFICER COMMENTS
Level of Demand

According to the English Heritage comments (incorporated within the main report)
“the inherent risk in our opinion is quantifying the level of demand for 43 units in a
small village location”. The main report states that to address the point regarding the
level of demand, the applicant’s have been asked to provide evidence from local
estate agents in order to establish the current market conditions in the area. It is
considered that the letter reproduced above has adequately addressed this point and
given that the funds to restore the Abbey would be handed over by the developer at
the commencement of development, in the unlikely event that sales of the new
houses were slower than predicted, there would no impact on the proposed
restoration programme. In the light of the evidence submitted, the risk as identified
by English Heritage is considered to be minimal.

Alternative Sites

A number of letters of representation have asked why the proposed development
cannot be sited adjacent to the Park View business centre on the Combermere
Estate. For the reasons set out in the applicant’s letter above and because of its
relatively isolated location, being remotely located from any form of settlement, the
Park view site is considered to be significantly less sustainable than the application
site at Aston.

Public Access
In response to third party concerns about lack of public access to Combermere

Abbey, the owner has confirmed that she would be delighted to offer the opportunity
to open the house one day a month to the public, and has no problem with it being
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included in a S106. This has been discussed with English Heritage before and she
would be happy to offer guided tours of the house, and with the recent repairs and
uncovering of more of the historic fabric in the library they are already designing
peep holes to make the tour more exciting and educational. The recommendation
has been amended to include this within the S106 agreement.

Conditions

The applicant has made a number of comments in respect of specific proposed
conditions. These are addressed in turn below:

Condition 4 — submission of landscaping

The applicant argues that this is unnecessary as a detailed scheme has been
submitted.

The Council’s Landscape Officer has commented that given that revised site layout
plans have been submitted for the area around the proposed LPG tank, a revised
landscaping scheme will need to be submitted to reflect these changes. This will be
specifically stated in the wording of the condition.

Condition 21 - bin stores

The applicant argues that this is unnecessary as there are to be none provided on
site, as each property has its own space.

Although no communal bin stores are proposed it is considered necessary to ensure
that each property does have its own space, in an inconspicuous location and that
this is made available prior to occupation.

Condition 22 — removal of permitted development rights.

The applicant considers that this is unjustified as the layout meets the Council’s
spacing standards.

This is incorrect. As stated in the main report, whilst in the majority of cases the
recommended minimum separation distances set out above would be achieved,
there are a number of cases where separation distances between principal windows
have been reduced to 16m to the front of properties. There are many other cases
where the separation distance is exactly the recommended of 21m between principal
windows and 13m between a principal window and a flank elevation and any
proposed extension would reduce this distance. Furthermore, a number of dwellings
are in close proximity to retained and protected trees. Therefore, for the reasons
stated above, it is considered to be necessary and reasonable to remove permitted
development rights in order to give the local Planning Authority control over future
development within the curtilages of the new dwellings.

Condition 23 - submission of a noise assessment
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Given the distance to the A530 the applicant does not consider that, an assessment
justified.

The Council’'s Environmental Health Officer has commented that her original
consultation response stated that “No development shall commence until an
assessment of traffic noise from the A530 Nantwich to Whitchurch Road, which is
less than 100m away, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The recommendations in the report, to protect the proposed
dwellings from traffic noise, shall be implemented and completed in accordance with
the approved details prior to the first occupation of the development hereby
permitted.”

From looking at the map the A530 is 79m from the boundary of the development and
there is also H.J. Lea Oakes Mill and Primebake in the surrounding area.
Environmental Health would expect the background noise level in that area to be
fairly low and hence dominant noise sources such as the main road and industrial
processes, may affect the proposed dwellings. Environmental Health are not
stipulating how the developer undertakes the report/assessment, all they are
requesting is that a suitable assessment of the traffic noise is undertaken, to ensure
the amenity of the occupants of the proposed properties is not affected.

Conditions 24, 25 and 26 — construction hours
The recommendation in the main report states

e Restriction of construction hours Monday — Friday 08:00hrs — 18:00hr
Saturday 09:00hrs — 14:00hrs With no Sunday or Bank Holiday working

e Restrict any piling to Monday — Friday 08:30hrs — 17:30hrs Saturday 09:30hrs
— 14:00hrs Sunday Nil

e Restrict “floor floating” to: Monday — Friday 07:30hrs — 20:00hrs Saturday
08:30hrs — 14:00hrs Sunday Nil

The applicant has pointed out that these appear contradictory and requested that
they are amended to allow a 7.30 start. The Environmental Health Officer has
commented that it is condition 26 that is in error as floor floating should not
commence until 08.30 on weekdays and 09.30 on Saturday. The recommendation
has been amended accordingly.

Condition 30 - provision of bat and bird boxes.

These are not considered necessary by the applicant as none have been found on
site.

The Council’'s ecologist has commented in the main report that the proposed
development has the potential to have an adverse impact breeding birds, potentially
including the more widespread BAP priority species. He goes on to state that if
planning consent is granted standard conditions will be required to safeguard
breeding birds. On this basis the proposed condition is considered to be necessary
in order to ensure that the development complies with the relevant local plan
policies.
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RECOMMENDATION
As per main report with the following addition:

e Section 106 Agreement to make provision for the opening of the Abbey
for guided tours on one day each month

And the amendment of Condition 26 which should read as follows:

e Restrict “floor floating” to: Monday - Friday 08:30hrs — 17:30hrs
Saturday 09:30hrs — 14:00hrs Sunday Nil
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STRATEGIC PLANNING BOARD - 8™ FEBRAURY 2012

UPDATE TO AGENDA

APPLICATION NO.
11/3065C
LOCATION

Land to the South of Middlewich Road and West of Broad Lane, Holmes
Chapel.

UPDATE PREPARED
7™ February 2012

Correspondence

Since the report was published, the Council has been informed that the notice
has not been served on other owners of the land. There are rights of access
over this land, however the applicants would be unable to form the access as
required for this development.

The owners of this land have requested deferred until the correct notice has
been served and the question of access has been settled.

The applicants have not served notice on the owners of the strip of land to the
front of the site and it may be difficult to achieve a satisfactory access to serve
the proposed development.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve subject to the following conditions and the requisite notices being
served on additional landowners and no further comments being received.

Time limit

Development in accordance with the approved plans

At least seven days prior written notice of the commencement of

development shall be given to the Local Planning Authority

4. All importation of waste and movement and grading of materials on site
shall be completed within 12 months of the date of commencement of
the development.

5. All site restoration works including removal of the temporary access
road shall be completed within 12 months of the completion of the
development

6. Prior to the commencement of development, a plan showing the

protection of the habitats associated with the adjacent watercourse and

a 10m buffer zone thereof, including pre-development measures, shall

ol Al
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be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The protection

plan shall include an appropriate scale plan showing the area where

protective measures will be installed and details of protective measures
to avoid impacts during the operational and restoration period

7. Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme for the
restoration of the habitats associated with the sloping area of land on
the southern portion of the site following the completion of the
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA.
The scheme shall conform to the indicative proposals recommended in
the Updated Phase 1 Habitat Survey dated December 2011. The
restoration plan shall be implemented in accordance with an agreed
schedule of works and completed within 3 months of the completion of
the development excluding the other required restoration works

8. Prior to the commencement of development, an updated Badger
survey shall be undertaken of the site and all land within 30m of the
site boundary. The survey shall be undertaken by a competent and
appropriately qualified person and a report of the survey, together with
any mitigation proposals required shall be submitted to and agreed in
writing with the LPA

9. The stripping, movement, replacement and cultivation of topsoil shall
only be carried out when the material to be moved is sufficiently dry
and friable to minimise structural damage. No movement of soils shall
occur:

I.  During the months of October to April inclusive, unless
otherwise agreed in writing with the LPA; or

. When the upper 1200mm of the soil has a moisture content
which is equal or greater than that at which soil becomes plastic,
tested in accordance with the ‘worm test’ as set out in BS 1377:
1975 — British Soil Methods Test for Soils for Civic Engineering
purposes, or when the topsoil is not sufficiently dry that it cannot
be separated from the subsoil without difficulty; or

lll.  When there are pools of water on the soil surface

10. All topsoil and subsoil shall be stored in separate in separate mounds
which:

|.  For topsoil mounds should not exceed 3 metres in height and for
subsoil mounds should not exceed 5 metres in height unless
otherwise agreed in writing with the LPA;

[I.  Shall be constructed with only the minimum of soil compaction
to ensure stability and so shaped as to avoid collection of water
in surface undulations;

[ll.  Shall not be traversed by heavy vehicles or machinery except
where essential for the purpose of mound construction or
maintenance;

IV.  Shall not subsequently be moved or added to until required for
restoration unless otherwise agreed in writing with the LPA,;

V. Have a minimum of a 3 metre stand off, undisturbed around
storage mounds;

VI.  Shall only store topsoil and like texture topsoil and subsoils on
like texture soils.
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11.The hours of operation (and associated deliveries to the site) of the
development hereby permitted shall be restricted to 08:00 to 18:00
hours on Monday to Friday, 08:00 to 13:00 hours on Saturday, with no
work at any other time including Sundays and Public Holidays.

12.Submission and approval and implementation of a tree protection
scheme.

13. Prior to commencement of development the developer will provide a
construction specification drawing for that area of the temporary access
which falls within the public highway - to the satisfaction of the LPA.

14.The developer will provide a schedule of signing and traffic
management provision to regulate the arrivals and dispersal traffic and
its turning movements and include for "'Temporary Site Access' signs
on the two A54 approaches for regular traffic. The development shall
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

15.Heavy commercial vehicle movements per day to the site will be limited
to a maximum of 50 trips (25 vehicles) between the hours of 8:00. and
16.00 hours Monday to Friday and 08:00 to 13:00 hours on Saturday
with no work at any other time including Sundays and Public Holidays.

16.A record of all vehicle movements shall be kept and made available for
inspection by the LPA.

17.Prior to commencement of development the developer will provide a
hard running lane and wheel-wash facility within the site to ensure that
detritus from the site does not contaminate the public highway. No
vehicles shall leave the site until it has been cleaned using this facility.

18.The developer will provide mechanical sweeping, as necessary, to
remove any detritus which may be carried onto the public highway from
vehicles emerging from the site.

19. All materials imported and deposited at the site shall be strictly inert
and non-leachate forming.

20. There shall be no chemical testing or processing on site and no
exportation of any materials off site.

21.All plant shall be silenced, operated and maintained in accordance with
the manufacturers specification at all times.

22.No repairs, maintenance and re-fuelling of plant or vehicles shall take
place within 30m of Alum Brook.

23.No lighting shall be installed at the site without prior written approval of
the LPA.

24.No burning of materials shall take place at the site.

25.The maximum land levels of finished landform shall be in accordance
with the details shown on the drawings numbered 5299MHE.001 and
5299MHE.002.

26.An aftercare scheme requiring that such steps as may be necessary to
bring the land to the required standard for the use of agriculture shall
be submitted for the written approval of the LPA within 6 months of the
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date of this permission. The aftercare scheme shall include provision
for:

I.  Measures to be taken to ensure appropriate plant growth;

II.  Detail of any surface water drainage to ensure that the site will
be free draining and including, where appropriate, identification
of discharge points and measures to control run-off and prevent
erosion;

lll.  The removal of all plant, machinery, buildings, structures,
erections and their foundations including the removal of any haul
road and hardstanding areas.

The aftercare shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
scheme.

27.No development shall commence until detailed drawings showing the
access road, including visibility splays have been submitted for
approval in writing by LPA. The development shall only be carried out
in complete accordance with the approved details.
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STRATEGIC PLANNING BOARD UPDATE 8" February 2012

APPLICATION NO: 11/3956C

PROPOSAL: Proposed Residential Development at Land off Moss Lane The
Former Fodens Factory Site For 269 Dwellings and Associated
Works

ADDRESS: Former Fodens Factory, Moss Lane, Sandbach

APPLICANT: BDW Trading Ltd and Hurstwood Landbank

Affordable Housing

In relation to the concerns raised by the housing officer the applicant has clarified the
position in relation to holding costs, affordable rent, shared equity and other details.

The applicant has provided different affordable housing permutations to illustrate if
different ratios were considered more suitable, these are set out below;

10% affordable rent (8 units) and 90% shared equity (73 units) — 30 % affordable
housing. Total of 81 units

50% social rent (19 units) and 50% shared ownership (19 units) — 14.12 % affordable
housing. Total of 38 units

65% social rent (23 units) and 35% shared ownership (12 units) — 13 % affordable
housing. Total of 35 units

Highway Safety and Traffic Generation

A revised internal layout has now been provided and this has addressed the
concerns raised by the Highways Officer
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