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AT THE RESUMED EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PRELIMINARY NOTE FOR GLADMAN DEVELOPMENTS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

1. In his Interim Views document of 6
th

 November 2014 Inspector Pratt gave 

Cheshire East Borough Council three options.  Option B was suspension of 

the EiP for circa six months to address his concerns subject to the caveat that 

if proposed changes amounted to a “significantly different” or “fundamentally 

different” Plan then the best option might be to withdraw the Plan. 

 

2 Up until this stage in the proceedings the submitted Local Plan had been 

advanced in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and the submitted Plan had been the 

subject of extensive public consultation.   The public had not been passive but 

rather had taken a very active role in articulating their views of the Plan’s 

soundness.  It must be assumed that the consultation was meaningful and had 

played a role in shaping the Plan. 
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3. The Council now propose various changes to the Plan including: 

 Increasing the housing requirement to 36,000 new homes rather than 

the 27,000 envisaged in the submission LP by 2030; 

 Providing 2,185 units of C2 or C3 accommodation (where previously 

there was no specific requirement for this accommodation type; 

 Changing the housing sub-market areas from 2 to 3 (Congleton is no 

longer treated as a sub-market but is now conjoined with Crewe); 

 Increasing job growth from 20,000 to 31,000 and increasing the 

employment land requirement by a further 27 ha; 

 Introducing a new Green Gap policy (PG4(a)) following the decision 

to no longer propose a new area of Green Belt around Crewe; 

 Identifying safeguarded land in Macclesfield, Knutsford and Poynton 

in areas that were formerly proposed to remain in the Green Belt; 

 Increasing the number of houses planned for towns in the north of the 

Borough (Poynton, Knutsford and Wilmslow).  This is significant, eg 

the proposed housing requirement to 2030 for Poynton has more than 

tripled from 200 to 650.   This has led to proposed strategic sites being 

identified as safeguarded land in areas where the Green Belt had been 

proposed to remain the same in the submitted LP; 

 CEC no longer proposes to accommodate 500 houses from High Peak 

Borough; 

 The proposed phasing of the housing requirement has been removed. 
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4. Further, it is noted that the revised changes identify areas where parts of the 

Plan “will be updated following the consideration of sites later in the 

examination process.”  This is considered highly material; the Council 

themselves acknowledge that the version of the Plan which they are now 

asking the Inspector to consider is not complete. 

 

5. It is the view of Gladman Developments that the proposals, when taken as a 

whole, amount to a significantly different Plan.   We are aware that Cheshire 

East are of the view that the Plan is fundamentally the same (see Appendix 1:  

Local Plan Strategy Examination Report of Additions Evidence (July 2015) at 

para.7.4).  However, the Council’s response cannot get away from the fact that 

the increased housing numbers are so significant that they necessitate changes 

to the Green Belt above and beyond anything contemplated in the submission 

Local Plan.  We do not know if others share this view.  What we do know, 

however, is that the general public have not been consulted on the changes 

and therefore their view of the Plan’s status is unknown.   We do not see how 

the Inspector can conclude a view on this issue without assessing the public’s 

view.   It is, after all, their Plan.  Instead, the Council are proposing resumed 

hearings in the hope that the Inspector will pronounce satisfaction with the 

changes before formal public consultation takes place.   This is a travesty, 

advocating, as it does, a consultation in which the public are all but presented 

with a “done deal”, ie revisions which already have the Inspector’s approval in 

advance of consultation. 
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6. Such an approach also seeks to draw the Inspector into a collaborative and 

iterative process, seeking his interim approval to elements of the Plan, which 

the Council will rely upon in preparing further parts of the Plan.  This is not 

the statutory function which the Inspector has been appointed to perform and 

would make it impossible for him to undertake a final assessment of 

soundness with a genuinely open mind. 

 

7. It is Gladman Developments’ submission that the revised Plan is clearly so 

substantially different that the Council should be advised to withdraw it and 

formally re-submit in a finished form.   If not, the Inspector should advise the 

Council to undertake the work to finish this version of the plan and then 

formally consult the public on the revised changes, before moving to consider 

their views as part of a resumed EiP.  The problem with this last option is that 

it yet further extends the suspension period (already ten months and even 

under the Council’s preferred way forward likely to result in many more 

months of uncertainty). 

 

D E MANLEY QC 

J G BARRETT 

A EVANS 

 

5
th

 October 2015 
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