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STRATEGIC PLANNING BOARD – 10th JULY 2014 
 
 
APPLICATION NO: 14/1823N 
 
PROPOSAL:  Reserved Matters application for erection of 268 

residential dwellings including 29 apartments and 
associated infrastructure and facilities 

 
ADDRESS:   Land off Queens Drive, Nantwich 
 
APPLICANT:   Bovis Homes and Barratt Homes 
 
Additional Consultation 
 
Canal and River Trust: The layout of the detailed scheme remains different 
from the approved outline masterplan and Design & Access Statement and 
the local planning authority should therefore satisfy itself that the proposal 
meets the requirements of Condition 4 of the outline planning permission.  
 
The Canal & River Trust is satisfied that the revised plans and addendum to 
the Design & Access Statement demonstrate that an attempt has been made 
to improve the relationship between the development and the adjacent 
Shropshire Union Canal. In particular, the provision of three connections to 
the towpath, in addition to the link to Marsh Lane, will be beneficial for 
pedestrians and cyclists using the towpath. The opening-up of part of the 
boundary between the site and the towpath will improve the visibility of the 
canal and further encourage its use for informal leisure and recreation. The 
provision of a picnic area adjacent to the tearoom will go some way to 
providing a focal point for canal-side recreation. 
 
The Canal and River Trust are pleased to note that the revised landscaping 
plan indicates the planting of appropriate native trees and shrubs adjacent to 
the canal, and the protection of the existing hedgerow where it is to be 
retained. It is essential that the new trees and shrubs are managed and 
maintained into the future in order to prevent any overhanging of the towpath 
or excessive leaf-drop that would lead to a rapid deterioration in the condition 
of the towpath surface. The Canal and River Trust request submission of full 
details of arrangements for the maintenance and management of the canal-
side amenity space and planting, and also the existing hedgerow. 
 
Additional Representation 
 
An additional 8 letters of representation has been received raising the 
following points: 

- Whilst some improvements have been made, there are areas that 
could be improved further before this scheme will deliver high quality 
housing for Nantwich.  The applicant’s justification for change from the 
original approved design being the fact that the applicant hadn’t 
considered some of the site constraints such as the easement in its 
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outline application has led to what is an inferior scheme from that 
approved.  The resubmission of reserved matters does still not achieve 
some of the design quality promised at outline.  

- The following improvements should be secured: 
- Create water side housing overlooking the canal – rather than 
backing onto the canal 
- Straighten the roads 
- Return to a strong linearity with design focus  
- More robust tree planting on lanes, square and rural lane 
(composite landscape plan) 
- Increase the numbers of oak trees, one of few large species that 
will in time give better impact 
- Create a much stronger focus at the ‘arrival hub’ (renamed 
green), which is still an insubstantial amenity grass strip with a few 
trees and will not give any sense of arrival 
- Insist on a return to the bespoke design of the cafe  
- Remove pavements at least at road junctions where shared 
surfaces are shown  
- Straighten Main Street 

 
Officer Comment 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
An affordable housing statement has now been received and this confirms 
that the units would meet the Homes and Communities Agency Design and 
Quality Standards (2007). This is considered to be acceptable by the Councils 
Housing Officer. 
 
Design 
 
In response to the additional representation: 

- The dwellings would overlook the canal and would not back onto the 
canal 

- The highway design has been subject to negotiation and the layout of 
the highways and footpaths are considered to be acceptable. There is 
no objection from the Councils Highways Officer. 

- The inconsistencies between the landscaping plans are noted. The 
issue will be dealt with through the imposition of a planning condition to 
ensure that the landscaping scheme follows the composite layout plan. 

 
Ecology 
 
The suggested condition 3 required details of a post and rail fence to be 
submitted and approved. These details have now been approved and the 
condition will need to be altered to reflect this position. 
 
Public Open Space 
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At the time of writing this report there had been no response from the 
Councils Open Space Officer in relation to the standard of the proposed 
children’s play area. As a result this issue can be dealt with through the 
imposition of a planning condition.  
 
The comments about the management of the Open Space are noted. This 
issue is dealt with in the UU attached to the outline consent.  
 
Conditions 
 
An additional condition is suggested to secure bin storage details for the 
apartments on the development. The dwellings would all have rear garden 
access for bin storage. 
 
In terms of hours of working this will be controlled by Environmental Health 
Legislation and an informative will be attached to the decision notice. 
 
An Environment Management Plan is conditioned on the outline permission 
and as a result there is no need to repeat this condition. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
APPROVE subject to the following conditions 
 
1. Approved Plans 
2. Materials in accordance with the submitted details 
3. Post and rail fence to surround the ponds to be constructed in 
accordance with the submitted details 
4. Landscaping details to be submitted to the LPA for approval in 
writing (to be based on the composite layout plan) 
5. Implementation of the approved landscape scheme  
6. Boundary treatment details to be submitted for approval in writing 
7. Implementation of the submitted Ecological Protection Plan.  
8. Details of the resurfacing of the bridleway through the site to be 
submitted to the LPA for approval in writing 
9. Details of existing and proposed land levels to be submitted to the 
LPA for approval in writing 
10. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until 
such time as; a scheme to manage the risk of flooding from overland 
flow of surface water and any potential floodwaters from the Shropshire 
Union Canal, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. 
11. Prior to development, an addendum to the AMS will be required to 
provide details of key personnel and to make clear that arboricultural 
supervision is to be provided by the applicants arboricultural 
consultant.   
12. Hedgerow Protection Details 
13. Affordable Housing to be provided in accordance with the submitted 
Affordable Housing Statement 
14. Details of bin storage for the apartments to be provided 
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15. Prior to the commencement of development details of the children’s 
play area to be submitted to the LPA for approval in writing. 
 
Informatives: 
 

1. It is recommended that the hours of noise generative* demolition / 
construction works taking place during the development (and 
associated deliveries to the site) are restricted to: 

 
Monday – Friday 08:00 to 18:00 hrs  
Saturday 09:00 to 14:00 hrs 
Sundays and Public Holidays Nil 
 
*For information ”Noise Generative” is defined as any works of a 
construction / demolition nature (including ancillary works such 
as deliveries) which are likely to generate noise beyond the 
boundary of the site. 

 
2. It is essential that the applicant/developer contacts the Canal & 

River Trust’s Third Party Works Team (01942 405761) in order to 
ensure that any necessary consents are obtained and that the 
works comply with the Canal & River Trust “Code of Practice for 
Works affecting the Canal & River Trust”. 

 
In order to give proper effect to the Board`s/Committee’s intentions and 
without changing the substance of the decision, authority is delegated 
to the Head of Strategic & Economic Planning, in consultation with the 
Chair (or in his absence the Vice Chair) of Strategic Planning Board, to 
correct any technical slip or omission in the wording of the resolution, 
between approval of the minutes and issue of the decision notice. 
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STRETEGIC PLANNING BOARD – 10 July 2014 
 
UPDATE TO AGENDA 
 
 
 
APPLICATION NO. 

13/4640M 
 

LOCATION 

Eddie Stobart Ltd., Knutsford Road, Chelford, Macclesfield SK11 9AS 
 

UPDATE PREPARED  

08 July 2014 
 

REPRESENTATIONS 

Further comments have been received from Chelford Parish Council, which 
relate to the following: - 
 
Affordable Housing Tenure Split 
The split of the affordable housing between rental and intermediate ownership 
has changed from the original 65% intermediate ownership and 35% rental to 
the reverse split. The Parish Council specifically wanted the original split as 
the Housing Needs Survey of 2008 showed that of those Chelford residents 
who still lived in the village, or who wished to return, nearly 60% wanted 
shared ownership.  
 
The Parish Council are strongly opposed to the 35% intermediate allocation. 
Also, Chelford already have seven social rented, two bedroom houses and 40 
rented one-bedroom old folks bungalows and flats which adds substantially to 
the rented accommodation available in Chelford. 
 
The Parish Council are also concerned that the IPS indicates that affordable 
needs are for the additional supply of 14% for older persons comprising one 
or two bedroom units 50% one or two bedroom properties for general needs. 
23% three-bedroom and 13% four bedroom. The IPS also identifies property 
preferences for house 42.3%, flats 38.7% and bungalows 19%. In Chelford, 
there are already 40 one bedroom flats and bungalows for older folk -  the 
Parish do not need any more. The writer states that the community needs two 
and three bedroom houses for young families and possibly even four bedroom 
houses for larger families, but not one bedroom accommodation. If Chelford  
is to sustain the vitality and viability of its community, then Chelford needs to 
keep its young families in the village and attract others to live in Chelford. 
 
Allocation of affordable housing 
Another aspect of the affordable housing is that the Parish Council has been 
assured that such housing in a rural setting would be allocated by a set 
process, with the highest priority given to people with a direct connection to 
Chelford and then to people from the local area. Again, with several affordable 
rental houses having recently been built in the surrounding villages, this 
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diminishes the need for Chelford to supply this accommodation to the local 
area, so Chelford are concerned that this housing will not be taken up by local 
people. Confirmation of how the allocation will be made is requested.  
 
Open Space – Amenity Open Space – Dixon Drive 
The Parish are uncertain as to which location is referred to as Amenity Open 
Space Dixon Drive. As far as the Parish are aware, any open space in this 
area is Crown land. It is questioned as to whether this land be taken over by 
CEC? 
 
Open Space – Pitch improvements 
Chelford Village hall - pitch improvements and contribution towards football 
changing facilities. This is confusing. There are two legal entities on this site. 
One is the Village Hall which is run by Trustees for the benefit of the 
residents. The second is the sports field and play area which are owned by 
the Parish Council and should be referred to as the Chelford Parish Field. 
Clarify is requested as to which entity is being referred to in this section of the 
report and if it is the Chelford Parish Field then the name should be changed 
to that to avoid any legal difficulties at the time of allocation. 
 
Schools allocation of money 
The 106 monies school allocation is now to be split between Chelford and 
Peover Superior school. Clarification of why this money is not for Chelford 
School alone is requested? The Parish have always assumed that the money 
would go to the nearest school i.e. Chelford. The Parishes overriding reason 
for supporting new housing development in Chelford was to ensure 
sustainability of the community and its amenities and services and the most 
important one of these is the school. If the money is split between the two 
schools confirmation is requested that it will be allocated pro rata i.e the 
school with more pupils from the development will have more money? 
 
AGENTS REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 

FOLLOWING THE PUBLICATION OF THE MAIN AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
1. Page 27 of the report notes that the School Organisation and Capital 

Strategy Manager “confirmed that there is projected to be sufficient 
unfilled places at both the “local” primary school and also the “local” 
secondary school to accommodate the pupils generated by this 
development”.  On this basis the Agent queries the justification to seek 
a contribution to new school places.   

 
2. Page 35 – third paragraph refers to 25% affordable (correct references 

are made elsewhere). 
 

3. Page 40 –  fifth paragraph refers to Chelford Train Station being 1.8km 
from the site.  It is actually around 150m from the site entrance and 
less than 400m from all parts of the site. 
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4. Page 44 – refers to proposed conditions for height parameters of 8.5m 
for 2 storey and 11.0m for 3 storey.  As matters of scale and design are 
reserved the Agent considers there is no justification for such a 
condition – especially when the height of the current buildings on part 
of the site is factored in. The Agent requests that no such condition be 
applied.   If such a condition is to be imposed, 8.5m is an insufficient 
height to accommodate a 2 storey dwelling with a traditional (steep) 
roof pitch.  10.5m is more typical as a maximum height and the height 
which was accepted in relation to the previous application on the site.   

 
5. The Agent requests a comprehensive list and clarity for the Heads of 

Terms for the S106.  
 

6. Page 51 The Agent considers that as this scheme is not of a high 
density and all matters of scale and layout will be determined through 
reserved matters, that that is the time to assess whether removal of 
permitted development rights is justified. Therefore, there is little 
justification for condition 11. 

 
7. The Agent requests clarity over the suggested wording for condition 13 

is not clear from the summary wording but in view of condition 7 and 
the agreed access drawing, this condition appears unnecessary and 
should be removed. 

 
8. The Agent considers that the matters addressed by suggested 

conditions 30, 33 and 35 appear to overlap and assumes that they can 
be addressed in one suitably worded condition. 

 
 
 

CONSULTATIONS 

A consultation response has been received from the Schools Organisation 
and Capital Strategy Manager and confirmation has been provided that the 2 
primary schools are forecast to be oversubscribed and therefore, a 
contribution will be required for every primary aged pupil generated.  The 
money is not necessarily to be split between the 2 primary schools which are 
within a 2 mile radius (i.e. Chelford and Peover Superior), however, it is duly 
noted that this is the distance, which is considered when assessing capacity 
in local schools. The service will consider in due course where best to spend 
the money (within 2 miles of the site), based on consultation with the schools 
and a detailed site assessment of both schools. 
 
A consultation response has been received from the Housing Strategy and 
Needs Manager as follows: - 
 
Affordable Housing Tenure Split 
The rented older persons accommodation will more than likely have an over 
55’s designation attached to all lets, so this won’t contribute to the general 
needs lettings and the need for general needs rented accommodation in 
Chelford. It is understood that at the meeting with the Parish Council, Vikki 
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Jeffrey asked for more evidence to support any change in tenure split. Whilst 
the rural needs survey shows there is a need for intermediate, there does not 
appear to be a strong justification to depart from the IPS based on the needs 
information, especially considering the needs survey is 6 years old. The 
HNS2008 includes information on the incomes of households who responded 
and were in housing need. The majority of these households earn under 
£25,000 per annum, therefore the information does not seem to support that 
an increase in intermediate in this location could be supported, or would be 
affordable. In addition, information taken from the SHMA 2010 shows the ratio 
of lower quartile incomes to house prices in Cheshire East is 6.7 and Chelford 
is a high value area. This coupled with the Mortgage Market Review and more 
cautious lending patterns and restrictions on mortgage products available, 
means an increase in intermediate tenure at this site would not be 
appropriate.  
 
Current information from Cheshire Homechoice shows there are 15 applicants 
who have selected the Chelford lettings area as their first choice. Therefore, 
the tenure requirement in line with the IPS seems more appropriate here.  
 
Whilst the IPS does propose a residential mix for sites, each site is very much 
based on local need, circumstances and the development itself. This is an 
outline application and the Housing section would look at the residential mix at 
detailed reserved matters stage and at which point the Housing section would 
take into consideration local need, including that for family houses and the 
needs at the time the development comes forward.  
 
Allocation of affordable housing 
The Housing section would only usually include a cascade provision on rural 
exception sites, as these have been allowed based on local housing need. 
This site is not a rural exception site and therefore we would not ordinarily ask 
for cascade provision on a site such as this.  
 
 
A consultation response has been received from the Open Space 
Development Officer / Landscape Officer, who has commented on the queries 
raised by the Parish Council as follows: - 
 
Open Space – Amenity Open Space – Dixon Drive 
The location which is referred to as Amenity Open Space Dixon Drive is the 
area of  Crown Land referred to by the Parish Council. However, it should be 
noted that it is maintained by CEC. It is provided as POS / amenity land and is 
therefore a community asset. 
 
Open Space – Pitch improvements 
It is suggested that both Chelford Village hall and Chelford Parish Field are 
used as references for pitch improvements. The term Chelford Village hall has 
been used to describe the general location, if sports changing facilities are 
required alongside the sports field then it should be provide wherever possible 
at that location. If there are different ownership parcels here with different 
names, then it is useful highlighting this. Whether the changing facilities are 
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new build, or an extension to existing / conversion, is all to be decided in due 
course, as is the precise location, specifications, ownership etc etc.  
 
 
REPORT 

For clarification, this application is for 100 dwellings with all matters reserved. 
The description of development should therefore read as follows: - 
 

Outline planning application for demolition of existing cold storage depot 
and development of site and adjacent car park land for a mixed use 
scheme comprising up to 100 dwellings with associated public open 
space, pedestrian crossing and relocation of bus stops on Knutsford 
Road and either up to 603 sqm of B1a business space and or car 
parking with all matters reserved. 

 

The comments from the Parish Council and Agent are noted, and it 
considered largely that there comments have been addressed by way of the 
comments of the Housing Strategy and Needs Manager, The School 
Organisation and Capital Strategy Manager and Open Space Development 
Officer / Landscape Officer. Further clarification/comments are made blow. 
 

Education allocation 
It is noted that there is an error on page 27 of the report. The first paragraph 
under the heading “The School Organisation and Capital Strategy Manager” 
can be ignored.  The comments from the School Organisation and Capital 
Strategy Manager are noted and the schools are forecast to be 
oversubscribed and therefore there is considered to be justification for the 
contribution as per the report.  
 
Affordable Housing 
It is confirmed that on page 35, the reference in the third paragraph should 
read:- 
“The proposal was revised and now seeks permission for 100 dwellings, 30% 
of which would be affordable”. 
 
Distance from train station 
It is confirmed that on page 40 (fifth paragraph) the reference to Chelford 
Train Station being 1.8km from the site is incorrect. The Train Station is 
approximately 150m from the site entrance. 
 
Scaled parameters 
It is noted that under the previous scheme 10/3239M, provision was made for 
2 storey dwellings of up to 8m in height and 3 storey up to 9.0m in height. 
Therefore, as scaled parameters are required to be set at Outline stage, it is 
considered that the parameters put forward in the main Agenda report (of 
8.5m for 2 storey dwellings and 11.0m for 3 storey dwellings) are appropriate 
in the context of this location.  
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Heads of Terms 
 
For clarity the Heads of Terms are a follows: - 
   

• 30% Affordable Housing = 30 units to be 65% social or affordable rent, 
and 35% intermediate tenure. 

• A commuted sum would be required for offsite provision for use 
towards play (formal and informal) at Mere Court, Dixon Drive and 
Chelford Village Hall and Chelford Parish Field. The commuted sum 
total is £250 000. 

• £195 233 towards Educational Facilities at Chelford and Peover 
Primary schools. 

• A 15 year sum for maintenance of the open space will be required IF 
the council agrees to the transfer of the open space to CEC on 
completion. Alternatively, arrangements for the open space to be 
maintained in perpetuity will need to be made by the developer, subject 
to a detailed maintenance schedule to be agreed with the council, prior 
to commencement 

• £75 000 towards community facilities – to include, the Astle Court 
Community Room (a CPP facility) a village centre location, the 
Chelford School (community uses only), village scouts and youth 
services / clubs and the Station House 

 
The pedestrian crossing on Knutsford Road and relocated bus stops would be 
delivered by way of a section 278 Agreement. The developer will pay for 
these items and therefore, it is not required to seek a contribution at this 
stage. 
 
 
Issues 6, 7 and 8 raised by the Agent  
 
Permitted Development Rights 
Officers have considered the point raised by the Agent with regard to the 
removal of permitted development rights and agree with the Agent that as the 
scheme is of a relatively low density, that it may be more appropriate to leave 
this assessment to the time of the Reserved Matters application. 
 
Conditions 7 and 13. 
This condition refers to vehicular access to be approved. Although access is 
to be a reserved matter, (due to the details of access ways (roads etc) not 
being included within the proposed scheme), the Agent has requested clarity 
that the points of access will be in the location as shown on the approved 
plan. The Highways Engineer supports the location of these access points 
from a highways safety perspective, and therefore, condition 7 is considered  
to be appropriate and can be attached. Condition 13 will ensure that the 
visibility splays are adhered to when the Reserved Matters application is 
submitted. 
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Conditions 30, 33 and 35  
These conditions have been provided to address different concerns of the 
Environment Agency and United Utilities. If it is possible to condense them 
into one condition and achieve the same end result, then this will be given due 
consideration following consultation with the EA and UU.  
 
 

CONCLUSION 

The views of the Parish Council and Agent are noted and clarity has been 
provided on the issues raised above. 
 
The recommendation remains as per the main agenda report as approval 
subject to a S106 Agreement.  
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