WRENBURSUMFRITH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION STATEMENT
JULY 2018
1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This consultation statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 in respect of the Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood
Plan. The legal basis of the Statement is provided by Section 15 (2) of Part 5 of the 2012
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations, which requires that a consultation statement should:

9 Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan;

9 Explain how they were consulted;

Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;

9 Describe how those issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,
addressed in the proposed Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan.

=

1.2 The civil parish of Wrenbury-cum-Frith covers the village of Wrenbury and the small
settlements of Gaunton's Bank, Pinsley Green, Porter's Hill, Smeaton Wood, Wrenbury Heath,
Wrenbury Frith and Wrenburywood. Wrenbury-cum-frith is a rural parish, located towards the
southwest corner of the unitary authority of Cheshire East Council. At the time of the 2011 census,
Wrenbury-cum-Frith was a parish of around 1,181 people, living in 476 households. This has meant
that consultation with members of the community has been a real possibility at a manageable scale,
which has helped to allow the community to become aware of the Neighbourhood Plan, and to
contribute to its development through various consultation events and questionnaires. Additionally,
the Parish Council has published information on its website http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/ which
has pages dedicated to the Neighbourhood Plan, where Neighbourhood Plan documents and
background evidence have been published and available to view.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 The Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan is a community plan and must derive its
vision, objectives and policies from the community. From the outset the Parish Council were
determined that the residents should be kept informed and given every opportunity to inform the
Steering Group of their views. Communication and consultation, in various forms, has played a
major role in formulating the Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan. The plan itself states that it
reflects the needs, concerns and aspirations of the people of the Parish of Wrenbury and takes into
account the anticipated future growth of the village which will have an impact on the community.

2.2 Throughout the process, the neighbourhood planning committee has engaged in extensive
consultations with the community, using a variety of methods in order to gain as many views as
possible.
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2.3 It was considered essential to:

. Promote a high degree of awareness of the project

. Invite residents to join the Steering Group

. Encourage everyone to contribute to the development of the Neighbourhood Plan

. Promote consultation events and provide regular updates on the status of the

Neighbourhood Plan and its development

2.4 Key to this programme was publicity to gain residents engagement. This was gained via
public meetings, drop-ins, delivering leaflets to all houses in the parish,, progress reports,
presentations, meetings, leaflets, surveys and electronic media via the parish council website and
the Facebook page.

2.5 The decision to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan was agreed at a Parish Council meeting in
February 2015. A steering group was formed which included Parish Councillors and local
volunteers, who consulted and listened to the community on a range of issues that influence the
well-being, sustainability and long-term preservation of the parish community. Every effort has been
made to ensure that the vision, aims, objectives and policies of the Wrenbury-cum-Frith
Neighbourhood Plan reflect the views of the majority of the local residents, whilst having regard to
local and national policies.

2.6 The Neighbourhood Plan has been developed through extensive consultation with the
residents of Wrenbury-cum-Frith and others with an interest in the village such as businesses and
community groups. Cheshire East Council Planning department has also been consulted throughout
the process and has provided information and advice.

3. CONSULTATION EVENTS

3.1 THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN AREA DESIGNATION

3.2 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? The Consultation on the
Neighbourhood Plan Area ran from 11% September to 6" November 2015. The proposed area was
consulted upon for a six week period, and was available to view on Cheshire East Council’s website.

33 Cheshire East sent an email to a list of statutory consultees and other interested groups and
parties to inform them of the proposed designation and where it could be viewed. Information was
also provided on the dedicated Neighbourhood Planning web pages on Cheshire East Council’s
website. Comments could be made online, by email or by post.

3.4 What issues and concerns were raised? No comments were received specifically on the
Neighbourhood Area designation.

3.5 How have the issues and concerns been considered? The proposed area was therefore
considered appropriate and desirable for the purposes of preparing a neighbourhood plan. No
changes were made to the proposed Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Area, which was officially
designated by Cheshire East Council on 1* December 2015.
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3.6 As required under The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 Part 2
Regulation 7 (2), the decision document and a map of the designated area was posted at the
following locations:

9 Cheshire East Council’s neighbourhood planning web pages
I Cheshire East Council offices at Westfields, Middlewich Road, Sandbach
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4 RESI DENTS' SURVEY

4.1 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? In April 2016 a residents’ survey was
hand delivered to all households in the Parish. This «can be viewed at
http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/

4.2 The questionnaire was prepared by the Neighbourhood Plan steering group and asked the
following questions:-

1. Does Wrenbury need more housing?

2. Does Wrenbury need to improve employment opportunities or encourage business to locate
here?

3. Are you happy with the number and types of Wrenbury’s community facilities and service
businesses?

4. Does Transport and Infrastructure need to improve?

Could Wrenbury’s Visual amenity, history and heritage be improved?

6. Is Wrenbury’s wildlife and countryside important?

g
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4.3 The questionnaire could be returned by email or by post.

4.4 What issues and concerns were raised? There were 105 questionnaire responses returned
by post, and 12 completed online, a total of 117 (21% of all households) raising a number of issues
and concerns.

4.5 The results of the survey can be seen in the table below.

Yes Undecided No
1 | Does Wrenbury need more housing? 18% 13% 69%
2 | Does Wrenbury need to improve employment
opportunities or encourage business to locate 25% 21% 54%
here?
3 | Are you happy with the number and types of
Wrenbury’s community facilities and service 76% 8% 16%
businesses?
4 | Does Transport and Infrastructure need to 78% 7% 15%
improve?
5 | Could Wrenbury’s Visual amenity, History and 48% 21% 31%
Heritage be improved
6 | Is Wrenbury’s wildlife and countryside 100% 0% 0%
important?
4.6 Additional comments were made on 28 surveys, but many related to non-planning matters

and were passed to the Parish Council. Planning related comments were in relation to the following:
Business Park by the train station; character of houses and their location; brownfield sites; individual
plots; protection of wildlife; riverside walks; agriculture; canals, protect Tumuli; and improve
footpaths.

4.7 How have the issues and concerns been considered? The results highlighted the issues
which were important for local people to see included in the Neighbourhood Plan, and formed the
basis of the Neighbourhood Plan vision, objectives and policies, and helped to determine what
evidence needed to be gathered to inform the policies. The vision and objectives were drafted as a
result of the concerns raised and the importance the community felt towards certain issues.

5. PUBLI C MEETI NG AT ST. MARGARET’ S

5.1 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? A public meeting was held on 2M

November 2016, from 8pm-9.30pm, in order to explain further the purposes and scope of the
Neighbourhood Plan, and give further information on specific topics. Maps and photographs of the
Parish were on display. Additionally, Tom Evans, the Neighbourhood Plan Manager for Cheshire East
Council kindly attended and did a presentation on the purpose of a Neighbourhood Plan. The

4|Page

HALL



Neighbourhood Plan steering group and Mr Evans answered questions from the community.
Approximately 80 residents attended this meeting, which had been advertised via posters around
the village, by leaflets delivered to all houses, on the Parish Website and Facebook.

5.2 What issues and concerns were raised? After the presentations residents asked many
guestions and some strong opinions were expressed, some of which were outside the scope of a
Neighbourhood Plan. These are summarised as follows:-

i Strong opposition to any large scale housing developments

Affordable housing for local residents was supported

Development should be within the settlement boundary

Protection needs to be given to the conservation areas and the breath taking views which
support tourism

More facilities for teenagers are required

More footpaths and cycle paths are necessary

New industry must be light and not heavy

Better train and bus services

=A =4 =4

= =4 =4 4 =4

Road safety needs to be improved, reduce vehicle speeds and reduce HGVs.

5.3 How have the issues and concerns been considered? The comments received were used to
further draft the vision and objectives. They also helped determine what policy topics should be
considered, what further reports may be necessary, such as a housing advice note, and a Landscape
and Settlement Character Assessment, which were subsequently commissioned, and raised the need
for a business survey to be undertaken. These reports can be viewed at
http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/

6. BUSINESS AND SERVICES SURVEY

6.1 It was decided that more evidence was needed re the employment and business needs of
the Parish, and so in January and February 2017 a survey for businesses and services was
undertaken.

6.2 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? A survey was sent to 33 businesses and
services in the area, which included the industrial estates, farms, shops and the school.

6.3 The survey asked for the name and type of business; whether they were looking to expand;
what would make expansion easier; what makes Wrenbury an attractive place for the business or
service; whether there were traffic concerns; would more public transport help; does the business or
service rely on local staff; can staff be found easily; are more staff needed; how many staff are there
and do they live in the Parish; would safer roads for cyclist be beneficial; was more parking needed,;
are more footpaths needed; are there any local services that would be of benefit; how much does
the business or service rely on passing trade; what is the most important aspect of the village to the
business or service; and are there concerns for the business or service as the population significantly
grows with the new housing being built.

6.4 The survey and results can be viewed at http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/
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6.5 What issues and concerns were raised? 7 responses were received, from the Wingate
Centre, the shop and post office, the recreation club, the pre-school and out of school club,
Wrenbury Hall, the Primary School and a poultry farmer.

6.6 Six out of the seven respondents were looking to expand their business or service. Their
main concerns were broadband speed, the roads and transport. The respondents mentioned the
value of the open countryside, the rural village and the beautiful surroundings, and the existing local
services for staff. Not all respondents could find staff easily, and most relied on local staff. Six out
of the seven respondents felt that the new housing would be beneficial. Other comments were
made on the dangerous driving conditions and numbers of HGVs.

6.7 How have the issues and concerns been considered? The results of the business
guestionnaire provided evidence for the employment policy in the Neighbourhood Plan, which seeks
to ensure that support is given for new businesses and the expansion of existing businesses,
supports home working and prevent the loss of existing employment sites. Additionally, the results
leant support to other policies such as protecting community facilities and improving footpaths and
sustainable transport.

7. FUN IN A FIELD CHARITY EVENT

7.1 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? Wrenbury holds a Fun In A Field
Charity Event, which is a live music event running from 2-10pm, on 17" June 2017 the
Neighbourhood Plan team attended. The group had on display a large scale map of the Parish,
surveyed visitors and explained the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan. Both visitors staying at the
caravan site, and local residents were asked for their top three likes and dislikes.

7.2 Approximately 500 people attended the event, and there were responses from 66 people.
(20 visitors and 46 residents).

7.3 What issues and concerns were raised? The views from the visitors highlighted that the
main things that they liked about Wrenbury-cum-frith were the canal, the countryside, rural
character, the community feel, the pubs, the peace and tranquillity and the history. Dislikes
included the new housing development, HGVs, the poor conditions of the roads, and the impact of
new development on roads and services.

7.4 The views from local residents highlighted that the main points about the Parish that they
valued were the friendly community, rural setting, pubs, school, amenities, the doctors, its quietness
and the shop. The main dislikes were the new housing development, road access, HGVs, hold ups at
the lift bridge and litter.

7.5 How have the issues and concerns been considered? Again, comments were used to
highlight what draft policies should be developed, along with the vision and objectives.
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8. DRORN SESSIONS AT THE POST OFFICE/WRENBURY SHOP

8.1 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? On 15™ July 2017, and again on 6th
October 2017 the Neighbourhood Plan steering group held drop in sessions at the Village shop/post
office. The first drop in was held from 7.15am-1pm, and the second drop in from 3-5pm. A display
board was used to explain the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan, the features of the Parish and
progress to date, along with the Vision, Objectives, and the results of residents’ views. Leaflets were
also available to explain the progress to date, and the steering group were on hand to explain any
issues further, and note any comments and feedback from residents. There was a comment box
available at the shop, or comments could be emailed to the clerk. The display boards can be viewed
at http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/ additionally, the progress report was sent to all the families at
the local school (approximately 90 households).

8.2 What issues and concerns were raised? In total 80 residents were engaged at the drop in
events. The main comments received highlighted that approximately 50% of residents had heard of
the Neighbourhood Plan, that small scale developments would be acceptable, that houses should be
affordable, new developments were too big and badly designed, and again issues were raised
regarding parking and HGVs. Overall comments were in agreement with the draft Vision and
Objectives.

8.3 How have the issues and concerns been considered? The visions and objectives were
supported, and so were taken forward for inclusion in the draft plan. The comments highlighted the
need for policies on housing, design and transport.

9 PRESENTATIONS AT INTEREST GROUPS

9.1 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? In order to reach as many members of
the community as possible, during July and August 2017 members of the steering group presented
information, the progress update leaflet and the display board at two local interest groups. On 20"
July a presentation was made to the Computer Club, which saw a further 11 members of the
community engaged, and on 7™ August a presentation at the PALS Club (friends of St. Margaret’s
Church) to 20 people was undertaken.

9.2 What issues and concerns were raised? The comments showed that most people had
heard of the Neighbourhood Plan, and were in agreement with the draft Vision and Objectives. A
small number of people were sceptical about how effective the Plan would be in ensuring that any
development would be appropriate for Wrenbury. The need for cheaper housing was raised.

9.3 How have the issues and concerns been considered? It was explained how effective
Neighbourhood Plans had been in other areas, and again the support for the draft vision and
objectives was welcomed.

7|Page


http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/

10. CALL FOR SITES

10.1 Who was consulted and how were they consulted? Following the receipt from Cheshire
East Council of the Housing Advice Note, and discussions debating the role of Wrenbury as a Local
Service Centre and the possible need to allocate further housing, it was decided that a call for sites
should be undertaken to ask local people and landowners if they had any sites that might be suitable
for housing. A leaflet (see http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/ ) was prepared giving information about
the call for sites, and how and where they should be submitted and was distributed to every
household in the Parish during January 2018. Posters were printed and placed around the village.
The call for sites ran between 2™ January — 17" February 2018.

10.2  What issues and concerns were raised? 28 sites come forward for independent analysis.

10.3 How have the issues and concerns been considered? Wrenbury-cum-Frith
Neighbourhood Plan group was fortunate to be able to commission AECOM to undertake an
independent site assessment for the Neighbourhood Plan, in agreement with the Parish Council and
the Department for Communities and Local Government. AECOM independently analysed the
results from the call for sites and prepared a Site Survey Assessment Report. The report considered
each site that was put forward, and highlighted that there was a site suitable for housing. As a
result, the site that was proposed at New Road, Wrenbury for ten units was allocated in the
Neighbourhood Plan. Information regarding the call for sites and the assessment can be found on
the Parish Council website http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/

11 REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION

11.1  As required under Part 5, Section 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations
2012, the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group completed a six week pre-submission consultation on
the draft Wrenbury-cum-Frith Plan between 16th April 2018 -17" June 2018. Within this period the
following was undertaken:

. Consulted with statutory consultation bodies

. Described where the pre-submission Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan could be
inspected

. Detailed how to make representations, and the date by which these should be received

. Sent a copy of the pre-submission Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan to the

Cheshire East Spatial Planning department

11.2  Cheshire East Council supplied about 200 e-mail addresses of interested parties which were
all sent the response form and links to the Neighbourhood Plan website. Posters notifying residents
were put in many places around the Parish, including the Parish Council Notice Board at the village
Shop, St Margaret’s Church, The Cotton Arms, Village Hall, Medical centre, phone box in Wrenbury
Heath, Canal side Notice Board etc. Copies of the Plan and responses forms were made available at
the Shop, The Cotton Arms, Medical Centre and St. Margaret’s Church. Responses could be made
on line via the website, e-mail to Parish Clerk, by post the Parish clerk or leaving forms at the shop.
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11.3  The Posters also publicised the Open meeting in the Village hall on Monday 14th May
between 3pm and 8pm. Additional posters in the week prior to the Open meeting were put around
the village and leaflets reminding people of the date were placed in the Cotton Arms, Church, Shop
and Medical Centre. About 20 local interest groups were also given the notification and response
forms.

11.4 At the Open Meeting all Committee members were in attendance to explain the Plan and
answer questions. There was a display of the Plan and in particular the Policies. A rolling video
presentation explained the background to the Plan and what it could achieve for the Parish which
simulated much discussion.

11.5 The day was well attended with about 75 people visiting the display and all discussed the
Plan and policies with the Committee members. People attending were from all parts of the Parish
and neighbouring Parishes demonstrating that the communication of the event had covered the
whole Parish.

11.6  Posters and leaflets reminding residents to submit their response were placed around the
Parish at the end of May. More than 100 leaflets were taken from the various locations and over 50
response forms were taken. The presentation, leaflets and posters can be viewed at
http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/

11.7  Along with local residents, the following people were consulted:-

Acton Parish Council

Adlington parish Council
Alderley Edge Parish Council
Aplpraham Parish Council
Alsager Town Council

Arclid Parish Council

Ashley Parish Council

Aston by Budworth parish Council
Audlem Parish Council
Bollington Town Council

Bosley Parish Council

Church Minshull Parish Council
Congleton Parish Council
Cranage Parish Council

Crewe Green Parish Council
Crewe Town Council

Disley Parish Council

Dodcutt cum Wilkesley Parish Council
High Legh Parish Council

Higher Hurdsfield Parish Council
Holmes Chapel Parish Council
Hough Parish Council
Kettleshulme Parish Council
Knutsford Town Council
Middlewich Town Council

Lower Peover Parish Council
Lower Withington Parish Council
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Bradwall Parish Council

Brereton Parish Council

Buerton Parish Council

Brindley and Faddiley Parish Council
Bulkeley and Ridley Parish Council
Bunbury Parish Council

Burland Parish Council

Calveley Parish Council

Chelford Parish Council

Cholmondeston and Wettenhall Parish Council
Chorley Parish Council

Church Lawton Parish Council

Doddinton and District Parish Council
Eaton Parish Council

Gawsorth Parish Council

Goostrey Parish Council

Great Warford Parish Council

Handforth Parish Council

Hankelow Parish Council

Haslington Parish Council

Hassall Parish Council-parish-council.org.uk
Hatherton and Walgherton Parish Council
Henbury Parish Council

Middlewich Town Council

Millington Parish Council

Minshull Vernon Parish Council
Mobberley Parish Council


http://www.wrenburypc.org.uk/

Macclesfield Town Council
Marbury Parish Council
Marton Parish Council
Mere Parish Council
Plumley, Toft and Bexton Parish Council
Pott Shrigley Parish Council
Poynton Town Council
Prestbury Parish Council
Rainow Parish Council
Rope Parish Council
Rostherne Parish Coucnil
Sandbach Town Council
Siddington Parish Council
Smallwood Parish Council
Snelson Parish Council
Spurstow Parish Council
Stapeley Parish Council
Stoke and Hurtleston Parish Council
Derbyshire County Council
Urban Vision

Halton Council

Lancashire County Council
Mancheste City Council
Newcastle - Staffs Council
Peak District National Park
Shropshire Council
Staffordhire Moorlands Council
Stockport Council

Stoke Council

Trafford Council

Transport for Greater Manchester
Natural Resources Wales
South Derbyshire Council
Malpas Parish Council
Tarporley parish Council
Tattenhall Parish Ciuncil
Beeston parish Council
Tiverton Parish Coucnil
Winsford Town Council
Natural England

The Environment Agency
English Heritage

Network Rail

The Highways Agency

The Marine Management Organisation
National Trust

Highways England

Amec

National Grid

02

Western Power
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Moston Parish Council

Mottram St Andrew Parish Council
Nantwich Town Council

Nether Alderley Parish Council
Nantwich Show

North Rode Parish Council

0Odd Rode Parish Council

Ollerton with Marthall Parish Council
Over Alderley Parish Coucnil
Peckforton Parish Council

Over Peover Parish Council

Pickmere Parish Council

Styal Parish Council

Sutton Parish Council

Swettenham Parish Council

Tabley Parish Council

Twemlow Parish Council

Wardle Parish Council

Warmington Parish Council

Weston and Basford Parish Council
Willaston Parish Council

Wilmsow Town Council

Wybunbury Parish Council
Wistaston Parish Council

Worleston Parish Council

Wrenbury Parish Council
Neighbourhood Planning — Cheshire East
Council

Greater Manchester Councils
Derbyshire Dales Council

Derbyshire County Council

Audley Parish Council

Chapel and Hill Chorlton Parish Council
Keele Parish Council

Kisgrove Town Council

Loggerheads parish Council

Madeley Parish Council

Biddulph Parish Council

Whaley Bridge Parish Council

New Mills Town Council

Woodford Parish Council

High Peak Council

Lymm Parish Council

Appleton Parish Council

Grappenhall and Thellwall Parish Council
Stretton Parish Council

The Coal Authority

The Homes and Communities Agency
United Utilities

Chambers of Commerce and Industry
Tata Chemicals



Electricity North West
NHS

Centrica

Rural Community Action
Pals

Wrenbury friendly society
Wrenbury bowls club
Wrenbury tennis club

Cheshire and Warrington Local Enterprise
Partnership

Stoke/Staffordshire Local Enterprise
Partnership

Gardening club

Village hall

School

Pre school

Pigeon club St Margaret’s Church

Recreation club Medical Centre

Scouts Computer Club

Art group Model Railway Club

11.8 What issues and concerns were raised? A total of 63 responses were made at the

Regulation 14 stage. These were from 46 residents, 8 statutory bodies, 2 developers/ landowners, 2
other Parish Councils, 1 visitor, 2 residents in neighbouring parishes, 1 local interest group and
Cheshire East Council. The many issues raised included comments about wording, emphasis on
towpaths and the canals, comments on community facilities, renewable energy, green spaces and
surface water drainage. One developer suggested a further site for inclusion. A summary of
comments reflecting issues and concerns along with the steering group’s response and changes is
given below in Appendix 1.

11.9 How have the issues and concerns been considered? The issues and concerns have been
given full consideration, and changes have been made to the Neighbourhood Plan accordingly, in
preparation for formal submission. It was not considered necessary to allocate further housing sites.
Various wording and map numbering have been amended, as per suggestions, to add clarity to the
Neighbourhood Plan. Policy LC1 — Character and Design has had additions as per suggestions. The
housing policy HOU3 also been amended following suggestions, as has policy INF2 — Foul and Surface
Water Drainage, CF1 — Community Facilities, LEC1 — Local Economy, and transport policies TR2 and
TR3. Additionally, small changes were made to TR1, INF1, INF4, HOU2, CF2, TOU1 and LC4. A total of
43 changes were made to the draft plan following Regulation 14. A summary of the representations
made, along with the Steering Groups response and recommended amendments to the
Neighbourhood Plan is detailed in Appendix 1.

122 CONCLUSION

12.1  The publicity, engagement and consultation completed throughout the production of the
Wrenbury-cum-Frith Neighbourhood Plan has been open and transparent, with opportunities
provided for both statutory consultees and those that live and work within the Neighbourhood Area
to feed into the process, make comment, and to raise issues, priorities and concerns for
consideration.

12.2  All statutory requirements have been met and consultation, engagement and research has
been completed. This Consultation Statement has been produced to document the consultation and
engagement process and is considered to comply with Part 5, Section 15 of the Neighbourhood
Planning (General) Regulations 2012.
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APPENDIX 1: REPRESENTATIONS FROM REGULATSMIB WMSIREN

CONSULTATION

Key to TYPE:

Res = Resident of Wrenbury Parish;

OP = Other Parish

SB = Statutory Body;

Vis = Visitor

NP = Neighbouring Parish

Our
ref.

Name

Type

Policy

Comments

NP Response

Highways
England

SB

No
disagreement
with policies

Thank you for inviting Highways England to
comment upon the Wrenbury cum Frith
Neighbourhood Plan.

Having considered the draft
Neighbourhood Development Plan, there
are no specific issues that we feel we need
to raise.

No action
required

Woodford

Council

Community

opP

No comments

Not sure why we have been notified as this
Woodford is in Stockport Metropolitan
Borough. We are doing our own
neighbourhood plan and are about to go to
Regulation 14. We do not abutt your
neighbourhood area.

No action
required

National
Grid

SB

No
disagreement
with policies

Extract from response, full document
available on line

“National Grid has identified the following
high-pressure pipeline as falling within the
Neighbourhood area boundary FM04 —
Audley to Shocklach. From the consultation
information provided, the above high-
pressure pipeline does not interact with
any of the proposed development sites.”

No action
required

Natural
England

SB

Thank you for your consultation regarding
the Wrenbury cum Frith Draft
Neighbourhood Plan dated 15 April
2018.Natural England is a statutory
consultee in neighbourhood planning and
must be consulted on draft neighbourhood
development plans by the Parish/Town
Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where
they consider our interests would be
affected by the proposals. We have
reviewed the attached plan however
Natural England does not have any specific
comments on this draft neighbourhood
plan. If the Neighbourhood Plan changes
and there is the potential for
environmental impacts, Strategic

No action
required
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Environmental Assessment (SEA) and
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
screening exercises may need to be
undertaken.

D Craig

Res

Agreed with
all policies

No action
required

CF1-
Local Green
Spaces

Could the small green by the sheltered
housing off Sandfield Avenue / Pinsley View
be included

This space does
not meet the
criteria to be
designated as a
Green Space.
This will be
passed to the
Parish Council
to consider a
TPO.

S Hynes

Res

Agreed with
all policies

No action
required

LC1-
Character &
design

Development should not be on land assets
that contribute to the sustainability of the
village, such as the land between the village
and the Cotton Arms.

This space is a
designated
Green Space
within the Plan.
No further
action required

LC2 -
Important
views and
Vistas

The proposed development behind
Oakfield Avenue would breach View G and
H

Unfortunately
as Planning
Permission is
already granted
these views will
be negatively
impacted. The
Neighbourhood
Plan seeks to
minimise the
negative impact
on views for
any future
developments.
No action
required

LC4 -

Natural
Environment
& Biodiversity

To mitigate the impact of light pollution, all
street lights should be retrofitted with full
shielding to ensure light is directed
downwards. The current LED lights are
totally unsatisfactory.

Policy LC1 has
been amended
“Developments
should ensure
that lighting is
correctly
directed and
does not cause
light pollution
into the wider
surroundings”
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Retrofitting is

outside the
scope of the
Neighbourhood
Plan but has
been passed to
the Parish
Council.
TR1 - The canal towpath needs upgrading and Noted — this
Footpaths & maintaining to a better standard policy supports
cycleways this aim. No
action required.
CF2 - Any potential developers should financially | Noted. This is
Community guarantee the ongoing sustainability of covered in
Facilities village resources and facilities. Policy INF1 -
Infrastructure.
No action
required.
H Hynes Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
HOU1 - Wrenbury does not need large Noted. The plan
Housing developments like the “Bovis” site polices are for
Allocation no more than
10 houses in
any one site. No
further action
required
TR1 - More needs to be done to improve the Noted. The
footpaths & footpath along the Canal. This would policy supports
cycleways improve the walk from Wrenbury Hall drive | this aim. No
to the village centre. action required.
INF2 —Foul & Improvements need to be made to Noted. Thisis
surface water | drainage of existing roads outside the
drainage scope of the
Neighbourhood
Plan. No action
required.
CF1 —Local Diagram not included. Checked main doc Disagree. The
Green Spaces | for info. diagrams are
included in the
Neighbourhood
Plan. No action
required.
N Palmer Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
TR2 - Provisions need to be made to make public | Noted. This is
Sustainable transport available at times which help beyond the
transport people commute to work, at present they scope of the
are not. Neighbourhood
Plan. No action
required.
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9 | NQuayle Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
INF3 — Improvement is essential to existing Noted. The
Broadband properties. It is currently unacceptable and | policy hopes to
and Telecoms. | impossible to work from home address these
issues. No
action required.
10 | R Latham Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
TR3 - Road into Aston from station corner should | Outside of
be widened. This is the corner before parish
Vehicle access | Bhurtpore boundary,
to & through therefore out of
the parish scope of WNP.
No action
required.
INF1 - More houses -> more carpark areas needed | Noted. The
Infrastructure | in village policy will
address
infrastructure
needs. No
action required.
Additional This form was given as | left the meeting on | Comments
comments May 14™ at Wrenbury Village Hall. | take it noted. No
all the policies stated herein were on view, | action required.
if so it would have been better if this from
was presented on arrival then | would have
been able to view what | am commenting
on. The Roman Road which runs adjacent
to the Village Hall has this been buried
under the new housing estate?
11 | I Clarke Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
12 | M Clarke Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
TR2 — Is there any public transport? Comments
Sustainable noted. No
Transport action required
INF1 - Are sewers and water pressure going to be | Noted. The
Infrastructure | suitable or overstretched? policy will
address
infrastructure
needs. No
action required.
HER1 — No building permitted in conservation area | It is not possible
to completed
Built Heritage prohibit
and development in
conservation the
area conservation
area. No action
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required.
13 | C Mansfield | Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
LC1- This is something that has need of close Once adopted,
Character & scrutiny with the unheeding building tricks | the Policies will
design of many building firms have to be
followed by
developers. No
action required.
LC3 - Builders of any future developments must Once adopted,
Landscape be in no doubt as to what Policy LC3 the Policies will
Character actually entails have to be
followed by
developers. No
action required.
TR3 - In addition to traffic increase and volume of | Setting speed
Vehicular Heavy Goods vehicles , the speed of these limits are
access toand | vehicles should also be considered outside of the
through the scope of the
parish WNP. No action
required.
INF2 — This policy is one that also needs reiterating | Once adopted,
time over to any future developers the Policies will
Foul & surface have to be
water followed by
drainage developers. No
action required.
CF1 —Local Essential that these sites be protected Noted. The
Green Spaces policy seeks to
ensure the
protection of
these sites. No
action required.
14 | J Richards Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
except LC4
LC4 - Disagree — There are no exceptional It is not legally
circumstances where our natural possible to
Natural environment should suffer for proposed completed
Environment development prohibit
& Biodiversity development.
No action
required.
INF1 - The Pre-school and out of hours club is a Noted. Funding
Infrastructure | vital community resource and due to from Cheshire
funding & management are fearing closure. | East is outside
If this resource is closed our existing the scope of the
community will suffer and Wrenbury Parish | Neighbourhood
would not sustain the demands of Plan. No action
proposed developments. The pre-school required.
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enables families to live and work in
Wrenbury Parish and a contribution from
Cheshire East Council is needed to maintain
the quality of their service.

CF2 - Our Parish recreation centre needs to be Noted. The
Community re-opened as a hub focusing on re- policy would
facilities connecting our varied community, sat support this

empty does not benefit the inhabitants of aim. No action

our Parish and use by private business required.

hollowing out the centre of our village

neither benefits us
Additional One of the main reasons for my family Noted. The
comments relocating to Wrenbury last year was the Neighbourhood

school, services and community built Plan supports

around those services. The pre-school and | local

primary were the key deciding factors that | community

tipped the scale in our decision to move facilities. No

here .The pre-school and after hours club is | action required.

a charity and currently seeking resolution

for closure. If Wrenbury parish is to grow

and evolve, early years education needs to

be the centre of our priorities. With the

medical centre’s recent refurbishment to

support the wider community and health

visitors being enabled use of this new

facility to support parents and children; we

would be driven away from these services

should we no longer have use of the pre-

school and out of hours club. Should the

pre-school close, | would be forced to

withdraw my other daughter from the

primary school and we would be one of

many families pushed away from the

community that were built together.

Withdrawing 2 yearly places in village

childcare setting isolates young parents

from the Parish. Something needs to be

done to support the development and

evolution of the pre-school and out of

hours club during this difficult period to

facilitate and promote the growth of our

parish, putting our children at the centre

15 | HBalance Res Agreed with No action

all policies required.
HOU1 - Small developments can easily be absorbed | Noted. No
Housing into the village action required.
allocation
LC1- Three storey and above buildings would LC1 (f) restricts
Character & destroy the look of the village and detract new houses to
design from our lovely church tower no more than 2

storeys. No
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further action

required
TR3 - Heavy traffic is sometimes a problem in the | Noted. The
Vehicular village already policy seeks to

access to and
through the
parish

ensure that
problems are
not

exacerbated.
No action
required.
INF2 — Foul & | Can the sewage water cope at the There are
surface water | moment? known
drainage problems with
the existing
capacity, but it
is the
responsibility of
the services
company to
ensure the
system can
cope with new
developments.
No further
action required
Additional We need new residents to integrate with Noted. No
comments the village and the existing communities. action required.
Commuter estates tend to become inward
looking. Small groups of housing would be
more welcome.
16 | The Coal SB No Having reviewed your document, | confirm | No action
Authority disagreement | that we have no specific comments to make | required.
with policies on it.
17 | Historic SB No Extract from reply, full document available | Your support
England disagreement | on website “the Wrenbury cum Frith and

with policies

Neighbourhood Plan falls within the
boundary of the Wrenbury conservation
area and includes a significant number of
designated heritage assets including The
Church of ST Margaret, Wrenbury Frith
Bridge and Wrenbury Church Bridge listed |
Grade I1* and 11 buildings or structures
listed in Grade Il. It will be important that
the strategy you put together for the area
safeguards those elements which
contribute to the significance of these
historic assets. This will ensure that they
can be enjoyed by future generations of the
area and make sure it is in line with
national planning policy!”

confirmation
that there are
“a significant
number of
designated
heritage assets”
is appreciated.
The Policies
seek to protect
all these assets.
No action
required.

Thank you for
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“Although the neighbourhood area does
contain a large number of designated
heritage assets, at this point we don’t
consider there is a need for Historic
England to be involved in the development
of the strategy for this area, but we offer
some general advice and guidance below.” (
see full document)

the guidance
notes

18 | AClark Res Agreed with No action

all policies required.
CF1 — Local Very very special circumstances! Noted. No
Green Spaces action required.
Other | just wanted to pass on a personal vote of Noted, with
comments thanks to all members of the team for all thanks.

the hard work and time commitment taken

to produce such an excellent and

comprehensive document. | sincerely hope

this will be adopted in the next stages and

eventually provide a robust foundation for

blocking unsuitable future developments. If

we are successful in this, then the team can

feel rightfully proud to have done a great

job to save this lovely village.

19 | O Lowe Res Agreed with No action

all policies required.
HOU1 - Support - good location Noted, with
Housing thanks.
Allocation
HOU?2 - Wording regarding a) to g) is unclear i.e. Noted. The
Location of does a development need to fulfil one of policy will be
new the criteria a) to d) but also e), f) and g)? amended to
residential include and/or

development

after d, e and f.

HOU3 -
Housing Mix
and Type

"Apartments" would not be in keeping with
the surroundings, or alternatively height
limit them to two storeys

Noted. Thisis
covered in
Policy LC1 —
Character and
Design. No
action required.

LC1 -Character
& Design

Design should also be "safe/secure by
design" to reduce the likelihood of crime

Agree. Add ) to
policy LC1
‘Development
should be
planned to
‘design out
crime’.

LC4 — Natural
Environment
& Biodiversity

This should also include greater protection
to address hedge removal

Noted. This is
covered in
Policy LC1 —
Character and
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Design. No
action required

TR2 — g) should be reworded "That there is a 2m Agree. Amend
Sustainable wide footpath joining the development to policy as
Transport the village or could be installed without suggested
reducing the width of the road or
compromising/removing natural ecosystem
corridors such as hedges, watercourses etc.
TR3 - The title states about access through the Noted. The text
Vehicular parish, but the text only talks about access | will be
access toand | through the village. A typo that needs amended.
through the correcting so that it addresses HGV
Parish increases through the entire parish
INF4 - This policy should also permit some of the Noted. While it
Renewable negative effects (e.g. aesthetics, noise, is felt that the
energy smell) of renewables against community Policy would
ownership. Such a scheme could be seen to | not preclude
offset the impacts and a fund set up for the | such a scheme.
funds generated to benefit the community | The following
through grants to pay for insulation of older | clause has been
properties (addressing fuel poverty) and added
renewal /provision of public facilities (e.g.
playground, creation of public toilets etc.) d) Could
demonstrate a
significant need
and any
adverse impacts
would be
mitigated via
community
benefits (e.g.
Community
shared
ownership to
provide a fund
for; improving
the energy
efficiency of
existing
properties, new
community
infrastructure
etc.
LEC1 — Local This policy needs to more explicitly state Noted.
Economy that no high intensity development is Reference to
acceptable low intensity
developments
has been
included
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20 | N Spicer NP Agreed with No action
all policies required
LC1- Houses should be built to incorporate Agree. Add m)
Character and | design features that are wildlife friendly, for | to the Policy
Design example as used by Barratt Homes and the | ‘Development
RSPB see http://www.kingsbrook- should
aylesbury.co.uk/ incorporate
features that
are beneficial to
wildlife’.
21 | M Wallis Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
HOU?2 - Given that the settlement boundary has It is CEC policy
Location of already had to be extended to include to concentrate
new approved developments such as those on development in
residential Station Road, | am not sure why we would and around
development | support further developments of up to 10 existing
houses within the settlement boundary, yet | settlements to
(if 1 read this policy correctly) we would not | maximise
support similar small-scale developments in | access to
Wrenbury Heath or Wrenbury Frith (which | facilities.

are outside the settlement boundary)?

Similarly, what is meant in the final point by
"does not negatively impact on the open
countryside..."? It seems to me that small,
well-planned developments of fewer than
10 houses could be permitted between the
village and outlying settlements without
negatively impacting on open countryside,
and provided they comply with policy LC1.

For example, given the earlier statements
about limited use of public transport and
the need to avoid unsustainable
commuting patterns (presumably by car),
development closer to the station might be
actually be beneficial.

Developments
outside of the
Wrenbury
village
Settlement
boundary are
deemed to be
in the “open
Countryside”
and should be
restricted to
developments
of lor2
houses.

Development
near the station
would be in the
“open
Countryside”
and would be
“urban spraw
Access to village
facilities by foot
would be
consider not
sustainable due
to the width of
path and heavy

I”
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http://www.kingsbrook-aylesbury.co.uk/
http://www.kingsbrook-aylesbury.co.uk/

road usage by
HGVs. No
action required.

LC1 - Please note that Fig | Spatial Policy appears | Thank you. The
Character & to show the development on New Road in reference has
design the wrong place been amended.
LC2 - While | fully support the policy, | do not The Policy is
Important understand why View F is repeated three believed to be
views and times, while most other views (with clear and the
vistas exception of G for obvious reasons) are figures

only shown once. | think this places undue representative

emphasis on view F. Given that the only of important

two footpaths into Wrenbury are from the | views however

canal bridges, | would have expected view C | to emphasize

to be repeated at least twice, and perhaps | their

more times along the length of the canal to | importance

the west and north of the village. As a further the

minor comment, the photos of views D and | descriptions

E state that they are from the footpath and narrative

north of the canal, however they appear to | have been

be taken from the footpath on the south expanded.

bank of the canal.

Why is the eastern gateway into the village

shown between Brooklands Farm and the

village, and not to the east of the farm? In

my mind, | enter Wrenbury when |

approach the farm, not when I've passed it,

and | consider the farm to be an iconic part

of the village.
LC4 — Natural | Strongly agree with the statements in the The
Environment plan about the need to promote and Neighbourhood
& biodiversity | sustain the natural environment (as Plan policies

opposed to farmland and built) around the
village, as this is fundamental to the appeal
of the village and also to tourist income.

However | think the plan misses out an
important point about the fields
surrounding the village, which is that they
link together to form a whole grazing area.
Development in any one of the individual

seek to ensure
that the open
countryside and
fields
surrounding the
village are
protected from
inappropriate
development.

fields jeopardises the whole system, by No action

reducing the area available for grazing (& required.

silage/ hay making) and by separating the

fields into isolated pastures which cannot

easily be accessed by cattle and so become

unusable.
TR1 - Strongly support. Consider mentioning the Noted. The
Footpaths and | potential to develop the canal towpath as Policy would
cycleways an off-road cycleway link to Marbury and not preclude
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Nantwich? Muddy sections (mentioned in
text) currently preclude reaching Nantwich
by cycle.

appropriate

development of
cycle ways. No
action required.

TR2 —
Sustainable
Transport

Strongly agree. Particularly given that
recent housing developments have
provided no pavement access to village.
Pedestrians have to walk along the road
before they reach the safety of a pavement.
Consideration should be given to off-road
pedestrian and cycle routes, around the
village and not just along the roadsides i.e.
new footpaths that meet the needs of
today's community, accessing the school,
shop and station, instead of the historic
community, accessing the church!

Noted. This is
covered in
Policy TR1. No
action required.

TR3 -
Vehicular
access to and
through the
Parish

Strongly agree. However, | have to observe
that the statement in the plan that the
"canal lift bridge ... regularly holds up traffic
flow for a minimum of 5 minutes several
times an hour" is not true. | organised a
survey of the bridge over a number of days
a few years ago, and 5 minutes was
typically the maximum time that the road
was closed, not the minimum. Sorry!

Also, the plan seems ambiguous about
where exactly the eastern 'gateway' to the
village is located. Several times (e.g. 8.19,
8.21 and previously) the narrow bridge on
Nantwich Road is cited as a narrow gateway
to the village, whereas elsewhere (section
7.6) the gateway is defined as between
Brooklands farm and the village.

Do New Road and the road past Smeaton
Wood Farm really have width restrictions of
only 2.7m and 2.6m (Fig L)? That is
narrower than the lifting bridge, which is
given as 3m width!

There is another potential pinch point that
is not mentioned in the plan nor shown in
Fig M, on the Cholmondeley Road outside
the old Vicarage. Ironically this is where the
footpath from the new housing
development on south side of

Noted. The text
will be changed
to say
“regularly holds
up traffic flow
for
approximately
5 minutes 3to 4
times an hour"

The text is
considered
clear,
identifying
defining roads
leading to the
village separate
to the points of
entry to the
village.

Measurements
are correct.

Figure L shows
the pinch points
leading to the
village it does
not try to
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Cholmondeley Road opens out onto the
road itself. There is no pavement on the
south side, and you have to climb a bank to
reach the pavement on the north side.

Drivers are not always aware that the road
narrows at this point, just after a stretch on
which drivers sometimes exceed the speed
limit.

Minor comment: points 9 and 10 on page
47 are identical.

address all the
subsequent
pinch points
closer to or
within the
village

The narrative is
repeated as
they refer to 2
different points
on the map. No
action required

INF3 —
Broadband &
telecommunic
ations

Can developers perhaps be
asked/expected/required to provide
infrastructure such as fibre-optic cables?

Noted.
Developer
contributions
are covered in
Policy INF1.

INF4 — Strongly support investment in and The policy seeks

Renewable development of renewable energy to ensure that

Energy schemes. the rural road

network is not

| do not understand point c). Why do adversely
renewable energy schemes need to be sited | impacted on by
near roads? Is the concern about whether new facilities
the roads can support the servicing and and resultant
other needs of renewable schemes, or is vehicular
the concern about the location of movements.
renewable schemes in remote locations For clarity Point
away from roads and populated areas, in c) amended to
order to minimise visual, noise and other read “Could be
impacts? If the latter, then | do not agree satisfactorily
with point c). While no one wants to see accommodated
the landscape 'spoiled’, more renewable within the
energy schemes should be installed in rural | existing rural
areas out of sight of houses and footpaths, | road network
especially where such schemes make use of | ...... "
unproductive land and bring benefits to the
struggling local farming and rural economy

CF1 - Local More / new footpaths would improve Noted. No

Green Spaces

access to open countryside (ref para 11.5
type 9). Footpaths (cycleways /bridleways)
should cater for the current needs of the
community, and not simply be relics of
historic community links.

action required.

22

A Hynes

Res

Agreed with
all policies

No action
required.
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23 | CBell Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
24 | CBlight Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
TR1 - | find cycling too dangerous to enjoy around | Noted. The
Footpaths and | Wrenbury village policy seeks to
cycleways help address
this issue. No
action required.
TR2 - Better footpaths are needed now as well as | Noted. Existing
Sustainable any future developments. People feel safer | footpaths are
Transport driving than walking which is very sad in a outside the
rural community scope of the
Neighbourhood
Plan. No action
required.
TR3 - Strongly oppose any developments that will | Noted. Plan
Vehicular further increase heavy goods vehicular policies seek to

access to and
through the
Parish

traffic. The farm associated traffic is
understandable, but even these vehicles
are now huge and heavy and without
footpaths pedestrians are not safe walking

address these
concerns. No
action required

INF2 — Foul & | Flooding has got worse over the last 5 years | Noted. Plan
surface water policies seek to
drainage address these
concerns. No
action required
INF3 — Improving mobile phone signal and internet | Noted. Plan

Broadband &
telecommunic
ations

access is vital

policies seek to
address these
concerns. No
action required

HER1 — Built
Heritage &
Conservation
Area

We have to clean our own road signs as
they get obscured by mud and dirt thrown
up by all the HGV's racing through the
village

Noted. The
characteristic
“finger” signs
are important
assets of the
parish. A
comment will
be added as
new paragraph
at Section 13.5
of the Plan.

Comments
passed to Parish
Council

Other
comments

Well done to the team who have pulled
together a very comprehensive and
interesting plan. Thank You

Thank you for
your support
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25 | B Edwards Res Agreed with No action
policies with required.
no opinion on
2 policies
26 | J Palmer Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
27 | J Cheshire Res Agreed with No action
policies with required.
no opinion on
6 policies
INF2 — Foul We need drains that work Noted.
and surface Comments
water passed to the
Parish Council.
The Plan
policies seek to
address these
concerns. No
action required
28 | R Dawson Res Agreed with No action
policies with required.
no opinion on
1 policy
TR2 - Very Important Noted, with
Sustainable thanks.
Transport
TR3 - Very necessary Noted, with
Vehicular thanks.
access to and
through the
Parish
29 | R Cope Res Agreed with No action
policies with required.
no opinion on
2 policies
30 | M Cope Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
31 | G Dean Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
CF2 - The Village Hall car park needs urgent Outside scope
attention of NP, comment
Community passed to Parish
Facilities Council.
32 | I Linton Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
33 | I Carroll Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
34 |S Vis— | Agreed with We have visited Wrenbury many times and | Noted. Plan
Hawthorne | from | all policies would like to see it retain its character policies seek to
USA address these
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concerns. No
action required
35 | United SB No Noted.
Utilities disagreement
with policies
Housing We have noticed that in ‘Policy 6’ of the Noted. This will
Policies Neighbourhood Plan, an additional site at be addressed at
New Road, Wrenbury has been allocated planning
for ten dwellings. United Utilities has application
wastewater infrastructure passing through | stage. No
the site. All UU assets will need to be change to Plan
afforded due regard in the master planning | required.
process and you should be aware that
complications could arise as the
infrastructure may impact the future layout
proposal or reduce the developable area.
INF2 — Foul & | With regards to the text in ‘Policy INF2’, Agreed. Amend
surface water | United Utilities recommends additional Policy INF2 to
drainage wording to the document: include the
suggested
“New development should be designed tg amendments.
maximise the retention of surface water o
the development site and to minimise
runoff. The approach to suda water
drainage should be considered in liaison
with the LLFA, the public sewerage
undertaker and where appropriate the
OYPANRYYSyYylG ! 3SyOe(
Surface water should be discharged in thé
following order of priority:
* An adequate soakaway or some other
form of infiltration system
e An attenuated discharge to watercourse
or other water body
e An attenuated discharge to public surfac
water sewer
e An attenuated discharge to public
O2YO0AYSR &aASsSNE
36 | Canal & SB Agreed with Noted.
Rivers Trust polices with
some no
opinion
LC1- The Canal & River Trust agree with the Noted. Point c)
Character & thrust of the policy. However, we do wish has been
design to comment on criterion (c) which relates amended in line
to safeguarding a number of features, with the
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including all watercourses and their riparian
zones.

Our concern would be that, as drafted, this
might result in developments which do not
fully integrate or maximise the benefit of
such assets and features, in particular the
canal. For example, it may be desirable for
development to integrity the canal or
provide a frontage to the canal (if
appropriate). As such we consider that
criterion (c) could be amended to read:

(c) Development should safeguard existing
significant trees, hedgerows, walls and all
watercourses along with their floodplain
and riparian zones and incorporate these
into the development layout (where
appropriate).

suggestion by
CEC
“development
should retain
existing
significant
trees,
hedgerows,
walls and all
watercourses
and leave their
floodplain and
riparian zones
undeveloped”

LC2 - A number of these views include the canals. | Noted. The
Important The Trust agrees that these views are policy is
views and important to the setting of the village. It considered
vistas may be useful for the supporting text of the | clear as drafted.
policy to expand upon what may be judged | No action
by WY I (i Siddkruipfs br&ignificantly required.
A Y (S NS NdSldi€dd to ambiguity
when decision makers apply the policy.
LC3 - The Trust are pleased that para 7.26 makes | Noted with
Landscape reference to the canal forming part of the thanks. No
Character landscape character. action required.
LC4 — Natural | The supporting text to the policy at Noted. A new
Environment paragraph 7.33 includes watercourses; it paragraph has
& biodiversity | may be useful to expand this to specifically | been added at
mention canals. 7.34 “In
addition to the
natural
watercourses
the canal and
the adjacent
hedges, trees
and fields are
considered
important
wildlife assets
and corridors
that should be
protected and
enhanced.
TR1 - The Canal & River Trust consider that the Agree. Amend
Footpaths and | policy should be entited W C 2 2 (i LI (i | the Policy
cycleways O Of So @& landResélase gheh heading (and
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matters to which the policy relates (first
paragraph of policy). It should also be
noted that many towpaths are permissive
routes as opposed to public rights of way.

The Trust supports the policy in terms of
promoting access to the canal towpath for
recreation and leisure and the associated
health and wellbeing benefits this plays for
the local community.

The Trust would support the appropriate
improvement/upgrade to the towpath
surface. As set out in the supporting text
(para 8.3 and 8.4), the existing condition of
the towpath does not allow use throughout
the year by all users and as such the full
benefit of the canal corridor remains to be
utilised. We would support a mechanism
within the Neighbourhood Plan to secure
contributions towards towpath
improvements being sought. An
appropriate mechanism for this would be
draft policy INF1.

the index) as
suggested.

Noted, with
thanks.

Noted. It is felt
that Policies INF
1and TR1
would support
this aim as
drafted. No
action required.

which is acknowledged elsewhere in the
plan (under policy TR1), we would welcome
specific mention to developer contributions
being used towards canal towpath
improvements / upgrading.

TR2 - The Trust consider that criterion (b), which | Agreed. Amend
Sustainable relates to public transport, could be Policy TR2 with
Transport usefully expanded to include specific additional point
mention to the canal towpath and the role | as
they play in forming part of the sustainable
transport network. “How the
proposals link
to the canal
towpath which
connects
Wrenbury to
Wrenbury
Heath and
Nantwich”
TR3 - The Trust considers that the policy could be | Agreed. Amend
Vehicular usefully expanded to include a contribution | Policy TR3 as
access toand | towards ongoing maintenance and repair of | suggested.
through the the canal lift bridge.
Parish
INF1 - The Trust supports the thrust of the policy. | Noted. The
Infrastructure | Given the condition of the canal towpath, Policy does not

preclude this.
No action
required.
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INF2 — Foul The Trust supports the thrust of the policy We do not
and surface but consider that the supporting text could | agree. There
water be usefully expanded to include reference are no plans to
for the potential for surface water drainage | have any
to the canal (subject to the completion of a | development
separate commercial agreement). near the canal
as this would
fundamentally
impact the
conservation
area and views
which are key
attractions for
visitors and
residents
TOU1 - The Trust welcome the numerous mentions | Noted, with
Tourism within the supporting text to the policy thanks. No
which make reference to the canal network | action required
which forms a crucial part of the local
tourism offer within the plan area.
CF1 —Local These do not include sites connected to the | Noted. No

Green Spaces

canal corridor and as such the Canal & River
Trust have no comments to make. If
additional sites are included the Trust
would wish to comment further on this

policy.

action required

HER1 — Built
Heritage &
Conservation
Area

The Trust supports the thrust of the policy
and welcomes the reference to the heritage
assets associated with the canal corridor
with the supporting text of the policy.

Noted, with
thanks. No
action required

37 | S Lowe Res Agreed with No action
all policies required
38 | Network SB No Comments mainly refer to statutory Comments
Rail disagreement | obligations, full text available. noted. No
with policies further action
There is one specific comment in relation to | required.
the Plan is below
“There are two level crossings in the plan
area. Any development of land which
would result in a material increase or
significant change in the character of traffic
using a rail crossings should be refused
unless, in consultation with Network Rail, it
can either be demonstrated that the safety
will not be compromised, or where safety is
compromised serious mitigation measures
would be incorporated to prevent any
increased safety risk as a requirement of
any permission.”
TR2 — Network Rail supports Policy TR2 — Noted with
Sustainable Sustainable Transport which supports safe | thanks. No
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Transport walking and cycling action required
Other We would appreciate the Council’s Comments
comments providing Network Rail with an opportunity | noted. We will
to comment on any future planning policy inform Network
documents. We look forward to Rail of any
continuing to work with you to maintain future Plans.
consistency between local and rail network
planning strategy
39 | G Kwant Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
TR1 - Section 8.4: The canal towpath between Noted. The
Footpaths and | Wrenbury village and Wrenbury Heath / policy seeks to
cycleways Ravensmoor is in dire need of upgrade / address such
surfacing. An investment here will improve | issues. No
amenities for both visitors and residents. It | action required.
will also reduce car usage. At present, the
footpath is permanently muddy and
dangerous almost throughout the year. The
towpath is not open to wheelchair users or
to buggies. This upgrade should be
prioritized.
INF3 — Broadband connection to Wrenbury Heath | Noted. Your
Broadband is virtually non-existent. The infrastructure | comments have
and Telecoms | upgrade project to provide fibre to cabinet | been passed to
/ fibre to premises has been on-going since | the Parish
2015 and despite an upsurge in Openreach | Council.
activity over the past 18 months
(installation of ducting, etc.) there is still no
indication as to when connectivity will be
improved. | personally have engaged in a
long and inconclusive process of enquiry
with both BT and Openreach which has
proved to be frustrating in the extreme.
(Further details available on request.) As a
business customer working from premises
in Wrenbury Heath | find this to be totally
unacceptable and would ask the Parish
Council to exert their influence. This to
promote the aims and objectives set out in
Policy LEC1
Other Road access — Sections 2.15 / 2.16 and the The A530 is not
comments map and footnote at 2.18 (Fig B) are within the
misleading. It is not correct to state that Parish
‘there are no “A” or “B” roads throughout boundary of
the entirety of the Parish.” The A530, while | Wrenbury cum
not a Primary Route, should receive a Frith, it is within
mention. The reference in section 8.20 Newhall PC. No
should be clarified. action required.
40 | Gladman Dev A sixteen page
Homes submission —
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see website
for full

response.
Policy HOU2 — | Gladman do not consider the use of Disagree.
Location of settlement boundaries to be an effective Settlement
New response to future development proposals | boundaries
Residential if they would act to preclude the delivery of | throughout the
Development | otherwise sustainable development borough are
opportunities, as indicated in the policy. being

The Framework is clear that development
which is sustainable should go ahead
without delay. The use of settlement limits
to arbitrarily restrict suitable development
from coming forward on the edge of
settlements does not accord

with the positive approach to growth
required by the Framework and is contrary
to basic condition (a).

In respect of the proposed cap of a
maximum of 10 dwellings on each site
within the settlement boundary, Gladman
submit that there is no evidence to suggest
why it is considered appropriate to

limit development within the NPA, to this
maximum level. In restricting development
in this manner, the WNP is not conforming
to the positive approach of the Framework.
We recommend that the proposed cap on
development is deleted.

Beyond this Gladman, consider it necessary
that sufficient flexibility is established
within the policy to ensure that any
changes required to the settlement
boundary as a result of the emerging Site
Allocations Plan can be incorporated.
Further, we suggest that the policy and its
supporting text recognises that there may
be instances where it is considered
necessary for development, other

than that which is listed within the policy,
to come forward outside of the defined
settlement boundary.

considered in
Part Two of the
Local Plan and
are an
acceptable
planning
approach.
Development
should be
sustainable but
also suitably
located, and it
is perfectly
appropriate to
designate
settlement
boundaries and
have policies to
protect the
open
countryside.
Ten dwellings
are considered
appropriate to
ensure that the
character of
Wrenbury as a
rural village is
maintained. It
isnotacapon
development,
as new housing
development
consistent with
housing
numbers set by
Cheshire East
will be
supported. ltis
considered that
the policy is
appropriate as
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drafted. No
further action.

Policy HOU3 - | We consider that this policy is overly Noted. The

Housing Mix prescriptive in limiting development to only | Policy is

and Type one-third detached properties. We do not considered
believe that this is a reasonable appropriate
requirement of any development, reflecting the
nor is it reflective of the current market latest housing
realities. Whilst we acknowledge the advice note and
flexibility established within the policy, we | the need fora
still considered this to be an mix of type as
unsubstantiated requirement which does mentioned in
not conform with the Framework. the NPPF. No

action required.
Policy LC1- Whilst Gladman recognise the importance | The Policy

Character and
Design

of high quality design, planning policies
should not be overly prescriptive and need
flexibility in order for schemes to respond
to sites specifics and the character of the
local area. There will not be a ‘one size fits
all’ solution in relation to design and sites
should be considered on a site by site basis
with consideration given to various design
principles.

Gladman therefore suggest that more
flexibility is provided in the policy wording
to ensure that a high quality and inclusive
design is not compromised by aesthetic
requirements alone. We consider

that to do so could act to impact on the
viability of proposed residential
developments.

states that new
development
should take the
criteria into
account, where
appropriate.
The policy
specifically
considers the
Wrenbury
Landscape and
character
Assessment and
is locally
distinct,
certainly not a
one size fits all.

Regard should be had to paragraph 60 of No action

the NPPF. required.
Policy LC2 - We submit that new development can Noted.
Important often be located in areas without eroding Development
Views and the views considered to be important to which does not
Vistas the local community and can be erode the views

appropriately designed to take into
consideration the wider landscape features
of a surrounding area to provide new vistas
and views.

In addition, Gladman consider that to be
valued, a view would need to have some
form of physical attribute. This policy must
allow a decision maker to come to a view
as to whether particular locations contains
physical attributes that would ‘take it out
of the ordinary’ rather than selecting
views which may not have any landscape

would not be
precluded by
this policy. No
action required.
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significance and are based solely on
community support.

Opinions on landscape are highly
subjective, therefore, without further
evidence to demonstrate why these views
and landscape areas are considered special
will likely lead to inconsistencies in the
decision-making process.

Policy LC4 - Paragraph 113 of the Framework refers to Noted. Itis
Natural the need for criteria based policies in considered that
Environment relation to proposals affecting protected the Policy is
and wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape clear as drafted.
Biodiversity areas, and that protection should be No action

commensurate with their status which required.

gives appropriate weight to their

importance and contributions to wider

networks. As currently drafted, Gladman do

not believe this policy fully aligns

with the Framework. The policy fails to

make a distinction and recognise that there

are two separate balancing exercises which

need to be undertaken for national and

local designated sites and their

settings. We therefore suggest that the

policy is revisited to ensure that it is

consistent with the approach set out within

the Framework.
Policy CF1 -- Town and Parish Council’s should ensure Noted. Itis
Local Green that the proposed designations are capable | considered that
Spaces of meeting the requirements of national the Local Green

policy if they consider it necessary to seek Spaces fully

LGS designation. The Framework is explicit | take into

in stating at paragraph 77 that ‘Local Green | account

Space designation will not be guidance from

appropriate for most green areas or open the NPPF and

space’. With this in mind, it is imperative are designated

that the planmakers can clearly appropriately.

demonstrate that the requirements for LGS | No action

designation are met. required.

Whilst Gladman acknowledge that some

evidence is contained within the supporting

text to policy CF1, we do not consider it

robust enough to justify the designation of

all of the identified sites as

Local Green Space. We suggest that the

Parish Council revisit this policy and ensure

that sufficient evidence is provided to

demonstrate consistency with the

requirements of the Framework.
Policy HER1 -- | Paragraph 132 of the Framework makes it It is not the
Built Heritage | clear that great weight should be giventoa | NP’s role to

3|Page




and
Conservation
Area

heritage asset’s conservation and that ‘the
more important the asset, the greater the
weight should be’. With reference to
designated heritage assets, the Council
should refer specifically to paragraphs

133 and 134 of the Framework which sets
out that Councils should assess the
significance of the designated heritage
asset and where there is less than
substantial harm, this should be weighed in
the planning balance against the public
benefits of the proposal. Where there is
deemed to be substantial harm, then the
proposal would need to achieve substantial
public benefits to outweigh that harm.

For non-designated heritage assets, the
policy must reflect the guidance set out
within paragraph 135 of the Framework.
This states that the policy test that should
be applied in these cases is that a
balanced judgement should be reached
having regard to the scale of any harm and
the significance of the heritage asset.
Gladman believe that this policy needs to
be redrafted in order to ensure that it
conforms with the guidance and
requirements set through national policy.

simply repeat
the NPPF. ltis
considered that
the policy is
clear as drafted.
No action
required.

Submitted
site, Land off
New Road,
Wrenbury,

An outline application (reference
16/6028N,) for the erection of up 46
dwellings with public open space,
landscaping and sustainable drainage
system (SuDS) and vehicular access point
from New Road was refused by Cheshire
East Council in March 2017. Gladman
Developments submitted a

further outline application(17/1666N),
which reduced the number of dwellings
from 46 to 41, which was refused in August
2017. Gladman appealed against the
refusal of the first application but
requested that the inspector determine the
appeal on the basis of 41 dwellings. A
hearing was held in February/March 2018
and Inspector A J Mageean published the

decision to dismiss the appeal in April 2018.

Gladman continue to consider the site to
be a suitable location for residential
development within the Neighbourhood
Plan Area, and remind the Parish Council
that the above planning application was
not subject to any technical reasons for

Following a call
for sites and an
assessment by
AECOM, the NP
has allocated a
site for housing.
Itis not
considered
necessary to
allocate further
sites.
Furthermore,
this site has
been refused
twice and
dismissed at
appeal and is
not considered
appropriate for
development.
No action
required.
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refusal.

The sites lies adjacent to the existing
development of the edge of Wrenbury. We
consider the site to be a sustainable and
viable location for growth, and whilst the
recent appeal relating to the site

was dismissed, the Inspector in his report
concluded that Wrenbury is “is a relatively
unconstrained and well-connected village
with a good range of local services and
facilities”.

Gladman therefore submit the full site for
consideration as a potential housing
allocation, and note that the above site was
considered suitable for development within
the site assessment accompyaning the
draft Neighbourhood Plan. The delivery of
the proposed development at land

off New Road, Wrenbury will bring benefits
to the local community including the
provision of New Homes Bonus payments,
increasing the economic activity of the area
and provide a number of aspirations that
are currently being targeted by the

WNP that are not currently being planned
for.

The Inspector’s
view in relation
to connectivity
was before bus
services were
cut by 50%, and
note there are
no “A”, “B”, or
“C” roads near
the village and
the station is at
least 1 mile
away from
many houses.

What is not in
doubt is that
the Inspector
concluded, “I
therefore
conclude that
the proposed
development
would have a
harmful effect
on the Open
Countryside,
including the
landscape
character of the
site and
surrounding
area.”

Appeal Ref:
APP/R0O660/W/
17/3176449

The AECOM
report
concluded the
site was only
suitable if
significant
constraints
could be
removed, for
example the
flood zone and
impact on the
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Countryside. As
confirmed by
the Inspector’s

decision.
41 | Wain Dev Disagreed with | See website for detailed comments.
Homes the following
polices
HOU1; HOUZ2;
HOU3; LC1;
CF1
Paragraph Draft WNP paragraph 2.29 states that The numbers
2.29 Wrenbury has a population of 1,181 used are taken
people, living in 476 households (2011). accurately from
This is contrary to Cheshire East Council’s census
LPS Background Evidence: Determining the | information and
Settlement Hierarchy Appendix 4 are consistent
(November 2010). This states that with the
Wrenbury has a population of 1,860, housing advice
living in 716 households. There is a note. The
significant discrepancy between the larger figures
figures. Given these figures are are of
fundamental to calculations involving Wrenbury as a
future levels of housing, it is recommended | Local Service
that these statistics be reassessed by the Centre, rather
Parish Council. If reassessment is not than Wrenbury
undertaken, the figures taken from the as a Parish. The
LPS background evidence should be carried | housing policies
forward because this has already been and text clearly
subject to independent examination and include both
form part of the evidence base for the numbers. (see
policies in the adopted local plan. paragraph 6.15)
No action
required.
Vision and No reference is made to Wrenbury, as a Noted. Itis
objectives LSC, contributing to district-wide housing considered that
and employment objectives of the CEC LPS. | the Vision and
Wrenbury is one of the least constrained Objectives are
LSC’s by virtue of the settlement being appropriate as
within the open countryside (as opposed to | drafted.
the Green Belt). There are few physical, Furthermore
environmental or economic constraints they have been
that would hinder the settlements considered at
sustainable expansion. It is well placed to public drop in
assist in meeting Cheshire East’s growth events and
objectives. It is therefore recommended supported by
that bullet point 1 be revised to state: To the community.
ensure that new development accords with | No action
district-wide objectives and meets local required.
needs in the adopted development plan.
Policy HOU1: The supporting text (paragraph 6.3) should | Para 6.3 does
Housing acknowledge that the CEC LPS requirement | state thisis a
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Allocation

is for a minimum of 36,000 additional
dwellings throughout the borough.

The supporting text (paragraph 6.4) should
acknowledge that the LSCs should
accommodate a minimum of 3,749
dwellings, over the plan period. In the
context of the residual housing
requirement to meet Policy PG1, then one
allocation of 10 dwellings is not appropriate
and conflicts with the distribution of
development in the adopted

local plan.

minimum of
36,000.

The policy and
text are
considered
appropriate as
drafted. Due to
the number of
new dwellings
either built,
under
construction or
with
permission, it is
not considered
necessary for
further
allocations.
This is 127
houses, and
represents a
41% increase in
the size of the
village since
2010. ltis
considered that
this growth is
already more
than a fair
share of the
growth
required in
Cheshire East as
a whole and is
more than a
small or modest
growth. The
NP allows for
further housing
development
within the
settlement
limits or when
appropriate in
the open
countryside.
There is no
requirement for
neighbourhood
plans to
allocate sites.
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No action

required.
Policy HOU2: The existing settlement boundary of The NP agrees
Location of Wrenbury was set with the aim of meeting | the 2005
new the level of housing need set by the Settlement
residential Cheshire Structure Plan in 2005. Despite Boundary is no

development

this plan being long revoked, the
settlement boundary has yet to be
amended to reflect updated housing
requirements. The existing settlement
boundary is clearly out-dated for the
purpose of meeting current levels of
housing need. To meet the remaining
residual housing requirement in LSCs set by
CEC LPS policy PG7, development will be
required outside of the existing settlement
boundaries set in the Crewe and Nantwich
Replacement Local Plan.

Cheshire East Council is in the process of
reviewing the settlement boundaries of
LSCs as work on the Site Allocations and
Development Policies Document
progresses. However, until new
settlement boundaries are established, the
required levels of growth set out in CEC LPS
policy PG7 conflict with the protective
objectives of CEC LPS policy PG6 (Open
Countryside —in the case of Wrenbury),
and PG3 (Green Belt — in the case of other
LSCs). Given the conflict of the policies, in
accordance with paragraph 21b-012-
20140306 of the NPPG, only limited weight
can be afforded to the extent of existing
settlement boundaries.

CEC LPS Site Allocations and Development
Policies Document Issues Paper, Issue 10,
highlights that the council will need to draw
settlement boundaries in a transparent and
robust way, in

compliance with NPPF paragraph 85.

The settlement boundary proposed in the
WNP does not accord with national and
local guidance. Firstly, the draft WNP
settlement boundary does not accurately
reflect the area of land benefitting from
planning permission ref: 14/5615N (up to
65 dwellings south of Cholmondeley
Road). This includes the proposed area of
public open space to the west of the on-
going residential development. Secondly,
the draft WNP settlement boundary does

longer relevant
and therefore
have proposed
a boundary that
encompasses all
approved and
built houses
adjacent to the
existing
settlement and
the allocation in
HOU1.

The proposal
has been
shared with
Cheshire East
and no
objections were
raised.

Noted, the
settlement
boundary is
considered
appropriate,
and will allow
for new
development to
be sustainably
and
appropriately
located, whilst
protecting the
open
countryside.

In addition to
the 127 built or
committed and
following a call
for sites and an
assessment by
AECOM, the NP
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not consider the functional relationships
beyond the existing settlement boundary.
The western portion of the Wrenbury
Conservation Area, containing prominent
buildings and structures such as Wrenbury
Mill, the Dusty Miller Public House, the
Cotton Arms Public House, and the canal
lift bridge is currently omitted from

the settlement boundary. This part of the
conservation area and its buildings perform
important functions in the day-to-day
operations of the settlement, and should
therefore be contained within the
settlement boundary.

Our client’s site north of Cholmondeley
Road is also omitted from the settlement
boundary. This parcel of land would make a
logical infill development, clearly bound by
permanent physical features such as the
Shropshire Union Canal and the buildings
identified above within the Conservation
Area. Given the extent of the approved
development (14/5615N), the Conservation
Area, and our client’s proposals, it is
recommended that the settlement
boundary be amended to enclose the
western elements of Wrenbury. Such
amendments would significantly reduce the
likelihood of there being a need to further
revise the settlement boundaries at the
end of the plan period (beyond 2030).
Allowing for a suitable level of growth
within the settlement is considered to be in
accordance with the objectives of
sustainable development, as set out in CEC
LPS policies MP1, SD1 and the NPPF. The
draft settlement boundary is overly
restrictive and does not allow for an
appropriate level of sustainable growth in
Wrenbury.

The proposed maximum threshold of 10
no. dwellings contained within the WNP
would severely hinder the delivery of
affordable housing due to the changes by
the Government to the threshold levels for
affordable housing. Such a threshold
would impede opportunities to secure
other developer contributions and
obligations. This could limit the objectives
of the WNP, such as those relating to
community facilities and / or infrastructure

has allocated a
site for housing.
Itis not
considered
necessary to
allocate further
sites.

In determining
the 2005
Settlement
Boundary there
was no attempt
to include the
whole of the
Conservation
Area, in fact this
would be
directly
contrary to the
Conservation
Area objectives,
i.e. protecting
the historic
assets of the
village which at
so important to
its tourist
economy,
without which
there would be
fewer services
in the village.

Further, there is
no requirement
or need to
include all
services and
facilities within
a Settlement
Boundary. This
was not done in
2005 and there
is no reason to
do this now.
Key facilities of
the village e.g.
the school,
recreation
areas, and

40| Page




improvements. The 10 no. dwelling policy
seeks to frustrate the achievement of
sustainable development, contrary to basic
condition 8(2)(d).

Draft WNP Paragraph 6.16 states that:
“From April 2010 to March 2017 there
were 111 dwelling commitments and 16
completions in Wrenbury LSC, which
represents approximately a 41% growth in
the number of households in the village.”
The above statement is misleading in that
the number of commitments and
completions is spread over the LSC area. If
111 dwellings are committed and 16
complete within the LSC,

based on the 716 households indicated in
the Council’s LPS Background Report:
Determining the Settlement Hierarchy
(November 2010), this would equate to a
15% increase across the LSC area, not
specifically within “‘Wrenbury village’.

The above observation also applies to
paragraph 6.19. that states:

“By planning for an additional 145
dwellings in the village during the period
2010 to 2030, this will represent a 48%
increase in properties, which is
considered to more than meet the
definition of small scale and modest.”

The above statement is also misleading.
Firstly, it is incorrect to suggest that 145
dwellings in the village have been ‘planned
for’. The majority of commitments and
completions within the Wrenbury LSC have

medical centre
are all outside
of the
settlement
Boundary. In
fact
encroaching on
the areas
around the
Dusty Miller
and Cotton
Arms would
“urbanise” the
location and
very
significantly
detract from
their appeal as
“country pubs”
and would
undoubtedly
lead to a loss of
trade.

The reference
to 111 and 16
as being in
Wrenbury LSC is
a typing
mistake, the
number is only
for Wrenbury
village as
identified by
Cheshire East.
Therefore all %
references are
correct. This
will be clarified
in the Plan.

We
acknowledge
the use of
“planned” could
be misleading in
6.19 and have
amended to “By
accepting the
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been windfall developments or those
granted on appeal. To suggest that

such a level of growth has pro-actively
been ‘planned for’ in the village is
incorrect.

Secondly, the additional 145 dwellings
would not represent a 48% increase in
properties. As set out previously, based on
716 households within the Wrenbury LSC,
this would equate to approximately a 20%
increase. Whilst it is accepted that there
are increasing pressures on all LSCs to assist
in meeting the district’s housing needs,
Wrenbury must endeavour to contribute
positively to housing demands by allocating
further land for housing. Not doing so, as
suggested at paragraph 6.20, is

considered to be contrary to the basic
conditions and contrary to the objectives of
the CEC LPS, namely policies PG1 and PG7.

need for an
additional
145...” See
above for
comments on %
growth.

Policy HOU 3 —
Housing Mix
and Type

It should be noted that opportunities for
smaller homes, bungalows, apartments,
semi-detached and affordable homes
would be significantly limited by the
imposition of a 10 no. dwelling threshold as
proposed in policy HOU 2.

The removal of such a threshold and the
allocation of larger sites for housing, such
as our client’s site, would significantly
enhance the likelihood of WNP policy HOU
3; and CEC LPS Policy SC4 objectives being
fulfilled.

Noted. Itis
considered that
the Policy is
appropriate as
drafted. Itis
not considered
necessary to
allocate further
sites.

Paragraphs 7.7
and 7.8 -
Figures H
(Village
Analysis) and |
(Spatial
Strategy)

These indicate that our client’s site north of
Cholmondeley Road is a ‘Recreational
Zone'. Whilst no information is provided in
this section as to what constitutes a
‘recreational zone’, such a designation is
incorrect and cannot be imposed.

Our client’s site is only used on an
occasional basis as an “overspill” for the
adjacent campsite. The land utilised as a
caravan park is operated as a private
business. Whilst it has hosted occasional
and infrequent community events in the
past, such events have been at the sole
discretion of the land owner. To suggest
that the land is a ‘recreational zone’ or
another form of community resource is
inaccurate. References to our client’s land
in figures H and | must be omitted.

Figure His a
visual
representation
of the key
assets of the
village as
determined by
an independent
Consultant
(report
available on
Wrenbury
website) in
which the area
was determined
tobea
Recreation area
on the basis of
its current

42 |Page




extensive use as
a caravan site
and host of
several
community
charity events.
The description
on Figure H has
been amended
to clarify its
use.

Figure | shows
Recreation
Zone “1” as
being the area
of the approved
development of
a Mariana (Ref
14/1579N). The
Legend has
been amended
to state this
more clearly. At
Appeal the
Inspector stated
“..the
opportunity for
outdoor
recreation of a
type of
development
thatis
supported by
the
development
plan” It is
therefore
entirely
consistent to
refer to the site
as a Recreation
Zone.

The site
identified in
Figure H is not
overspill from
the adjacent
site. The 2 sites
are under
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different
ownership.
Figure H site is
rented by The
Cotton Arms
who organise
several charity
events which
attract visitors
from all over
the country.
Over 1,000
people attend
some events.

There are at 20
specifically
organised
Caravan Rallies
per year,
generally over
weekends,
which attract
100’s of people
and are vital to
the local
economy.

The site is also
used for many
charity events
organised by
local groups
and groups
organising
caravan rallies

The area in
Figure H has
been used for
Caravan Rallies
and local
charity events
for over 20
years. Thisis
not occasional
use.

References to
Figure Hand |
are entirely
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appropriate.

The area
designated as a
Local Green
Space is clearly
shown in Fig N
as LGS6.
Policy CF 1 — The Policy designates our client’s site as Noted. Itis
Local Green one of eight sites designated as considered that
Spaces ‘Local Green Space’ (Ref: LSG6). the Policy is
PPG states “Designating any Local Green clear as drafted.
Space will need to be consistent with local No action
planning for sustainable development in required.
the area. In particular, plans must Noted. Itis

identify sufficient land in suitable locations
to meet identified development

needs and the Local Green Space
designation should not be used in a way
that undermines this aim of plan making.”
The neighbourhood plan has not
undertaken this critical task of
identification of sufficient land to meet
development needs and therefore this
policy guidance requirement has not been
met.

The NPPF is clear that Local Green Space
designation should only be used where the
green area concerned is not an extensive
tract of land. Consequently blanket
designation of open countryside adjacent
to settlements will not be

appropriate. In particular, designation
should not be proposed as a ‘back door’
way to try to achieve what would amount
to a new area of Green Belt by another
name.” This requirement has not been
met, indeed it has been openly infringed
particularly LGS6 and LGS7.

PPG states “A Local Green Space does not
need to be in public ownership. However,
the local planning authority (in the case of
local plan making) or the qualifying

body (in the case of neighbourhood plan
making) should contact landowners

at an early stage about proposals to
designate any part of their land as Local
Green Space. Landowners will have
opportunities to make representations in

considered that
the Local Green
Spaces fully
take into
account
guidance from
the NPPF and
are designated
appropriately.
Furthermore,
the sites under
consideration in
the Backwell
Plan (quoted)
were for 19 ha
and 32 ha —far
far larger than
sites in the
Wrenbury
Neighbourhood
Plan — LG6 is for
asite of 1.61
ha. No action
required.

We are
surprised at this
comment as the
Chair of the
Parish Council
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respect of proposals in a draft plan”.

We do not consider that there has been
any meaningful effort to contact the
landowners in the case of our client’s site.
The Examiner’s Report of Examiner Nigel
McGurk in respect of the Backwell
Neighbourhood Plan, dated 29 October
2014, held that Local Green Space is a
“restrictive and significant policy
designation” equivalent to Green Belt
designation. He held that “it is essential
that, when allocating Local Green Space,
plan-makers can clearly demonstrate that
the requirements for its allocation are met
in full”. He further noted that “Given that
the Framework is not ambiguous in stating
that a Local Green Space designation is not
appropriate for most green areas or open
space, it is entirely reasonable to expect
compelling evidence to demonstrate that
any such allocation meets national policy
requirements.” There is no compelling
evidence for any Local Green Space in
Wrenbury. Even if Local Green

Spaces were appropriate, our client’s site is
clearly not.

The Planning application 18/0945N was
accompanied by a Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (LVIA). It concluded
that, subject to mitigation, the landscape of
the surrounding area is capable of
accommodating the proposed
development and there would be no
significant adverse visual impacts.

It was also accompanied by a Phase 1
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA). It
found that whilst there is evidence that a
range of species can be found within the
locality, proposed development in this
location could successfully mitigate for or
avoid any detrimental impacts.

Given the above, our client’s site does not
meet the criteria for local green space
designation.

The Open Space Survey undertaken for
Wrenbury as part of the CEC LPS evidence
base (March 2012) does not identify our
client’s site as contributing to the open
space network of Wrenbury. This survey
was subject to independent examination
during the CEC LPS process. Wrenbury

met the
landowner in
January 2018
and discussed
his planning
application for
this site and the
possibility of
securing land
from him to
extend the
churchyard for
burials.

Designation of
this site as a
Green Space
meets all the
relevant
criteria.

While
application
18/0945N has
been
submitted, it
has not been
decided by CEC
and therefore
any submissions
are entirely the
opinion of the
Developer and
not accepted by
any Planning
authority.
Objections to
the plan by
residents
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village is well served by local open space,
and sport and recreation facilities. A new,
extensive area of public open space is to be
provided south of Cholmondeley Road by
the developer of the adjacent housing site.
This area of public open space is located
outside of the draft WNP settlement
boundary, however as set out in our
representations relating to the

settlement boundary, it is our view that this
area of open space should be included
within the settlement boundary.

In the absence of an up-to-date open space
audit or needs assessment, there is no
requirement to further allocate land for
such purposes in proximity to the centre of
Wrenbury. To do so would be contrary to
paragraph 77 of the NPPF and contrary to
the objectives of the development plan and
the basic conditions 8(2) a, d and e.

clearly state the
importance of
this site as an
open space and
its vital
economic
benefit to the
area.
Objections from
residents and in
particular the
Parish Council
commissioned
objection are
available at
www.planning.c

heshireeast.gov

.uk/Application
Search

Ref 18/0945N is
currently due to
be placed
before the CEC
Planning
Committee in
early August
2018.

The area South
of
Cholmondeley
Road has not
yet been
created and is
not suitable to
meet the uses
currently
enjoyed on the
North side.

See 11.5 of NP.
According to
Cheshire East
statistics (2010)
Wrenbury had
“an overall
significant
shortage for the
existing
population).
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Since then 127
houses have
been built or
committed and
there is no
additional
sports or
recreation
space

There is no
requirement to
include
designated
Green Space in
the Settlement
Boundary, in
fact several of
the other green
Spaces are
outside of the
Settlement
Boundary and
have been for

many years.
42 | G Citrine Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
LC2 - Wording here - might be better to say Noted. The
Important something like "...if it significantly detracts | policy is
Views and from the views and vistas shown on figures | considered to
Vistas | and J, either by physical size and massing be clear as
of built form, or by deviation from the aims | drafted. No
of policy LC1" action required.
TR3 - Does the term 'unacceptable increase' Noted. The
Vehicular need to be quantified? policy is
access to and considered to
through the be clear as
Parish drafted. No
action required.
CF1- My only concern here is about how Local Green
Local Green legitimate is it to designate the activity uses | Spaces do not
Spaces of private land: e.g. Cotton Arms' bowling have to be in

green — it seems to me they are perfectly at
liberty to tarmac it over, or create a private
rose garden, or keep chickens on it if they
so wished. Similarly, the field which is
currently rented by the Cotton Arms for
rallies... presumably that agreement is not
binding and the landowner could restore it
to 100% agricultural if he so wished? The
exception is the proposed country park on

public
ownership. No
action required.
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Cholmondeley Road, which forms part of
the planning approval for the Bovis
development, but it seems unreasonable to
tie the hands of private businesses to
provide recreational facilities, especially if
they become economically unviable, or
simply if the landowner doesn't want to
offer the facility any more.

43 | ) Blight Res HOU3 - The continuing viability of a community Noted. No
Housing mix depends upon the availability of an action required
and type appropriate mix of residential properties
LC1- All essential points to retain the attractive Noted with
Character and | character of the area. thanks. No
Design action required
LC2 - Enjoyment of the expansive views is one of | Noted.
Important the main pleasures of living in or visiting No action
views and the area. required
vistas
LC3 - Potential occupiers of new developments Comments
Landscape who do not respect the landscape noted, no
Character character of Wrenbury should perhaps action required

consider other locations that may be more
appropriate for them.
LC4 — Natural | The preservation and enhancement of rural | Noted. No
Environment environmental assets, including wildlife, action required
and should be regarded as essential duties,
Biodiversity rather than options.
TR1 - We need more, rather than fewer Noted. The
Footpaths and | footpaths and cycleways. Their current policy seeks to
cycleways poor state is a disincentive to address these
walking/cycling. The local roads are issues. No
dangerous to use, due to the excessive action required.
speeds of some motor traffic.
Other The draft Plan contains a wealth of Noted, with
comments interesting and useful information. My thanks. No
thanks go to the compiler(s). action required
44 | Cheshire SB No opinion
East Council expressed on
any policy
HOU1 - As a Local Service Centre (CELPS policy PG2) | We welcome
Housing Cheshire East Council welcomes Wrenbury | CEC support for
Allocation having identified a site to accommodate our allocation
10 dwellings. As stated in the CELPS: ‘New of a site. As

development is required to meet local
needs and help retain services and facilities
so that residents can continue to enjoy
these benefits and reduce the need to
travel elsewhere’. The Council are currently
preparing the second part of the local plan
and although work is now at an advanced
stage, have not yet finalised an agreed

stated in the
Plan an increase
of 145 houses
would
represent a
48% increase in
the village in
the plan period.
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distribution of development to Wrenbury
or other LSCS. Therefore it is important to
note that the Council may be required to
bring forward additional development sites
to accommodate the identified need across
LSCs and at Wrenbury.

This greatly in
excess of the
CEC Vision for
LCS of small and
“modest
growth.” 145
houses is
considered
more than a fair
share of the
total houses in
the CEC plan
which is only a
20% increase
throughout the
whole of CEC.
The reference
to the CEC
policy “New
development is
required to
meet local

and reduce the
need to travel
elsewhere”
seems in
appropriateto a
small village
where most
people
commute to
work out of the
village. Other
than the
Primary school,
residents travel
to Nantwich
Whitchurch,
Crewe and
beyond for the
vast majority of
everyday
services,
secondary
education,
supermarkets,
work etc. This
is clearly shown
in the 2011
Census data.
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Increasing the
housing in
Wrenbury will
only exacerbate
the traffic
problems with
none of the
implied
benefits.

As at the date
of this report
(Jul 2018), none
of the 35
houses on the
new Bovis
Estate have
been purchased
by Wrenbury
residents, and
in fact the vast
majority are
from further
afield than
Nantwich or
Whitchurch

The HNAR
provide by CEC
also states “an
increase in
housing, with
limited local
jobs, could
impact on and
may promote
unsustainable

commuting

patterns”
HOU2 — The settlement boundary for Wrenbury is Please see
Location of also under consideration as part of the comments
new councils work on the part two of the local above.
residential plan. The final boundary will be informed

development

by the selection of development sites (and
other factors) and therefore the borough
council wishes to work closely with the
parish council in finalising its proposals
ahead of formal submission of the
neighbourhood plan. It is also worth noting
the advice provided to the neighbourhood
plan group by CEC in regards establishing a

Additionally the
call for sites
identified no
other suitable
sites around the
village. One site
put forward has
recently been
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reasonable approach to housing need is
advisory only and does not take into
account the full range of factors necessary
to distribute growth across all LSCs, this
exercise is undertaken in the context of a
single neighbourhood plan area only and
the work currently in progress on part two
of the local plan considers a wider range of
issues and constraints which may lead to an
alternative housing target through the local
plan process.

dismissed by
the Inspector at
Appeal.

The proposed
WNP
Settlement
Boundary was
shared with CEC
prior to
publication
during several
consultations
and the
proposal
coincided with
that drafted by
CEC.

The HNAR from
CEC has been
discussed many
times with CEC
and the
numbers
progressively
increased over
this period. The
NP considers
this to be the
best available
information and
more than
meets
reasonable
expectations of
growth in line
with the CEC
overall Policy of
small and
modest growth
for LSCs.

HOU3 -
Housing mix
and Type

It is unclear why the policy should apply to
development sites of six or more. The
policy is very prescriptive and some
flexibility it's wording may allow a more
successful approach to delivering a suitable
housing mix as local needs change over
time.

The policy
allows for
flexibility as
viability or
other material
considerations
can show a
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robust
justification for
a different mix.
Agree to amend
the Policy to
add ‘any
updated
housing needs
survey’ after
‘viability’ in the
first sentence.
The Policy
applies to
developments
of six or more
as this would
mean that
smaller scale
developments
would not need
to comply as
this would be
more likely to
make them
unviable.
However, we
have amended
the Policy to
increase the
threshold to 10.

LC1 -
Character and
Design

The policy itself is comprehensive and will
contribute a positive impact to the
objectives of strategic policies of SE1.
Whilst the policy on character and design is
broad and sets out a clear focus for
Wrenbury, it could include additional
guidance around inclusive design principles
as outlined in the NPPF therefore further
expanding on the Local Plan guidelines.
Point a) may benefit from referencing
orientation of buildings; point c) may be
better expressed as 'development should
retain existing significant trees, hedgerows,
walls and all watercourses and leave their
floodplain and riparian zones
undeveloped’;

point e) should consider how such gaps
will be protected from development in the
long term through designation of green

Agree. Amend
LC1a) to include
‘orientation’

Noted. Point c)
will be
amended as
suggested

e) is considered
to be clear as
drafted. The
gaps in the
frontage are for
small gaps
between
houses within
individual
developments,
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space
(development of such gaps would be
compliant with policy PG6 of the CELPS);
the last sentence of point

g) may be better expressed as 'new
buildings which project above the skyline
should not significantly harm the valued
contribution of these landmarks to the
landscape and local character’;

point h) may benefit from the addition of
'of the highest quality' to the last sentence.

rather than
larger strategic

gaps.

Agree —amend
g) as suggested.

Agree —amend
h) as suggested.

LC2 - These policies will contribute to the Noted. Itis
Important delivery of CELPS SE4 Landscape which is considered that
views and concerned with protecting and enhancing all the listed
vistas environmental standards. The policy views are
indicates several views around Wrenbury important.
that are valuable to local residents.
Summarising images A-H may offer clarity Additional
of which are of ‘particular importance’. comments have
There are no national guidelines on specific | been added to
protection of views which has to be the Plan.
undertaken on a case by case basis and
individual merit therefore further
justification is needed.
LC4 — The policy is helpful in emphasising Noted. There
Natural strategic policy SE3 Biodiversity and are no new

Environment
and

Geodiversity and seeks to protect
designated wildlife corridors. A definition

specific sites
proposed in the

Biodiversity should be drawn between Local Wildlife Neighbourhood
Sites already identified in the development | Plan, wildlife is
plan and those proposed via the everywhere in a
neighbourhood plan. rural area
TR2 - Suggest replacing the word 'demonstrate’, Partly agree-
Sustainable with 'deliver' in the first sentence. At point | amend c) as
Transport c suggest an alternation to read: 'how any suggested.
significant adverse...".; at point e) the term | Agree —amend
'aggregate congestion is vague. The e) as suggested.
sentence may be better expressed as 'that | Split the policy
the proposed site is located in an into two parts
acceptable location that does not cause to read
significant harm to the safety and efficient | ‘demonstrate’
operation of the local highways network. and ‘deliver’
where
appropriate.
TR3 - Suggest that 'unacceptable’ is replaced with | Agree —amend
Vehicular 'a significantly harmful' and that 'to offset Policy TR3 as

access to and

the identified harm' is added to the last

suggested, and
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through the
Parish

sentence.

as per comment
36.

INF1 - Such considerations are not a requirement | Agree. Add,
Infrastructure | of every development scheme. The policy where required
would benefit from clarifying under what at the start of
circumstances and at what scale of the policy.
development it should be applied.
TOU1 - inserting the word 'significant' before Agree. Amend
Tourism 'harm’, 'adverse', and 'conflict' would help the Policy as
introduce a meaningful policy test. suggested.
CF1- The addition of the words 'or where Agree. Amend
Local green development supports the role and the Policy and
Spaces function of the Local Green Space.' The Map as
map at figure N would benefit from the suggested.
inclusion of references of the various LGS
sites.
LEC1 - Where an employment site is in use the Agree —amend

Local Economy

CELPS requires marketing for two years, the
policy should reflect this.

the policy to
make reference
to two years
rather than 12

months.
Other The Parish Council may wish to consider The Call for
Comments 'reserve sites' that could be identified to sites and
accommodate development in the assessment by
circumstances where the housing land AECOM did not
supply falls below it's requirement or for consider any
beyond the plan period. Such an approach | further sites to
would give certainty to future growth be suitable or
options and enable the community to deliverable at
express a strong view on how Wrenbury this time.
should change in the long term
45 | Wrenbury LIG Agreed with Noted.
Gardening policies or no
Club opinion
LC3 - Prevent unnecessary removal of hedgerows | The policy LC1
Landscape when new developments are built seeks to
Character address this
issue. No
action required.
LC4 - This doesn’t stop the developer doing it The policy seeks
Natural anyway e.g. trees with TPOs to address this

Environment
and

issue. No
action required.

Biodiversity

CF1- What constitutes a very special Thisis a

Local Green circumstance? recognised

Spaces planning term.
No action
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required.

CF2 - The present community buildings e.g. Comments
Community sports and social club are underutilised due | passed to the
Facilities to size and layout of the rooms. Could Parish Council
these be altered internally to make a more | and the
useable space? Recreation
Trust
46 | D Brown Res Agreed with Noted.
policies except
INF4
HOU2 - Agreed with policy “BUT, only the first Disagree. G)
Location of paragraph The rest is a recipe for ribbon specifically
new development particularly Wrenbury Heath | addresses this
residential issue. No
development action required.
TR1 - | can see no reason for the loss of a public Noted. Policy
Footpaths and | right of way, diversion yes! But not loss. amended to
cycleways require
diversion
instead of loss
of a footpath.
TR3 - Residential development is unlikely to Comments
Vehicular course a permanent increase in HGV traffic | noted.
accesstoand | —but it is a matter of concern now. No action
through the required

Parish

INF2 — Foul | assume this includes supporting the cost Noted. System
and surface of increasing the capacity of the sewage capacity is the
water system where it will be needed responsibly of
drainage United Utilities.
No action
required.
INF3 — Mobile phone signal poor at the moment Noted. The
Broadband policy seeks to
and Telecoms address this
issue. No
action required.
INF4 — Disagree. Proposals would be bound to Noted. No
Renewable conflict with other policies. As a matter of action required.
Energy national policy the use of the tide must be
taken forward e.g. Severn estuary and
Swansea lagoon etc.
Other | must congratulate you on the Noted, with
comments comprehensive Neighbourhood Plan which | thanks.

you have produced. It is, of course,
produced because of the demand by
Government to build many more houses
for an ever increasing population.

This is welcome news for building
companies and owners of land (I am one!)
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due to the principal benefits that are
possible, but not for people (I am one!)
who love this green and pleasant land.

The answer is to control the population size
and stop the continuing increase. It can be
done but it is politically very difficult since
many state benefit payments will have to
cease. But, it will have to be faced in the
not too distant future.

47 | J Hunt Res Agreed with Noted.
overall Plan
Other Accommodation wise the Plan is well Noted. No
comments thought out. Personally | believe we require | action required.
some additional retail space.
Better broadband required.
48 | S Harding Res Agreed with No comments No action
all policies required
49 | K Harding Res Agreed with No action
all policies required.
Other Excellent Plan and well put together. Noted, with
comments Congratulations to all involved. thanks.
50 | N Adams Res HOU1 - Will they be affordable to locals? This is not
Housing specifically a
Allocation rural exception
site, but can be
considered at
the planning
application
stage. No
action required.
CF2 - Club House needs to be re-opened to help Noted. The Club
Community residents who cannot walk to pubs at the isrunbya
Facilities far end of the village Charity which is
separate to the
Parish Council.
No action
required.
Other 1. There are no facilities for teenagers | Noted. The
comments i.e. skateboard / BMX area. Neighbourhood

2. We expect an increase of teenagers
with the new houses with nothing
to do.

3. Thisis already a problem at the
surgery car park, which is not their
fault

4. Bus transport is very poor and
services Nantwich only, and no
evening service!!

5. We cannot find the 10 B&B’s

Traffic speed is too high

7. All access roads to village are very

o

plan seeks to
provide a policy
framework to
help improve
the facilities in
the Parish,
although a
number of
these points are
outside the
scope of the
Neighbourhood
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poor Plan. No action
required.

51 | JAdams Res HOU1 - Will there be a percentage of affordable This is not
Housing houses specifically a
Allocation rural exception

site, but can be
considered at
the planning
application
stage. No
action required
LC4 — Natural | This is even more important now or there Noted. No
Environment will be nothing for future generations action required.
and
Biodiversity
TR1 - This is already a major problem especially Noted. The
Footpaths and | for wheelchair users and will only get Policy seeks to
cycleways worse help address
this issue. No
action required.
CF2 - The Plan speaks as if the clubhouse has a Noted. This is
Community tenant — it has not. The club is needed for beyond the
Facilities people who cannot walk to the two pubs scope of the
and if additional residents want to walk Neighbourhood
from the new housing at Station Road, so Plan. No action
they do not drink and drive, the club should | required.
complement the pubs
Other There should be facilities for older children | Noted. The
comments and teenagers. If they do not play football Neighbourhood
or tennis there is nothing. plan seeks to
| have measured the ground beyond the provide a
tennis court, leaving room for vehicular policy
access; there is room for a small framework to
skateboard scooter / BMX area. help improve
The ones at Nantwich and Crewe do not the facilities in
take up much room — you cannot complain | the Parish. No
if the pavements and medical centre are action required.
being used if there is no alternative. My
grandson, now 25, was an avid
skateboarder and | would be more than
happy to submit a suitable design with
elevational drawings

52 | E McEvoy Res Agreed will all Noted.
polices except
HOU1
HOU1 - There have been over 100 new houses built | Noted.

Housing or with planning permission to be built in Wrenbury is

Allocation the village. | see this number as being more | defined as a
than enough development. In 2010 there Local Service
were 300 houses in Wrenbury; a number centre in the
which had gradually and organically grown | Cheshire East
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over hundreds of years. Since then 145 new
homes have been granted permission
which will mean that over a period of 20
years, the village will increase in size by
50% most of these were in the form of
large housing developments which are
incompatible with rural linear housing
traditions. Whilst | am supportive of local
people having sufficient affordable
housing; these estates of non-descript large
detached houses do not address this, nor
do they enhance the vernacular rural
charm of Wrenbury village.

Local Plan, and
must provide
for a certain
number of new
dwellings. No
action required.

HOU2 — Vernacular building styles must be Noted. Policy
Location of considered — the Bovis development has no | LC1 seeks to
new vernacular design and does nothing to address this
residential enhance the appearance of the village from | issue. No
development | the Canal. In fact it has a negative impact. action required.
LC1- So important! Noted. No

Character and

action required

Design
TR1 - The roads are in such a state of disrepair Noted. No
Footpaths and | that they cannot support existing traffic, action required.
cycleways factor in the access issues to the village; lift
bridge, level crossing and 2 canal bridges
close together
INF4 — Particularly important to protect views Noted. No
Renewable from the canal action required
Energy
TOU1 - Favourably consider initiatives that would Noted. No
Tourism provide employment for locals action required.
CF2 - Important to protect areas that promote Noted, This
Community and encourage tourism particularly the policy and
Facilities campsite next to the Cotton Arms TOU1 seek to
address this
issue. No
action required.
HER1 — Strongly Agree with this. Noted, with
Built heritage thanks, no

and
Conservation
Area

action required.

53 | S Bailey- Res Agreed with Noted.
Gaze all polices with

no opinion on
HOU1
HOU1 - Not sure how to comment as not aware if Noted. No
Housing village is in agreement to the development | action required.
Allocation
HOU3 - Strongly agree we need affordable houses Noted with
Housing Mix and bungalows for elderly / retired people | thanks, no
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and Type action required.
LC1- Especially important is point (k) all new Noted with
Character and | builds should be environmentally thanks, no
Design sustainable and incorporate renewable action required.
energy measures when designed
CF1 - Local Strongly agree — which is why we oppose Noted. No
Green Spaces | proposed housing development at LGS6 — action required.
(the Cotton Arms)
54 | LRex Res Agreed with Noted.
all polices
55 | M Bailey- Res Agreed with Noted.
Gaze all polices
CF1 - Local Strongly agree with this point Noted with
Green Spaces thanks, no
action required.
56 | Newhall NP Agreed with Noted.
Neighbourh all polices
ood Plan &
Newhall PC
57 | J McEvoy Res Agreed with Noted.
all polices
HOU1 - housing numbers planned to grow 30% by Noted, no
Housing 2030..this is on the high side for villages action required.
Allocation infrastructure but it does mean we are
taking a very generous allocation
HOU2 — glad to see the settlement boundary Noted, no
Location of respect the conservation area action required.
new
residential
development
TR3 - The lift bridge at the Dusty Miller is grade 2 | Noted. The
Vehicular listed but keeps being damaged by lorries, | | policy seeks to
access to and hope this policy will allow some protection | address such
through the issues. No
Parish action required.
58 | Glones Res Agreed with Noted.
all policies
Other Whist | agree with Plan ( Cheshire East Noted, with
comments possible numbers) | feel the village does thanks. No
not need volumes of houses planned but action required.
the developments should be rather smaller
organic e.g. up to 6 properties.
Utilise areas in Wrenbury Heath in fill.
Well done to Neighbourhood “planners”
59 | LJones Res Agreed with Noted.
all policies
Other Village does not need large scale Noted with
comments developments. No infrastructure in place. thanks, no
Lack of employment in locality and action required.
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therefore travelling, - therefore pressure on
infrastructure.

Cheshire East deciding numbers forcing
hand of locals. In fill areas in Wrenbury
Heath Well done Plan producers

60 | I Wilkinson | OP Agreed with Noted.
all policies
HOU1 - Policy HOU1 allows for a small infill Noted, no
Housing development which should have minimal action required.
Allocation negative impact on the rural character of

Wrenbury.

HOU2 - Policy HOU2 should ensure that any future | Noted, policy
Location of development is sympathetic to the area LC1 helps to
new and done in a truly sustainable way. address this
residential issue. No action

development

required.

HOU3 -

The current variety of styles of housing in

Noted, policy

Housing mix Wrenbury must be maintained to ensure LC1 and HOU3

and Type the character of the area is maintained. seeks to
Policy HOU3 should ensure that a real mix address these
of styles, types and sizes of homes is issue. No action
maintained for all future developments. required.

LC1- It is essential that development preserves Noted, policy

Character and
Design

the rural look and feel of Wrenbury. Policy
LC1 should ensure this, specifically since it
is sympathetic to some variety of
architectural style and detailing, and is
sensitive to the transition and borders
between developments and open
countryside.

LC1 seeks to
address these
issues. No
action required.

LC2 - Views and vistas are a crucial part of Noted. No
Important Wrenbury's character. They provide a core | action required.
views and element of Wrenbury's environmental
vistas character both for residents and visitors /

tourists so it is essential that they are

maintained. Policy LC2 should ensure that

future development does not negatively

impact these views and vistas
LC3 - Recent large developments in Wrenbury Noted, no
Landscape have had a huge negative impact of the action required.
Character area's landscape character, imposing

urban-style estate developmentina

completely inappropriate setting. Policy

LC3 should prevent further cases of this

type of inappropriate, unsustainable

development which detracts from the

fundamental rural character of the parish.
LC4 - | agree with policy LC4 but if anything think | Noted, it is
Natural it should be strengthened: the option of considered that
Environment "compensation to address the adverse the Policy is
and impact of development" must not allow a drafted
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Biodiversity

developer to construct inappropriate
developments even if they do pay a
compensation fee. Future developments
must be truly sustainable and have minimal
impact on the natural environment and
biodiversity, and should be refused if this is
not the case.

appropriately.
No action
required.

TR1 -
Footpaths and
Cycleways

Sustainable transit through the countryside
is essential, and needs not only to be
preserved but developed substantially -
specifically safe cycle paths and pedestrian
routes. Every effort should be made to
provides a - literally - 'joined up' approach
to allow safe pedestrian and cycle routes
both across Wrenbury parish but through
and between adjoining parishes too. The
provisions in Policy TR1 should support and
help to develop this approach.

Noted, no
action required.

TR2 —
Sustainable
Transport

Recent developments in Wrenbury and the
surrounding area have done far too little to
guarantee truly sustainable transport
options and safety of pedestrians. Policy
TR2 (in conjunction with policy TR1) should
provide focus to ensure sustainable
transport options and improved pedestrian
safety for future developments.

Noted, no
action required.

TR3 -
Vehicular
access to and
through the
Parish

The volume and physical size of traffic on
the rural lanes through the area is
becoming more of a problem, causing jams
where the roads are too narrow for
vehicles to pass and increasingly hazardous
conditions for cyclists and pedestrians -
especially in the many areas where no
footpath is available. Due to its rural nature
the area - as expected - already sees a great
deal of agricultural traffic.

The impact of any further development on
this traffic load must be very carefully
considered for the safety of residents of
this and adjoining parishes: policy TR3 has
provision for "strong opposition" where
appropriate.

Noted, no
action required.

INF1 -
Infrastructure

Although | agree with policy INF1 | think
some improvements could be made:

1. The wording of the policy could be
clarified

2. At present the policy focuses on
maintaining an infrastructure which can
cope with future developments: | would
also expect the policy to include an
intention to improve existing

Noted, the
policy as
drafted includes
mention of
existing
infrastructure.
No action
required.
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infrastructure.

INF2 — Foul New developments in Wrenbury and the INF 1 seeks to
and surface surrounding area have had a significant address
water negative impact on surface water drainage, | improvements
drainage and the foul drainage capacity locally does | to existing
not provide a sustainable solution. This infrastructure.
policy should ensure that the situation does | No action
not get worse, but perhaps should include required.
an element of policy to try to improve the
existing infrastructure?
INF3 — The nature of many people's work makes Noted, No
Broadband high-speed communications infrastructure | action required.
and at home essential. Everything we can do to
Telecomms encourage and secure high-speed and high-
reliability broadband and wireless
telecommunications should be encouraged.
INF4 — Policy INF4 is perfect in its support for Noted, with
Renewable renewable energy while stressing that it thanks. No
Energy should not be implemented at the expense | action required.
of the rural environment.
TOU1 - A balanced policy encouraging tourism and | Noted, with
Tourism its benefits to the local economy but thanks. No
protecting the local environment and action required.
character
CF1- Agree with the local green spaces listed. Noted, with
Local Green thanks. No
Spaces action required.
CF2 - If anything the policy could include some Agree. Amend
Community support for additional facilities if any needs | policy to
Facilities were identified in the resident’s survey? include as a
new sentence
at the end of
the Policy -
‘Proposals for
new community
facilities will be
supported,
subject to other
policies within
the
Neighbourhood
Plan’
LEC1 - Good policy - perhaps 'minimal traffic Noted. Itis
Local Economy | increase' could be stressed specifically? considered that
(rather than just the general reference to the policy is
traffic policy in the first para.) clear as drafted.
No action
required.
Other Overall | think the Plan is clear and Noted, with
Comments comprehensive. As a resident of an thanks.
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adjoining parish (Newhall) many of the
policies will potentially have a direct impact
on our parish too.

Thanks to all involved in its creation for
their considerable skills, time and effort

61 | S Starkey Res HOU2 - | agree with this policy provided that the Noted. No
Location of above points (i.e. the policy) are adhered action required.
new too.
residential
development
LC4 — Natural | Agree with first part of the policy Noted. No
Environment action required.
and
Biodiversity
TR3 - There is already far too much heavy traffic | Noted. No
Vehicular over the lift bridge and traffic through the action required.
access toand | village which ignores 30mph limit. Comments
through the passed to the
Parish Parish Council

62 | | Hope Res HOU1 - This site has been created by the granting Noted. The
Housing of development in New Road and commitments
Allocation Cholmondeley Road and is a logical and

allocation within the settlement boundary. | completions are
The other sites with planning permission, listed in the
as yet undeveloped or partly developed, Housing Need
are not listed as commitments, perhaps this | Advice Report.
could be added in para. 6.4 for clarity and It is not
completeness considered
necessary to
repeat them in
the
Neighbourhood
Plan. No action
required.
HOU2 — Whilst the intention of this policy is correct | It is felt that the
Location of this policy is, in effect two policies. policy is clear as
new One relates to development within the drafted, and it
residential settlement boundary where there is a makes a clear

development

presumption in favour of development.
The second relates to development outside
the settlement boundary where there is a
presumption against development unless
certain criteria are met. The policies
would be stronger if they were separated.
In addition, it would be helpful if it was
made clear that there is no settlement
boundary identified for Wrenbury Heath.
With regard to development within the
settlement boundary, the policy restricting
numbers to 10 dwellings will have limited
application as sites are unlikely to become

distinction
between
development
within and
outside the
settlement
boundary.
Agree re
Wrenbury
Heath — will add
‘there is no
settlement
boundary
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available. It should be noted that this
policy would preclude the redevelopment
of an existing site for 11 or more
apartments / flats.

identified for
Wrenbury
Heath’ to the
end of Para
6.20.

Agree in
relation to
“redevelopmen
t” the policy has
been amend to
allow
redevelopment

Policy HOU3 — | This policy will only apply to a limited Noted. No
Housing Mix number of potential sites of between 6 and | action required.
and Type 10 dwellings as Policy HOU2 does not

permit sites of above 10 dwellings within

the settlement boundary or in the open

countryside
Policy LC1 - Development has a wide meaning in Noted. Itis
Character and | planning law — the use here presumably considered that
Design relates to new built form above a certain the policy is

size. W.ith regard to point d,
development up to the frontage can
sometimes result in better urban design
whilst setting back development to a
specified distance can result in an
uninspiring streetscape

clear as drafted
and reflects the
outcomes of
the Landscape
and Settlement
Character
Assessment.

Policy LC2 —
Important
Views and
Vistas

Views into the conservation area are
important although this has been
disregarded by the Planning Inspector with
the Bovis development.

A consistent reference to the name of the
canal should be used, e.g Llangollen Branch
of the Shropshire Union Canal.

Views to the
Conservation
Area were
considered
important by
the Inspector in
relation to a
site adjoining
the
Conservation
Area
APP/R0O660/W/
16/3162703
Agree —amend
to refer to the
canal as”
Llangollen
Branch of the
Shropshire
Union Cana

III

Policy TOU1 -
Tourism

The extant permission for the marina needs
to be taken into account with an indication
given as to why a permission would not be

It is considered
that the policy
is clear as
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renewed under this policy.

(Should the marina be built there will be
two frontage sites adjacent to the access
where there will be pressure for
development).

drafted. Itis
not considered
necessary to
discuss specific
planning
permissions.
Your concern is
noted in
relation to the
two frontage
sites, however,
these were
excluded as a
condition by
the Inspector
and the current
Application also
excludes these
from
Development.

No action
required.
Policy CF1 — The Recreation Ground will only be a useful | Itis considered
Local Green Local Green Space if the Wrenbury that the
Spaces Recreation Ground Trust continues to be a | recreation
viable charity. Limited development on ground should
the frontage of the site adjacent to the be designated
surgery could ease the financial burden, as a Local Green
this could for example be offered to the Space with the
surgery for parking protection that
affords. The
policy would
allow for
development in
‘very special
circumstances’
No action
required.
Policy CF2 — As for CF1 - The Recreation Ground will It is considered
Community only be a useful Local Green space if the that the policy
Facilities Wrenbury Recreation Ground Trust is clear as
continues to be a viable charity. Limited drafted. No

development on the frontage of the site
adjacent to the surgery could ease the
financial burden, this could for example be
offered to the surgery for parking.

A flexible approach is required to ensure
that the Trust can generate sufficient
income to maintain the recreational facility
on behalf of the village

action required.

66| Page




Policy HER1 —
Built Heritage
and
Conservation
Area

Unfortunately, some development, which
causes harm to the character and
appearance of the conservation area, is
permitted under the Planning Regulations
unless an Article 4 direction is made, e.g.
UPVC windows, satellite dishes.

Again, highways and statutory utilities have
powers within planning law to provide
equipment which does not always
harmonise with the conservation area, e.g.
standard street lighting columns

Comments
noted. The
Policy is
considered to
be as robust as
possible to
protect the vital
heritage assets
of the Parish No
action required.

Other
comments

There is no allocation of land for the
extension of the graveyard. If thisis nota
viable proposition the plan should give
reasons and indicate other options open to
the Parochial Church Council

The
Neighbourhood
Plan does not
have to
consider
specific issues
however; the
Parish Council
have been in
discussions with
the PCC on this
matter. A
sentence has
been added to
the Policy CF2
(arising from
other
comments)
which we
believe would
include the
graveyard
“Proposals for
new
Community
facilities will be
supported,
subject to other
policies within
the
Neighbourhood
Plan”
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R Bennett

Res

Agreed with
all policies

Noted, with
thanks.

Other
comments

Good that local people get the chance to
shape planning policy in their local
community.

| feel the housing allocation is a bit too big
but | understand that it must include
permissions allowed during the period

Noted.
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Cheshire East had no effective Local Plan.

Key to TYPE:

Res = Resident of Wrenbury Parish
SB = Statutory Body

NP = Neighbouring Parish

OP = Other Parish

Vis = Visitor
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