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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 This statement represents the full statement of case of Gladman Developments Ltd (Gladman) 

against the refusal, by Cheshire East Council (CEC), of an outline planning application (application 

reference 14/5579C) for: 

 

“Residential development comprising of up to 119 dwellings (including a 

minimum of 30% affordable housing), structural planting and landscaping, 

informal open space, surface water attenuation, a vehicular access point from 

Main Road and associated ancillary works”. 

 

1.1.2 The application was registered by CEC on 2nd December 2014 and had a target determination date 

of 3rd March 2015.  An extension of time, to 16th April 2015, was agreed between Gladman and CEC 

on 1st April 2015 but the application remained undetermined on this date and until 1st July 2015. 

 

1.1.3 On 23rd June 2015, the case officer’s committee report1 was published on the Council’s website, 

which set out a recommendation for refusal based on two grounds. The application was heard by 

CEC’s Strategic Planning Board (SPB) on 1st July 2015. At the meeting of the SPB, the application 

was refused for the same two reasons as recommended in the committee report. These reasons 

are set out in the Decision Notice2. 

1.2 Appendices 

For the purpose of completeness, a draft list of Core Documents is provided in Appendix 1.  

Included within this are the documents that the Appellant intends to rely upon during the course 

of the appeal. It is intended this list will be discussed and agreed with the Council, with a complete 

set provided for the Inspector when evidence is exchanged. 

 

1.2.1 Appendix 2 provides draft Heads of Terms for a Section 106 agreement. The Appellant will 

engage in the necessary dialogue with CEC in the run up to the Inquiry, following the guidance 

and deadlines set out in Annexe N of the PINS Procedural Guide.  

 

1.2.2 Appendix 3 sets out the justification for requesting the Inquiry procedure. 

 

1.2.3 Appendix 4 responds to matters raised by third parties at the application stage. 

 

                                                                    
1 CD5.1 
2 CD5.3 
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1.3 Statement Structure 

1.3.1 Section 1 sets out the background to the appeal proposals and lists the appendices to this 

statement. 

1.3.2 Section 2 examines the planning policy context for the proposal in terms of national planning 

policy, the adopted local plan and the emerging local plan. 

1.3.3 Section 3 sets out Gladman’s response to the reasons for refusal and other issues raised. 

1.3.4 Section 4 concerns section 106 obligations. 

1.3.5 Section 5 evaluates the planning balance and concludes this statement of case. 

1.3.6 The appendices follow Section 5. 
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2 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

2.1 National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1.1 The Appellant will demonstrate that, having regard to the proper application of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), the proposals are sustainable in economic, 

environmental and social terms. 

Paragraph 7 – Three dimensions of sustainable development 

Economic 

2.1.2 Evidence will be adduced to demonstrate the beneficial economic impacts of the appeal proposal 

(as identified within the Socio-Economic Sustainability Statement that accompanied the planning 

application3). The delivery of new market and affordable homes in the Cheshire East borough, and 

Goostrey at a local level, is a key factor that will enable the borough to promote and sustain a 

strong, responsive and competitive economy. 

Social 

2.1.3 It will be demonstrated that the appeal proposals will deliver new homes of the right type and 

mix, at the right place and at the right time to meet market and affordable housing need and in 

turn will support the borough’s growth aspirations. Without a sufficient supply of new homes, the 

borough cannot meet the needs of present or future generations. It will be demonstrated that the 

site is located in an accessible and sustainable location close to key services and facilities, and the 

wider borough, that will help support the health, social and cultural wellbeing of Goostrey and the 

borough as a whole. 

Environmental 

2.1.4 It will be demonstrated that the appeal proposals have no material adverse effects on the 

environment. The proposals would retain important habitats and features of biodiversity 

significance, compensate for minor tree loss and provide additional features of ecological value. 

2.1.5 Areas of public open space are proposed throughout the site, including informal amenity space 

and footpaths, supplemented by new tree planting across the site. 

Paragraph 14 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development 

2.1.6 It will be demonstrated that the appeal proposals benefit from the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development and that they accord with the core planning principles set out in 

paragraph 17 of the Framework. 
                                                                    
3 CD1.5  
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Section 6 – Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 

2.1.7 Paragraph 47 of the Framework places a requirement on Cheshire East Council to boost 

significantly the supply of housing through using its evidence base to ensure its local plan meets 

the full, objectively assessed needs (OAN) for market and affordable housing in its borough. CEC 

must also be able to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply against its OAN. 

  

2.1.8 Cheshire East Council cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. The Council, in light of 

the emerging Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy Inspector’s concerns that the OAN was too low, 

has undertaken further evidence base work and increased its proposed OAN to at least 36,000 

over the plan period, or 1,800 per year. The Council remains unable to demonstrate a five-year 

supply of housing land. This is confirmed in the committee report (CD5.1, p.10). 

 

2.1.9 Paragraph 49 of the Framework provides extremely clear guidance on how housing applications 

should be determined in the absence of a five-year supply: 

“…Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption 

in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing 

should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot 

demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites”. 

2.1.10 In accordance with paragraph 14 of the Framework, which sets out the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development, there are no material adverse impacts arising from the appeal proposals 

that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that the development will 

deliver. There are no specific policies of the Framework which would either preclude or restrict the 

development and, in the circumstances, the Framework directs that planning permission should 

be granted. 

Section 7 – Requiring good design 

2.1.11 Section 7 of the Framework requires that developments function well and add to the quality of 

the area, establish a strong sense of place, optimise the potential of sites to accommodate 

development, respond to local character and history, create safe and accessible environments and 

are visually attractive as a result of good architecture. 

2.1.12 The Appellant will advocate that, as this is an outline planning application, details of appearance, 

landscaping, layout and scale do not need to be provided at this stage. Notwithstanding this, the 

Appellant has provided illustrative documentation to demonstrate that the proposals can be 

delivered to a high design standard incorporating the Council’s design principles. 

2.1.13 The Appellant will demonstrate how the illustrative masterplan for the site has been influenced by 

the site’s context. Constraints and opportunities presented by the site, including protection of the 

landscape setting and the opportunity to improve connectivity and access to open space, have 

been carefully designed into the illustrative layout whilst ensuring the proposals deliver a range of 
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high quality new homes. The proposed scheme will contain a mix of housing types, with the 

majority of the site comprising semi-detached and detached units, thus reflecting the semi-rural 

surroundings and adjacent countryside.  

2.1.14 The street network will be designed to encourage walking and cycling, which will be achieved as 

far as possible through creative design solutions, including; shared surfaces where appropriate; 

implementing low speed limits; and the creation of an attractive movement network. In addition, 

sufficient on-plot and visitor on-street parking will help to control and manage the car population 

in order not to dominate the street scene.  

2.1.15 The Design and Access Statement4 seeks to create an attractive place that responds to the 

attributes of the site and the local context of Goostrey. The development will deliver significantly 

enhanced access to public open space, high quality public spaces and improved connectivity 

through the creation of a permeable network of routes that incorporate the existing public rights 

of way in situ, in accordance with paragraph 75 of the Framework. 

2.1.16 The open space offering will provide enhanced green infrastructure and outdoor amenity for the 

new and existing residents to enjoy. These public spaces together with private spaces within the 

development will contribute to the quality and character of the development and help to 

“establish a strong sense of place” and “add to the overall quality of the area”, as required by the 

Framework (paragraph 58). 

Section 8 – Promoting healthy communities 

2.1.17 Section 8 of the Framework concerns promoting healthy communities, with paragraph 73 of 

particular relevance to this proposal. 

2.1.18 As stated in paragraph 73, “access to high quality open space and opportunities for sports and 

recreation can make important contributions to the health and well-being of communities”. The 

amount of open space incorporated on the Development Framework Plan5 is considerable (2.4 

hectares) and will comprise green infrastructure, formal footpaths built to national bridleway 

standards and areas of amenity. 

Section 12 – Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

2.1.19 Section 12 of the Framework emphasises the importance of the consideration of potential impacts 

on the historic environment (in particular, designated heritage assets) in relation to sustainable 

development. 

                                                                    
4 CD1.7 
5 CD1.3 
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2.1.20 Evidence will be adduced to demonstrate that the proposed development would have a 

negligible impact on the significance and setting of heritage assets. Consequently, no material 

conflict is raised with the relevant provisions of the Framework. 

2.2 Adopted Local Plan 

2.2.1 The Congleton Borough Local Plan First Review (CBLP), adopted in January 2005, is the relevant 

development plan for the determination of the appeal. It was prepared in accordance with the 

requirements of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. A number of its policies were saved by 

the Secretary of State’s Direction in 2008. 

2.2.2 The CBLP was prepared to guide development until 2011; it is time-expired and does not include 

housing allocations to cover the period post-2011. As a result, the housing delivery policies within 

the plan are out of date. 

Weight to be accorded to the development plan 

2.2.3 The policies within the CBLP were adopted some time ago and the evidence base that provided 

the justification for these policies dates back even further, under a different national policy 

framework. The housing requirement within the CBLP stems from the Cheshire Structure Plan 

(1999), which has also passed its end date (2011).  

2.2.4 In respect of the weight to be attached to potentially ‘out-of-date’ policies, paragraph 215 of the 

Framework confirms that: 

“…due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their 

degree of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the 

policies in the Framework, the greater the weigh that may be given)”. 

2.2.5 The Appellant will attest that the housing policies in the adopted plan are not consistent with the 

Framework. Specifically, the policies fail to encourage the delivery of a wide choice of housing and 

do not plan for a level of housing need based on the objectively assessed housing need of the 

borough (as required by paragraphs 17 and 47 of the Framework), which is significantly higher 

than that contained within the Cheshire Structure Plan. 

2.2.6 As CEC cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of housing land, in accordance with paragraph 49 

of the Framework, the policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up to date. 

2.2.7 The extent to which Policies PS5, PS8 and H6 are relevant policies for the supply of housing is 

discussed in Section 3.2. 

Accordance with the development plan 

2.2.8 The Decision Notice alleges that the proposal is in conflict with CBLP policies PS8 (Open 

Countryside), PS10 (Jodrell Bank Radio Telescope Consultation Zone), H6 (Residential 
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Development in the Open Countryside and the Green Belt) and BH4 (Effect of Proposals [on listed 

buildings]). 

2.2.9 It is acknowledged that the development proposal forms a departure from the local plan, in the 

sense that the site lies outside the existing settlement boundary, in the open countryside, in a 

location where housing development would be contrary to CBLP policies PS8 and H6. Limited 

weight, however, can be given to this conflict (as the weight to be given to these policies is 

diminished for the reason set out above).  Moreover, there are material considerations that 

outweigh any conflict in this respect. 

2.2.10 The application is not contrary to policy PS10 because it has not been evidenced that the 

proposed development will unacceptably impair the efficiency of the Jodrell Bank radio telescope. 

Policy PS10 places the onus on the council to consult with Jodrell Bank Observatory and, where 

JBO posits an objection, to demonstrate that the proposed development will have an 

unacceptable impact on the operation of the telescope. However, CEC has no evidence before it 

to support a reason for refusal on the basis that the application cause conflict with policy PS10. 

2.2.11 The council attests that the proposal would have a less than substantial impact upon the setting 

of a listed building (Swanwick Hall). The Appellant will adduce evidence to demonstrate that the 

proposed development would cause limited harm to the setting of Swanwick Hall and that any 

harm caused would be slight and to the wider setting of the listed building. 

2.2.12 The accordance of the proposals with the development plan is further explored in Section 3, 

which addresses the reasons for refusal. 

Summary 

2.2.13 As the relevant policies for the supply of housing cannot be considered up to date, the saved 

policies of the CBLP can only be afforded very limited weight. The appeal proposals should be 

considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development which is the 

golden thread that runs through the Framework in terms of both plan-making and decision-

taking. Due to the fact the CBLP is time-expired and that relevant policies are not consistent with 

the Framework and therefore rendered out of date, only very limited weight can be attributed to 

the CBLP (and any conflict with this) in the decision-making process. 

2.3 Emerging Plan 

Status 

2.3.1 The emerging Cheshire East Local Plan (CELP) will set out the spatial strategy and key planning 

policies for development in the authority to 2030. The Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (CELPS) 

was submitted to the Secretary of State for formal examination on the 20th May 2014. The 

examination hearing sessions commenced in September 2014. On 3rd October 2014, the Inspector 
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formally adjourned the hearing sessions due to the large volume of information he had received 

on the outstanding matters. 

2.3.2 The Inspector’s Interim Views were published on 6th November 2014 and due to fundamental 

concerns with the plan’s evidence base in relation to the approach to Green Belt release and the 

OAN figure (which he considered may be too low), the examination was suspended for six months 

to allow the council to carry out additional work. 

2.3.3 On 13th May 2015, the council published the initial findings of the additional evidence base work. 

The updated OAN evidence points towards a figure of at least 36,000 dwellings over the plan 

period of 2010-2030, which is equivalent to 1,800 dpa (although the evidence suggests an OAN of 

1,894 dpa).  It is not yet known how the council intends to take this evidence forward into the 

emerging plan. However, it does represent a considerable increase from the initially proposed 

policy requirement of 1,350 dpa, indicating that further land will need to be identified through the 

plan process to accommodate additional growth. 

Weight to be accorded to the emerging local plan 

2.3.4 The advice contained in paragraph 216 of the Framework deals with the matter of weight to be 

afforded to emerging plans according to: the stage of the preparation of the plan (the more 

advanced, the greater the weight that may be given), the extent to which there are unresolved 

objections, and the degree of consistency with policies in the Framework. 

2.3.5 Due to the substantial concerns of the Inspector and the fundamental flaws in the council’s 

evidence base, it is the Appellant’s positon that the emerging CELPS can only be afforded little 

weight in the determination of this appeal.   

Summary 

2.3.6 The CELPS was submitted for examination in May 2014 but this was suspended to enable the 

council to conduct further work on its evidence base. In light of the examining Inspector’s serious 

concerns about the emerging plan and its evidence base, the CELPS can be afforded very little 

weight at this time and in the determination of this appeal. 

2.4 Other material considerations 

2.4.1 The proposal offers a wide range of benefits, including: 

 Delivery of market housing to meet an identified need, where there has been historical 

persistent under-delivery in a sustainable location; 

 Delivery of up to 30% affordable housing, the provision of which can be tailored to best 

meet local needs; 

 Delivery of on-site open space for the benefit of both new residents and the existing 

wider community; 
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 Potential to provide a financial contribution towards improving the existing equipped 

play space at Booth Bed Lane if required; 

 Economic benefits associated with the development including during the construction 

period and increased spending in the locality as a result of new residents; 

 New, attractive bridleways provided through the site, connecting the Shear Brook and 

Booth Bed Lane equipped play space with the centre of the village; 

 A substantial financial receipt to Cheshire East Council as a result of the New Homes 

Bonus and future Council Tax revenue; 

 Potential to provide a financial contribution towards improvements to the Scout hut in 

the village; 

 Improved flood storage within the site reducing the risk of flooding in the surrounding 

area. 
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3 GROUNDS OF APPEAL 

3.1 Reasons for Refusal 

3.1.1 The planning application was refused by the Strategic Planning Board on 1st July 2015 and the 

Decision Notice6 cites two reasons for refusal (RfR). 

3.1.2 The first reason for refusal concerns the principle of residential development in the open 

countryside and the proposed development’s impairment to the efficiency of the Jodrell Bank 

radio telescope. 

3.1.3 The second reason for refusal concerns the impact of the proposed development on the setting of 

the Grade II-listed Swanwick Hall. 

3.1.4 Each of the above reasons is discussed below. For clarity, within this statement, the first reason has 

been divided such that the two separate policy aspects of it – firstly, development in the open 

countryside (1a) and, secondly, the impact of the proposed development on the efficiency of the 

operation of the Jodrell Bank telescope (1b), can be addressed as the distinct issues that they are. 

3.2 Reason 1a: Development in the open countryside 

Reason for refusal 

3.2.1 RfR 1 states that: 

“The proposed residential development is located within the Open Countryside and the 

Jodrell Bank Consultation Zone, and will result in impairment to the efficiency of the 

Jodrell Bank Radio Telescope. The proposal is therefore contrary to policies PS8, PS10 

and H6 of the Congleton Borough Local Plan First Review 2005 and national guidance 

in the NPPF. These factors significantly and demonstrably outweigh the economic and 

social benefits of the proposed development in terms of contribution to boosting 

housing land supply, including the contribution of affordable housing.” 

Relevant policies for the supply of housing 

3.2.2 In the context of this appeal, CBLP policy PS8 permits development in the open countryside for 

certain uses, while policy H6 relates to residential development in the open countryside. The 

Appellant acknowledges that the site does not fall within any of the exceptions listed under policy 

H6. However, this appeal is not predicated on a rural exception argument but upon meeting an 

unmet housing need in a sustainable location adjacent to the existing urban area. 

                                                                    
6 CD5.3 
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Unquestionably, the SZLs identified by policy PS5 only provided sufficient land to meet the 

borough's needs to 2011 so it is necessary to look beyond these boundaries to meet current and 

future housing needs. 

3.2.3 The Appellant will refer to a legal challenge to an appeal decision regarding land off Sandbach 

Road North, Alsager, which concerned the application of policies PS8 and H6. The Consent Order  

at paragraph 5, expressly recognised that policies including PS8 and H6 (as well as PS4, which is 

the equivalent policy to PS5 but for towns) are "relevant policies for the supply of housing" and 

that the Inspector erred in law in concluding that they were not relevant policies for the supply of 

housing. 

3.2.4 The aforementioned Consent Order confirms that policies PS8 and H6 are relevant to the supply of 

housing. In view of the fact that Cheshire East Council concedes that it cannot demonstrate a five-

year supply of housing land, paragraph 49 of the Framework applies, which states that relevant 

policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning 

authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites.  

3.2.5 Whilst the proposals will result in a loss of open countryside, the Framework does not endorse a 

blanket protection of the countryside. This has to be weighed appropriately into the planning 

balance. 

3.2.6 The council has already accepted the need to breach (the current, out-of-date) settlement 

boundaries to accommodate housing needs and has granted or resolved to approve numerous 

schemes located outside of SZLs.  A number of schemes located outside settlement boundaries 

have also been allowed by Inspectors and the Secretary of State on appeal in Cheshire East. 

3.2.7 For example, the Inspector for the Loachbrook Farm, Congleton appeal stated: 

‘Whilst it is concluded that the site is within the open countryside and would locally 

intrude into the character and appearance of this area, this is outweighed by the need to 

secure a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land that would also contribute to 

providing affordable and low cost housing.’7 

Presumption in favour of sustainable development 

3.2.8 As these relevant policies are out of date and cannot be given any significant weight in the 

determination of the appeal proposal, the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as 

set out in the Framework (paragraph 14) comes into force, whereby permission should be granted 

unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

                                                                    
7 APP/R0660/A/11/2158727 Loachbrook Farm, Sandbach Road, Congleton. Appeal allowed 16th August 2012. §64 



Land off Main Road, Goostrey  Gladman Statement of Case 

 14 

benefits of the proposed development. The Appellant will argue that the benefits of the proposal 

significantly outweigh any adverse impacts. 

3.2.9 As the council cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, it will be the Appellant's case 

that there is an over-riding need for the appeal proposals to be located outside of the existing (out 

of date) settlement boundary of Goostrey. Even in the event that a five-year supply could be 

demonstrated, the appeal proposal comprises sustainable development that should be brought 

forward, having regard to the objectives of the Framework, in particular the paragraph 47 

objective to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing. 

3.2.10 It is the Appellant's case that both the settlement of Goostrey and the appeal site itself are 

sustainable locations for residential development.  

3.2.11 It is the Appellant's case that the appeal proposals will deliver all the social benefits listed above 

and will therefore accord with the social role in delivering sustainable development. 

3.2.12 Reference will be made to recent appeal decisions which confirm that whilst all three aspects of 

sustainability should be considered, each aspect should not be considered in isolation. Each 

aspect of sustainability should be considered within a balance and one negative does not 

necessarily outweigh a number of positive aspects.  

Summary 

3.2.13 As the relevant policies for the supply of housing cannot be considered up to date, the saved 

policies of the CBLP can only be afforded very limited weight. The appeal proposals should be 

considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Due to the 

fact the CBLP is time-expired and that relevant policies are not consistent with the Framework and 

therefore out of date, only very limited weight can be attributed to the CBLP (and any conflict with 

this) in the decision-making process. 

 

3.2.14 In view of the above, the loss of open countryside is not an adverse impact of the scheme which 

would warrant a refusal of planning permission. 

3.3 Reason 1b: Impact on the efficiency of the operation of the Jodrell 

Bank telescope 

Evidencing the impact on the operation of the JBO 

3.3.1 Policy PS10 of the local plan states that: 

"Within the Jodrell Bank Radio Telescope Consultation Zone, as defined on the 

proposals map and inset maps, development will not be permitted which can be 

shown to impair the efficiency of the Jodrell Bank Radio Telescope." 
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3.3.2 Jodrell Bank Observatory (JBO) has objected to the proposed development, commenting that its 

analysis confirms that that the proposed development is likely to generate interference which 

exceeds the internationally agreed threshold for what constitutes 'detrimental interference' to 

radio astronomy observations. This threshold is defined by the International Telecommunications 

Union in ITU-R 769 and is used in national and international spectrum policy negotiations. 

3.3.3 The committee report8 states that, according to further analysis by JBO, the proposed 

development could increase the total potential interference (within an area 10 degrees wide 40km 

out from the observatory) by at least 10%. JBO concludes that this is a "significant contribution 

even as a single development", asserting that the proposed development poses a significant risk 

to the efficient operation of its telescopes. 

3.3.4 The Appellant attests that, whilst the officer’s report (CD5.1, p.23) states that "The best evidence 

before us [the council] indicates that there will be a harmful impact arising from the proposed 

development", the wording of policy PS10 is such that "…can be shown…" burdens the council 

with a requirement to produce evidence to demonstrate an unacceptable impact on the Jodrell 

Bank Observatory (JBO). This was established at the Twemlow Green appeal9, where it was agreed 

that the relevant policy test is whether development will have an "unacceptable" impact on the 

operation of the JBO. The council has not had sight of this evidence and is therefore not in a 

position to prove that the proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

operations of the JBO and cannot substantiate this reason for refusal. 

3.3.5 The Appellant contends that it is not sufficient for the local planning authority (LPA) to 

demonstrate any impact to the JBO; the impact must be "unacceptable". Accordingly, there is only 

a conflict with policy PS10 if clear evidence is available to demonstrate that there is an 

unacceptable impact on the efficiency of the JBO. However, the LPA has made its decision to 

refuse planning permission in the absence of any evidence to demonstrate that the impact on the 

JBO would be "unacceptable". 

3.3.6 Despite numerous requests for JBO to share the results of its modelling exercise, it has not 

provided the Appellant (or CEC) with evidence to substantiate its claims.  As such, JBO has not 

proved that unacceptable 'detrimental interference' would occur, and have made it impossible for 

the Appellant (or CEC) to properly quantify the impact of the proposed development and the 

practical implications of the proposals on the efficient operation of the telescope. Without this 

technical evidence, neither the Appellant nor CEC are able to determine whether the 

development would impair the efficiency of the telescope to an unacceptable level and would 

therefore result in the proposals being contrary to CBLP policy PS10. 

                                                                    
8 CD5.1 
9 APP/R0660/A/14/2226913, Land off New Platt Lane, Allostock. Allowed 9 January 2015. 
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3.3.7 The Appellant is aware that Jodrell Bank has been chosen to host the permanent headquarters for 

the new SKA telescope, which will require expansion of the existing on-site headquarters to 

accommodate an additional 200 employees. On the basis of JBO's representations, it is difficult to 

comprehend how additional development and significantly increased activity on the site itself can 

acceptably be accommodated without impairing the operation and efficiency of observations 

conducted at JBO. 

3.3.8 The Appellant contends that this matter can be appropriately dealt with by a condition requiring 

the approval of details to provide insulation against radio emissions, prior to the commencement 

of development. This was the approach that the respective Inspectors for both the Twemlow Lane 

appeal and the recently-determined Forge Lane, Congleton appeal10, considered appropriate. 

3.4 Reason 2: Less than substantial harm to the setting of Grade II-listed 

Swanwick Hall 

Reason for refusal 

3.4.1 RfR 2 states: 

“The proposal will result in harm to the setting of the Grade II listed building, Swanwick 

Hall. The harm is considered to amount to "less than substantial harm" as defined in the 

National Planning Policy Framework. The public benefits of the proposal, when taken 

as a whole, are not considered to be sufficient to outweigh this harm to the heritage 

asset. The proposed development is therefore contrary to policy BH4 of the Congleton 

Borough Local Plan First Review 2005 and national guidance in the NPPF.” 

 

Establishing the level of harm to Swanwick Hall 

3.4.2 The officer’s report states that “the proposed development would wholly alter the balance of the 

agricultural surroundings” and “would seriously reduce the agricultural character of the Hall’s 

setting”, leading to “urbanisation of the Hall’s setting”.  The proposal is therefore deemed contrary 

to of policy BH4 of the CBLP, which requires it would not adversely affect the setting of the listed 

building and states that proposals which affect the setting of a listed building will generally 

require the submission of a detailed planning application.  

3.4.3 The Appellant will adduce evidence (including the Heritage Statement11 submitted with the 

planning application) to demonstrate that the proposed development would cause limited harm 

to the setting of Swanwick Hall. Although the application site is proximal to Swanwick Hall, it lies 

                                                                    
10 APP/R0660/A/14/2226494 
11 CD.12 
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within its wider setting (rather than immediate), which is not original to the building and has seen 

substantial alteration to the south through post-war housing development. 

3.4.4 The reasoned justification for policy BH4 asserts that the setting of a listed building is often as 

important as the building itself and that where the setting of a listed building would be affected, 

detailed consideration will be required. However, the comments of the council’s conservation 

officer were not made available to the Appellant in time to allow a consideration of the issues 

raised. The Appellant has therefore had insufficient opportunity to address the concerns set out 

by the conservation officer. 

 

3.4.5 The Appellant, on the other hand, has provided a detailed Heritage Statement that evaluates the 

impact of the proposed development on the listed building and concludes that the proposals 

would have a negligible impact on the surrounding historic environment, including the wider 

setting of the Swanwick Hall. It will be demonstrated how Swanwick Hall has experienced 

significant periods of change to its wider setting over time and, moreover, that the property 

shares limited inter-visibility with the site. 

 

3.4.6 The council affirms that paragraph 132 of the Framework requires that any harm or loss to 

heritage assets is clearly and convincingly justified. Meanwhile, paragraph 134 of the Framework 

states that where less than substantial harm is proposed to a designated heritage asset, it should 

be weighed against the public benefits of the proposals. The Appellant maintains that the benefits 

of the proposals, as set out herein and within the planning statement that accompanied the 

application, far outweigh any harms. 

 

3.4.7 The Appellant asserts that mitigation measures could be secured by planning condition. 

3.5 Other Material Considerations 

Best and most versatile agricultural land 

3.5.1 The officer’s report states that a further ‘harm’ of the scheme the loss of best and most versatile 

agricultural land. However, while the council considers that this matter weighs against the 

proposal, it does not amount to a reason for refusal. 

3.5.2 The loss of best and most versatile agricultural land weighs against the scheme but is an 

unavoidable necessity in Cheshire East in order to facilitate an improvement in the housing land 

supply to meet its revised, increased OAN. The weight afforded to this harm should therefore be 

limited. 

Affordable housing 

3.5.3 Affordable housing provision is a significant benefit of the appeal proposals. The appeal proposals 

will deliver a policy compliant level of affordable housing (30%), something that other schemes in 
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the borough, including some of the council's proposed strategic allocations; have not been able to 

deliver due to issues such as viability. 

 

3.5.4 There is a significant shortfall in affordable housing in the borough. In the council's most recent 

SHMA, an annual need figure of 1,401 affordable homes has been identified.  The council's 

recently published Housing Development Study12 identifies an annual affordable requirement of 

355 dpa.  Concern has been expressed about the dramatic reduction in affordable need between 

the council's SHMA and the figure contained within the Housing Development Study, which, if 

correct, justifies an affordable housing requirement of 20%.  The output of affordable homes in 

recent years has been nearer to 200 affordable homes per annum. 

3.5.5 Due to a lack of any external funding, planning gain is now the only meaningful mechanism 

through which affordable housing can be delivered.  

 

3.5.6 The development will therefore make an important contribution toward meeting an urgent need 

which CEC has been unable to meet in full in recent years. 

3.6 Third Party Representations 

3.6.1 Appendix 4 provides responses to representations received from interested parties by the local 

planning authority at the application stage. 

  

                                                                    
12 Cheshire East Housing Development Study (2015, p.61) 
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4 SECTION 106 OBLIGATIONS AND CONDITIONS 

4.1 Section 106 Obligations 

4.1.1 The Appellant will provide any necessary planning obligations where clear evidence demonstrates 

that any such obligations meet the relevant tests set out in Regulation 122 of the Community 

Infrastructure Regulations. 

4.1.2 A draft Section 106 obligations document is being prepared and will be subject to further 

discussion and agreement, wherever possible, with the local planning authority. This will be 

provided to the Inspector as soon as possible or within 10 days of the commencement of the 

appeal, in accordance with PINS guidance. 

4.2 Planning Conditions 

4.2.1 A draft list of Planning Conditions is appended to the Statement of Common Ground. 

  



Land off Main Road, Goostrey  Gladman Statement of Case 

 20 

5 CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Summary 

5.1.1 The site lies on the edge of Goostrey, in an area where the policies of the development plan would 

normally preclude development. However, the relevant policies of the development plan, which 

define the settlement boundaries, and control development within the countryside, are by 

analogy to paragraph 49 of the Framework out‐of‐date as they constrain the housing supply at a 

time when the council cannot demonstrate an adequate supply of housing sites. In these 

circumstances, the proposals should be considered in the context of paragraph 14 of the 

Framework thus the presumption in favour of sustainable development is engaged. 

5.1.2 S38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that determination must be 

made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. 

5.1.3 Paragraphs 13 and 212 of the Framework are explicit in that the policies within the Framework are 

material considerations. Given the fact that the Framework represents the most up to date 

national planning policy, it is a material consideration to which significant weight should be given. 

5.1.4 The Appellant carried out a planning balance exercise in Section 6 of the Planning Statement 

submitted with the application.13 

5.1.5 Given that there is an acknowledged lack of a five-year supply of housing land, the relevant 

policies for the supply of housing are out of date and therefore the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development applies. It is considered that the development plan policies against 

which a conflict is alleged by the council include policies PS8 and H6, which are relevant policies 

for the supply of housing, and as such are out of date. 

5.1.6 As per paragraph 14 of the Framework, unless any adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the economic, environmental and social benefits of the proposal, permission should be 

granted. 

5.1.7 The Appellant submits that there are considerable significant and demonstrable benefits of the 

scheme, including: 

 Delivery of market housing to meet an identified need and where there has been 

historical persistent under-delivery in a sustainable location; 

 Delivery of up to 30% on-site affordable housing, the provision of which can be tailored 

to best meet local needs. Provision can be made for up to 30% on site; 

                                                                    
13 CD1.4 
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 Delivery of on-site open space for the benefit of both new residents and the existing 

wider community; 

 Potential to provide a financial contribution towards improving the existing equipped 

play space at Booth Bed Lane, if required; 

 Economic benefits associated with the development, including during the construction 

period and increased spending in the locality as a result of new residents; 

 New, attractive bridleways through the site, connecting the Shear Brook and Booth Bed 

Lane equipped play space with the centre of the village; 

 A substantial financial receipt to Cheshire East Council as a result of the New Homes 

Bonus and future Council Tax revenue; 

 Potential to provide a financial contribution towards improvements to the Scout Hut in 

the village. 

 Improved flood storage within the site reducing the risk of flooding in the surrounding 

area. 

 

5.1.8 Overall, the proposals provide much-needed housing on a suitable site in a sustainable location. 

The presumption in national policy should apply. Consequently, there is no properly justified 

reason to withhold planning permission and listed building consent for the appeal proposals. 

 

5.1.9 In accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, it is 

respectfully requested that planning permission should be granted, now, based on the significant 

weight of material considerations and benefits that demonstrably and favourably outweigh any 

departure from the local plan. 
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Draft Core Documents List 
 
The Appellant will refer to the following documents: 
 

 

 Congleton Borough Local Plan First Review – Inspector’s Report (2003) 

 Congleton Borough Local Plan First Review – Written Statement (2005) 

 Congleton Borough Local Plan First Review – Proposals Map (2005) 

 Secretary of State Saving Direction and Schedule of Saved Policies (2008) 

 Congleton Borough Local Development Framework: Interim Policy Note – Public Open 

Space Provision for New Development (2008) 

 Cheshire East Council Interim Planning Statement: Affordable Housing (2011) 

 Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy – Submission Version (2014) 

 Cheshire East Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2012) 

 Cheshire East Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Update (2013) 

 Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy – Sites Justification Paper (2014) 

 Cheshire East Council Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement (Sept. 2014) 

 Cheshire East Council response to further information requested by Inspector – Annex 1: 

Objectively Assessed Needs (July 2014) 

 Cheshire East Council Local Plan Strategy – Examination in Public, Inspector’s Interim Views 

(Nov. 2014) 

 Relevant SPGs, SPDs and other documents produced by the council 

 The National Planning Policy Framework 

 The Setting of Heritage Assets (English Heritage, 2011) 

 Relevant extracts from the Planning Practice Guidance  

 Relevant appeal decisions and court judgments 

 Other relevant recent committee reports and permissions granted by Cheshire East 

Council 

 

The Appellant reserves the right to refer to other documents as necessary, including any LDF 
documents or monitoring reports that the council might produce before the Inquiry. 
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Land off Main Road, Goostrey, Cheshire 

Heads of Terms for Section 106 Agreement  

 

 

Proposed Development:  Outline planning application, with reserved matters for subsequent 

approval, for up to 119 homes with associated landscaping, public open space, and highway works. 

 

Application Date:            November 2014 

 

Local Planning Authority:           Cheshire East Council 

Municipal Buildings 

Earle Street 

Crewe 

Cheshire 

CW1 2BJ 

 

Obligations: 

1. (If this is not conditioned) Affordable Housing:  

30% of the homes provided will be affordable. The proportion of affordable rented and/or 

shared equity to be 65%/35% respectively. 

 
3. Education: 

Subject to meeting the appropriate test of necessity and reasonableness, the agreement will 

provide for the provision of an appropriate commuted sum for primary education provision, 

(the amount and phasing of which to be agreed later with the council). 

 
4. Open Space: 

The Agreement will require the Developer to provide on-site appropriate informal open 

space. Appropriate phasing requirements will be specified together with the requirement to 

agree with the Council an appropriate scheme for the long term maintenance and 

management of these areas including off site commuted sums as applicable. 

 



5. Highway Contribution: 
Subject to meeting the appropriate tests of necessity and reasonableness the Agreement 

will require the Developer to pay necessary contributions (the amount and phasing of which 

to be agreed with the Council).  

 
6. Community Facilities: 

Subject to meeting the appropriate tests of necessity and reasonableness the Agreement 

will require the Developer to pay necessary contributions towards the costs of Community 

Facilities related to the impact of the development. 

 
7. PROW: 

Subject to meeting the appropriate tests of necessity and reasonableness the Agreement 

will require the Developer to pay necessary contributions towards the costs of existing on 

site footpath upgrade and possible off site footpath improvement schemes. 
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1 JUSTIFICATION FOR THE INQUIRY PROCEDURE 

1.1 Context 

1.1.1 The appeal relates to the refusal of outline permission for a residential development of up to 119 

dwellings (including a minimum of 30% affordable housing), structural planting and landscaping, 

informal open space, surface water attenuation, a vehicular access point from Main Road and 

associated ancillary works. 

1.1.2 The Appellant considers an Inquiry is the only suitable procedure for the consideration of this 

matter. This document sets out a justification for this, taking into account the criteria set out in 

Annexe K of the PINS ‘Procedural Guide: Planning appeals – England’, published 6 April 2015. 

1.2 Overview 

1.1.3 The development proposal was the subject of public consultation. Given the level of local interest, 

an appeal by way of Written Representations would be clearly inappropriate. The choice therefore 

is between a Hearing and an Inquiry, and with this level of interest an Inquiry would seem 

appropriate on this ground alone.  

1.1.4 At present, the Appellant assumes that several issues will need to be examined during the appeal 

process. We anticipate that the Inquiry is likely to last at least four days and require at least three 

expert witnesses (from the Appellant’s side) to address the following issues:  

 

• Planning policy and balance 

• Jodrell Bank 

• Heritage 

1.1.5 It may be that the range of issues and the scope of these can be narrowed, through the Statement 

of Common Ground process, following receipt of the council’s Statement of Case. Plainly, however, 

it is clear that there will be substantive issues that are complex in nature, which cannot be 

satisfactorily addressed by way of an informal hearing and will need to be subject to thorough 

testing and cross examination, in order to inform the Inspector’s decision. 

1.1.6 By reference to the criteria in the Annexe relating to Hearings, it is clear that this form of appeal 

would be inappropriate because: 

• There is a need for evidence to be tested by cross-examination and the Inspector’s 

understanding of the issues will benefit from such cross-examination; 

• The above involves consideration of issues which are not "straightforward" within the 

meaning of the Annexe; 
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• The case will take several days to examine given the issues raised, the need for the 

Appellant to call numerous witnesses, the need for the local planning authority to give 

evidence, and the inevitable involvement of local people wishing to appear. The Annexe 

suggests, therefore, that a Hearing would be wholly inappropriate. As matters presently 

stand, it is estimated that at least four days should be allowed for the Inquiry.  

1.1.7 Each element of the advice relating to the Inquiry procedure is relevant to the facts of this case and 

point to the need for an Inquiry: 

• The issues are “complex”, as explained above; 

• There is significant local interest; 

• The Appellant will be represented by an advocate; 

• The Inquiry will take at least four days (based on information currently available). 

1.1.8 For the above reasons, the Appellant considers an Inquiry is the only appropriate procedure in this 

case. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 This document summarises, responds to, and gives due consideration to the relevant interested 

party representations submitted to Cheshire East Council as part of the planning application 

process for land off Main Road, Goostrey (ref. 14/5579C).  

1.2 Summary of Comments and Responses 

1.2.1 Responses to the planning application are summarised, together with the Appellant’s response, in 

the table below: 

Summary of Comments Response 

Landscape 

a) Significant detrimental impact on the 
appearance of the landscape from both 
Main Road and from the existing footpath 
that runs alongside the site towards 
Swanwick Hall. Historic field patterns will 
be lost, while the “Goostrey Walks” could 
be irreversibly damaged by the proposed 
development. 

b) Users of the open countryside would be 
deprived of rural open views with Jodrell 
Bank in the background. 
 

 
 
a) The Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment submitted in support of the 
planning application concludes that in 
landscape and visual terms, the 
assessment demonstrates that the 
masterplan proposals respond well to the 
local landscape character of the site, 
recognising and responding to 
opportunities to retain views, extend local 
public open space and improve the 
existing urban edge. 

b) Open spaces and roads will provide a 
series of attractive vistas and views 
throughout the development. 
Development of the site would not 
notably influence the character of the 
landscape beyond the immediate 
surrounds of the site. 

Development in the open countryside 

a) The development is on a greenfield site 
and will urbanise Goostrey, eliminating a 
significant open space buffer between 
two existing densely built areas. 

b) The proposal is in open countryside, 
outside the village settlement boundary 
and contrary to Cheshire East policies in 
both prior and emerging local plans. 

 
 

a) The housing requirements of CEC are such 
that it will be necessary to develop 
greenfield sites on the periphery of 
sustainable urban areas, as highlighted in 
the emerging local plan. 

b) Policies PS8 and H6 are relevant policies 
for the supply of housing and, in 
accordance with paragraph 49 of the 
Framework, should not be considered up-
to-date because CEC is unable to 
demonstrate a five-year housing land 
supply. Please see the Planning Statement. 

 
Housing land supply 

a) The proposed site has never been 
included in the SHLAA and it has never 
been intended by the CELP to create a 
large, high density urban housing 
development in Goostrey. 

 
 

a) The housing requirements of CEC are such 
that it will be necessary to develop 
greenfield sites on the periphery of 
sustainable urban areas, as highlighted in 
the emerging local plan. 
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b) The housing needs of the SHMA are 
already met and exceeded for many 
years. 
 

b) CEC has persistently under-delivered 
against its housing targets.  

Agricultural land 

a) There will be a permanent loss of 
economically valuable (best and most 
versatile) agricultural land which is a key 
feature of the village and part of our 
current and future food security resource. 
There are areas of lower quality land on 
the edge of Goostrey that could be 
utilised instead. 

b) There will be a loss of revenue and 
employment from farming. 
 

 
 

a) The housing requirements of Cheshire 
East Council are such that it will be 
necessary to develop greenfield sites on 
the periphery of sustainable urban areas, 
as highlighted in the emerging local plan. 

b) The development will bring substantial 
economic benefits to Goostrey and the 
surrounding area, including employment 
opportunities. See the Planning Statement 
for more details. 

Ecology/biodiversity 

a) The development will upset the 
biodiversity of the site (a Local Wildlife 
Site) and the habitats of protected 
species. The presence of otters and water 
voles has been recorded in this area and 
there are other protected species on this 
site, including bats, badgers and owls. 

b) Gladman has not carried out a nocturnal 
emergence/return roost survey, which is 
required, in the bat activity season 
extending from May to September. 

c) Gladman’s ecologist only ‘assumes’ that 
Great Crested Newts are not present in 
the pond in the north of Shear Brook. This 
needs investigation. 
 

 
 

a) An Ecological Appraisal has been 
submitted with the planning application, 
which identified no ecological constraints 
that could not be mitigated using a range 
of ‘tried and tested’ techniques to ensure 
the protection of relevant species and 
habitats.  

b) A further survey of the tree with the 
potential to support roosting bats has 
been carried out and submitted to the 
council. It concluded that roosting bats are 
not reasonably likely to be affected by the 
proposed development. 

c) The Ecological Appraisal identified no 
evidence of Great Crested Newts within 
any of the five waterbodies subject to 
surveys. A sixth waterbody was unable to 
be surveyed but represents sub-optimal 
terrestrial habitat to the species and the 
absence of GCNs from any of the other 
waterbodies subject to survey would 
suggest that the presence of populations 
of the newts is further unlikely. 

 
Trees and hedgerows 
 
a) Proposed access road would destroy 

historic hedgerows. Suggested 
translocation of hedgerows does not 
make sense. 

b) Gladman is proposing to remove a 
number of trees protected by Tree 
Preservation Orders. 
 

 
 

a) The proposals incorporate a robust green 
infrastructure and, where possible, 
existing hedgerows have been retained. 
Please see the Design and Access 
Statement. 

b) It is the view of Gladman and FPCR that 
the loss of some trees would be 
sufficiently mitigated for by the proposed 
new tree planting as part of the site’s 
supporting landscaping scheme. Please 
refer to the Framework Plan. There is 
scope to avoid the loss of the protected 
trees as there is the potential for the 
access ‘loop’ to be constructed such that 
one only of the protected trees is lost. 
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Settlement facilities and services 

a) There is a single, poor bus service, which 
is unsuitable for commuting as it runs 
between 9.15am and 2.30pm only. 

b) There is no supermarket in Goostrey. 
c) Limited train services to Crewe and 

Manchester. 
d) No new jobs in Goostrey to provide 

income for 400+ new residents.  There is 
very little employment in Goostrey. 

e) No health centre in Goostrey. Holmes 
Chapel Health Centre is the only GP 
practice in the area, and will not be able 
to cope with the increase in population in 
the area. 

f) No secondary school in Goostrey. Schools 
in Holmes Chapel area full. 

g) The primary school in Goostrey is full. 
h) Station car park is full to over-flowing 

during the working week and this would 
get worse as most people would drive to 
the station as it is too far to walk. 

i) No banks or ATMs in Goostrey. 
j) Walking distance to the primary school is 

1.4km, well over the acceptable 1000 
metres IHT distance.  

 
 

a) Gladman proposes to increase the 
frequency of the 319 bus service.  

b) Goostrey has a convenience store within 
The Trading Post on Booth Bed Lane. 

c) As a small village, Goostrey has a very 
good train service. Trains operate hourly in 
each direction Monday-Saturday and 
every two hours on Sundays. 

d) The development would create 126 full-
time employment (FTE) opportunities over 
a four-year period and an additional 137 
FTE indirect jobs in associated industries. 

e) The NHS declined to comment on the 
application and there is insufficient 
evidence to justify any s106 contributions. 

f) Forecasts show that Holmes Chapel 
Comprehensive School has capacity to 
accommodate pupils generated from this 
development. 

g) A financial contribution towards primary 
education is to be agreed. 

h) The provision of car parking for village 
centre facilities is a matter for Cheshire 
East Council. 

i) Banks and ATMs can be found in Holmes 
Chapel, which is just 2-3 miles from 
Goostrey. 

j) The site is circa 1.2km from the site, which 
is considered by the council a reasonable 
walking distance. 

Highways 

a) There would be significant additional 
daily commuter traffic in and out of the 
village from the proposed development. 
Access roads to Goostrey are already 
dangerous, congested, narrow and in very 
poor condition; the vehicular traffic from 
this development will significantly 
increase that danger. 

b) There is an ancient right of way crossing 
the entrance and another one which runs 
diagonally north to south across the 
entire site. These are not mentioned in 
the application.  

c) The village has many equestrian years; 
the increased volume of traffic would be 
extremely hazardous to riders and their 
horses. 

d) There is already nowhere to park in the 
village. 

 
 
a) The Transport Assessment assesses the 

capacity of the local highways network 
and demonstrates that the proposals can 
be accommodated without unacceptable 
impacts. 

b) Subject to meeting the appropriate tests 
of necessity and reasonableness, a s106 
contribution will be pay towards the costs 
of existing and on-site footpath upgrades 
and possible off-site footpath 
improvement schemes. 

c) The Public Right of Way that runs adjacent 
to the site boundary and crosses the 
emergency site access has been identified 
and retained on the Development 
Framework Plan. 

d) The provision of car parking for village 
centre facilities is a matter for Cheshire 
East Council.  

Jodrell Bank 
 
a) The development would have a very 

detrimental effect on the ability of Jodrell 
Bank to function as a world-leading and 
national scientific treasure.  

 
 
a) The applicant has engaged with Jodrell 

Bank on this matter. Jodrell Bank has not 
provided evidence, as required by saved 
policy PS10 of the Congleton Borough 
Local Plan that the proposed development 
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would have an unacceptable impact upon 
its operations. 
 

Pollution 
 
a) The proposed development would 

increase air and noise pollution due to 
increased traffic and construction. 
 

 
 
a) The development will not have significant 

impacts in terms of air, land, water, light or 
noise; the technical reports that 
accompanied the planning application 
discuss these issues in detail. Planning 
conditions will ensure mitigation against 
any impacts. 
 

Heritage 
 
a) Development would adversely affect the 

setting of Swanwick Hall (Grade II listed). 
The hall and the proposed houses will be 
in visual conflict because Swanwick Hall is 
elevated above the site. 

b) Development would adversely affect 
Holly Bank Farm on Main Road.  

c) Jodrell Bank is a Grade I listed building in 
danger of having its natural setting 
destroyed, with 2.5 storey buildings in full 
view. 
 

 
 

a) The Heritage Statement submitted with 
the application concludes that there is 
limited inter-visibility between Swanwick 
Hall and the site due to existing 
vegetation. 

b) There is no evidence that the proposed 
development would have an adverse 
impact upon Holly Bank Farm. 

c) The council agrees that the proposed 
development would be unlikely to have a 
significant impact upon the setting of the 
telescope, given the distance of 
separation. 

Drainage and flood risk 
 
a) There is no indication of how the 

attenuation pond will deal with 
contamination, and the pipe to the 
attenuation pond will become blocked 
over time.  

b) Sewerage/drainage through the village is 
collapsing. There is no assessment 
provided of whether the main village 
sewage system can cope. 

c) Part of the site is in flood zone 3. Raising 
the floodplain at the entrance to the site 
would make the risk of flooding worse. 

 
 

a) The proposal incorporates a sustainable 
water drainage strategy, which will ensure 
that the proposed surface water drainage 
run-off rates will be equivalent to the 
existing greenfield run-off rate, ensuring 
that the development will not result in any 
increased flood risk elsewhere, including 
consideration of the impacts of climate 
change.  

b) United Utilities has no objection subject to 
a condition requiring the submission of 
foul and surface water drainage details. 

c) A small part of the site is shown on flood 
maps as being within flood zone 3. As 
explained with the submitted Flood Risk 
Assessment, should the road be raised and 
floodplain lost, compensatory flood 
storage will be provided. A planning 
condition relating to the provision of such 
storage will be discussed with the council. 
 

Design 
 
a) The density and scale of the proposed 

development are not in keeping with the 
existing character of the village. There is 
no assurance possible that the existing 
class of appearance and style will be 
maintained in this area. 

b) Smaller houses, and in smaller numbers, 
should be scattered throughout the 
village. 

 
 
a) The proposed development is considered 

to be of an appropriate scale and density 
for the settlement and an efficient use of 
land. The design of the houses will be 
subject to agreement at the reserved 
matters stage. 

b) Considerable thought has gone into 
developing the Framework Plan and has 
been produced taking into account wider 
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c) Not enough landscaping is proposed. 
d) Due to the application being outline, 

there would be little control over the 
design of houses that could be built if 
planning were to be granted. 

e) The entrance area of the site is barely lit at 
night and there is no direct overlooking 
from the other side of the road. Fear of 
crime will increase due to the increased 
number of houses. 

f) The village does not need a development 
that concentrates on large detached 
houses with a minimum of affordable 
housing. The requirement is for smaller 
houses, bungalows to accommodate an 
ageing population and a certain number 
of “starter homes”. 

g) Shared surfaces are out of keeping with 
the general rural character and design of 
Goostrey. 

market influences 
c) Significant new landscaping is proposed, 

including substantial tree planting. The 
Development Framework Plan shows the 
proposed areas of landscaping and further 
details of landscaping measures is 
included in the Design and Access 
Statement. 

d) Design of the houses will be subject to 
agreement at reserved matters stage. 

e) The Design and Access Statement explains 
how the scheme would be designed to 
optimise safety and security. The layout of 
streets would provide a safe and well 
overlooked network of public spaces as set 
out by best practice. Buildings will be 
located to actively face streets and public 
areas in order to promote 24-hour 
surveillance. Public areas will be designed 
so that they are safe, easily accessible and 
attractive to use. 

f) 30% of the dwellings would be affordable, 
delivered in accordance with planning 
policy. The scheme will also provide a 
range of house types and sizes. 

g) Some shared spaces will be provided in 
appropriate locations (e.g. Green Lanes) to 
create a pedestrian-friendly street and 
reduce traffic speeds. 
 

House prices 
 
a) The housing development will cause 

house prices in the area to drop. 
 

 
 
a) There is no evidence that new housing de-

values existing properties and this is not a 
material planning consideration. 
 

Goostrey Village Plan 
 
a) The residents understand that the five-

year plan is currently under review by CEC 
and therefore the parish council cannot 
update the village plan. The residents are 
therefore unable to make their own 
decisions about the village yet developers 
are allowed to make random applications 
for huge schemes at the expense of the 
rural way of life of the village.   
 

 
 

a) The Goostrey Neighbourhood Plan is at a 
very early stage in its development, with 
the Neighbourhood Area only recently 
designated. The neighbourhood forum 
must develop the neighbourhood plan 
such that its policies are consistent with 
those of the NPPF and the emerging 
Cheshire East Local Plan. The application 
site represents a sustainable site in a 
sustainable location and develop on sites 
such as this, adjacent to existing 
settlement boundaries, will be required to 
meet CEC’s housing requirements. 

 
Amenity 
 
a) There will be considerable over-looking 

and a substantial loss of privacy. 
b) The quietness and views of Mount 

Pleasant Residential Park will be 
disturbed. 

 
 

a) For those properties in proximity to the 
site boundary, visual effects will be 
minimised through careful attention at the 
detailed design stage to issues of 
proximity, privacy and overshadowing.  

b) Mount Pleasant Residential Park is unlikely 
to be affected by the proposed 
development as existing residential 
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development and Main Road screen it 
from the application site.  
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