
CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
CHESHIRE EAST LOCAL PLAN STRATEGY - EXAMINATION 

 
 

FURTHER INFORMATION REQUESTED BY THE INSPECTOR 
 

1. Following the submission of the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (CELPS) to the 
Secretary of State on 20 May 2014, the Inspector has now had the opportunity to 
review the submission documents, evidence and representations.  He is aware of 
the large volume of evidence and documents produced as part of the Plan 
preparation process, but requests the Council to provide some further information 
on certain aspects of the Plan and its justification, as highlighted below:  
  

a. Objective assessment of housing needs and employment provision:  
i. Various documents explain how the Council has determined the overall level of 

housing and employment land provision1.  Policy PG1 provides for a minimum 
of 300ha of employment land and at least 27,000 new homes (2010-2030), 
phased over 5-year periods, with an additional 500 dwellings to meet some of 
the housing needs of High Peak District. 

ii. The amount of employment land to be provided seems to be largely justified 
by the Employment Land Review2, but the Plan gives few details about the 
types of business uses to be accommodated and the amount of land allocated 
for each business use/economic sector.  It would be helpful if the Council could 
provide further details of this provision, as well as the relationship with the 
employment strategy which aims to provide 20,000 new jobs in the longer 
term and the fact that the Plan identifies over 353ha of employment land. 

iii. The Inspector is concerned about the adequacy and methodology of the 
Council’s objective assessment of housing needs in terms of the requirements 
of the NPPF (¶ 47; 158-159).  The Strategic Housing Market Assessments3 
(2010 & 2013) focus on the need for affordable housing and, apart from 
referring to the 2008 and 2011-based household projections, do not include an 
objective assessment of overall housing needs.  The What Homes Where 
toolkit can be a useful starting point and baseline figure for the overall level of 
future housing provision.  For Cheshire East, this estimates an increase in 
households of 1,423/yr (2010-2030) based on the 2008 household projections 
and 1,041/yr (2011-2021) based on the 2011 interim household projections.  
This toolkit advises caution when using alternative assumptions and suggests 
reading CCHPR research reports4 before doing so; it also advises caution if the 
trends experienced in the past 5 years reflect a period of economic decline or 
buoyancy, and the need to avoid projecting forward recessionary trends. 

iv. In its most recent assessment5, the Council refers to the 2011-based interim 
household projections, projecting them forward to 2030 using the same 
assumptions.  The PPG6 confirms that DCLG household projections should be 
the starting point when estimating future housing need, but these projections 
may require adjustment to reflect factors affecting local demography and 
household formation rates which may not be captured in past trends; it 
recognises that household formation rates may have been suppressed 
historically by under-supply and worsening affordability of housing and will 
therefore need to reflect the consequences of past under-delivery of housing.  
As household projections do not reflect unmet housing need, local planning 
authorities are advised to take a view based on available evidence about the 
extent to which household formation rates are or have been constrained by 
supply.  Moreover, as interim figures, the assumptions in the 2011-based 
projections may only be valid for ten years.  The Inspector’s Interim 
Conclusions on the South Worcestershire Development Plan7 provide a useful 

1  Including Examination documents SD017-SD020; BE001-BE002; BE005; BE009 
2   Examination document BE009 
3  Examination documents BE001; BE002  
4  Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research report: ‘Choice of Assumptions in Forecasting Housing Requirements’     
 [CCHPR; March 2013] 
5  Examination document SD019   
6  Planning Practice Guidance (ID 2a: 015-017) [DCLG: March 2014] 
7  http://www.swdevelopmentplan.org/?page_id=5393 (Inspector’s Interim Conclusions on Stage 1 (¶ 28-44)); Oct 2013 
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background to this matter.  The Inspector also understands that ONS has now 
released the 2012-based Subnational Population Projections, which may be 
relevant.  It would be helpful if the Council could clarify and review the basis 
on which the objective assessment of housing need was established. 

v. The NPPF (¶ 47) requires local authorities to significantly boost the supply of 
housing, by ensuring that housing provision meets the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing…including a 5% buffer to 
ensure choice and competition in the market during the first 5-years supply.  
The 2012 AMR8 indicates that an average of 1,032 dwellings were completed 
between 2002-2012, compared with the former RSS requirement of 1,150/ yr; 
completions over the last 5 years varied from 466-741 dw/yr, so further 
clarification is needed about whether a 5% or 20% buffer to 5-year housing 
supply is needed, and how the Plan addresses any previous shortfalls in 
housing provision.  Details of recent planning appeals addressing 5-year 
housing land supply, past provision and the 5/20% buffer would be useful. 

vi. By selecting a “medium growth” strategy averaging at 1,350 dwellings/year, 
this would not meet the forecast increase in households based on the 2008 
household projections, and would provide an increase of only 13,900 jobs, well 
short of the aim of providing 20,000 new jobs in the longer term.  Moreover, it 
would not fully meet the need for affordable housing, estimated at 1,401 
units/year; based on a 30% provision level, the Plan would provide between 
360-450 affordable units/yr, a shortfall of around 1,000 units/yr.  It would be 
helpful if the Council could clarify the position on these matters, including the 
relationship of housing provision to the employment strategy, and the 
implications of not fully meeting affordable housing needs and ways of 
providing affordable housing other than as a proportion of market housing. 

vii. Policy PG1 includes a phased delivery of housing over 5-year periods of the 
Plan.  The Inspector notes the reasons for this element of the policy, but these 
have been strongly criticised by housebuilders and others, and so it would be 
helpful to have some further justification for the phasing element of the policy, 
including responding to the points made by consultees. 

viii. Policy PG1 makes provision for 500 dwellings to meet some of the housing 
needs of High Peak District.  Details of how, when and where this provision 
would be made, including site allocation(s), would be helpful. 

ix. The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment9 identifies a healthy 
potential housing land supply (almost 50,000 dwellings), which is far in excess 
of that needed to fully meet the proposed level of housing provision.  It would 
be helpful to have further clarification about why a higher level of housing 
provision is not being proposed in these circumstances.      

x. Several developers, landowners and housebuilders strongly challenge the 
Council’s assessment of housing need.  These alternative assessments suggest 
provision levels from 27,000 up to 32,000, 36,000, 41,000 and over 47,000 
dwellings; some local people/organisations suggest lower levels of provision of 
20,000-21,000 dwellings.  Some of the criticisms include the assumptions 
made on migration, household formation rates, housing demand and market 
signals, economic growth and activity rates, provision of new jobs and need 
for affordable housing.  It would be helpful to have the Council’s response to 
these criticisms of the Council’s own assessment of housing needs, as well as 
the alternative assessments of housing need, including the methodology and 
assumptions used.  Reference is also made to discussions with neighbouring 
local authorities about cross-boundary housing issues; clarification is needed 
about whether there are any currently identified unmet needs from 
neighbouring areas which could be accommodated within Cheshire East. 

 
 

b. Settlement hierarchy:  
Policy PG2 establishes the Settlement Hierarchy.  The Settlement Hierarchy 

8  Examination document BE139 
9  Examination document BE005 

                                       



Study10 seems to provide the main justification and methodology for establishing 
the settlement hierarchy and the position of the various settlements within the 
hierarchy.  Several consultees have questioned the inclusion or exclusion of 
various settlements within the hierarchy.  It would be helpful if the Council could 
provide some further information about the selection of the various settlements 
within the hierarchy, including the reasons for selecting and rejecting them, and 
whether the information about the determining factors (including services and 
facilities) remains accurate. 

c. Green Belt and Safeguarded Land  
i. The NPPF (¶ 82-83) confirms that exceptional circumstances are needed to 

justify altering existing Green Belt boundaries and establishing new Green 
Belts.  The Green Belt Study11 assesses the contribution that each parcel of 
Green Belt land makes to the purposes of the Green Belt and explains that the 
requirements to allocate sufficient land for market and affordable housing and 
employment development to meet identified needs in the north of the area 
constitute the exceptional circumstances to justify altering Green Belt 
boundaries.  The Inspector understands that the Green Belt Study was not 
undertaken before the site allocations were proposed in earlier versions of the 
Plan, and it is therefore difficult to see how this evidence influenced the 
release of sites from the Green Belt.  In some cases, it is not clear why 
particular sites were chosen for release from the Green Belt, particularly given 
the conclusions of the Green Belt Study and Sustainability Appraisal.  Further 
clarification is needed on this matter.   

ii. The New Green Belt and Strategic Open Gap Study12 addresses the 
requirements of the NPPF in terms of establishing a new Green Belt, but it is 
not clear why such a new Green Belt is needed and why particular sites were 
included in the Area of Search.  It is also unclear as to why this area cannot be 
protected by other policies, such as Strategic Gaps.  Although the sites 
identified as Safeguarded Land are listed in the Site Justification Paper13, the 
basis for the overall amount of Safeguarded Land (130ha) and the factors 
used in selecting specific sites are not clear (particularly given the conclusions 
of the Green Belt Study and Sustainability Appraisal).  It would be helpful if 
the Council could clarify these matters. 

 

d. Spatial Distribution of Development 
 

Policy PG6 sets out the spatial distribution of development to the Principal 
Towns, Key Service Centres, Local Service Centres, Other Settlements and Rural 
Areas, along with the New Settlement and Employment Improvement Area; 
further details are given in Table 8.3 & Appendix A.  Although the distribution of 
development is not an exact science, the basis of distributing the particular 
levels of development to each settlement and the selection of specific sites for 
allocation is not completely clear.  The Submission Sites & Non-Preferred Sites 
Papers14 give some information, but a large number of alternative or additional 
“omission” sites have also been put forward by developers and landowners.  The 
Inspector understands that the Site Allocations & Development Policies 
Document will allocate further sites, but the detailed reasons for selecting or 
rejecting particular sites are not readily apparent.  It would be helpful if the 
Council could provide further explanation about the basis and justification for the 
various levels of development directed to each of the towns, service centres and 
other settlements and clarify the basis for selecting and rejecting particular sites. 
 
 
 

e. Scope for further site allocations and “non-strategic” sites 
The Inspector understands that various Strategic Growth Options and Spatial 
Options were considered during the preparation of the Plan.  The submitted Plan 
allocates Strategic Sites and Strategic Locations, ranging from 75-1,650 

10  Examination document BE046: Determining the Settlement Hierarchy 
11  Examination document BE012: Green Belt Assessment 
12  Examination document BE011: New Green Belt and Strategic Open Gap Study 
13  Examination document SD015: Submission Sites Justification Paper 
14  Examination documents SD015-SD016 

                                       



dwellings, which account for 80-90% of the residual expected/proposed 
provision, leaving sites for just over 3,000 dwellings to be allocated in the 
subsequent Site Allocations Plan15; employment sites vary from 3-61ha, 
accounting for 90-120% of residual expected/proposed provision, with just over 
11ha of employment land to be allocated in the subsequent plan.  The Inspector 
would like to know the definition of a “Strategic Site/Location”, whether there is 
any further scope to allocate additional sites in the subsequent Site Allocations 
Plan, and whether the Council has considered the possibility of allocating a range 
of smaller “non-strategic” sites to contribute to the overall development 
strategy.      
 

f. Planning Practice Guidance 
 

In March 2014, the Government issued Planning Practice Guidance16 to 
accompany the NPPF.  It would be helpful if the Council would review the Plan 
and its preparation in the light of this new guidance. 

 

2. It would be helpful if the Council could provide a Briefing Paper addressing these 
matters by referring to the existing evidence base by 18 July 2014, to be available 
for the forthcoming Pre-Hearing Meeting scheduled for 24 July 2014.  This 
document will then be added to the Examination library.  Please note that requests 
from inspectors for further clarification and information at this stage of the 
examination are not unusual, and help him to identify the main matters and issues 
for discussion at the hearing sessions.  

 
 

Stephen J Pratt – Development Plan Inspector  11 June 2014 

15   Submission Plan: Appendix A; Table A.6 
16  http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/  Planning Practice Guidance [DCLG: March 2014] 
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