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1.0 Introduction and Background 

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with The 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Paragraph 
15 (2)1 which defines a “consultation statement” as a document which: 

 
(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 
(b) explains how they were consulted; 
(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 
(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where 

relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

1.2 Handforth Parish Council (HPC) first considered producing a neighbourhood plan in 
October 2015.  An application was submitted to Cheshire East late 2016, and the 
Neighbourhood Area was formally designated on the 21st June 2017. (see Map 1) 

1.3 HPC called for volunteers to form a neighbourhood plan steering group, a group that 
was not to include any HPC councillors but that would include the parish clerk as its 
secretary and responsible financial officer. On 23rd November 2016, the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (HNPSG) was formed from 10 local residents 
including a solicitor and a surveyor. The Group elected a chairperson and vice-
chairperson.  HPC formulated terms of reference for HNPSG on 10th January 2017 
and, on 17th January 2017, HNPSG responded by producing a constitution in accord 
with the HPC terms of reference. 

1.4 Before commencing to draft any elements of the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan, 
members of HNPSG consulted the neighbourhood planning manager of Cheshire East 
Council (CEC) at walk-in workshops both in Crewe and Macclesfield. Members of 
HNPSG also attended meetings with representatives from Wilmslow Town Council and 
Styal Parish Council. HNPSG studied not only the CEC template for a neighbourhood 
plan but also elements of the neighbourhood plans of other parishes (e.g. Holmes 
Chapel) that were close to the stage of adoption by CEC.  

1.5 Knowing that Handforth Parish was to accommodate the North Cheshire Growth 
Village, members of HNPSG attended a workshop on the topic (held in the Pinewood 
Hotel) that was organised by Engine of the North (EoN). Subsequently the managing 
director of EoN addressed members of HNPSG at a meeting in the Handforth Youth 
Centre. 

1.6 This Consultation Statement lists the various stages in the consultation process and 
includes references to all the events and information that it comprised. It also contains 
feedback from the public in the form of analysis of the questionnaire, and analysis of 
comments received at the first Regulation 14 stage. 

1.7 From the outset, HNPSG has issued press releases to advertise its starting work on 
a neighbourhood plan and thereafter to report progress. A press release by Cheshire 
East council also drew attention to the activities of HNPSG. A website for the 
neighbourhood plan was established at an early stage and was advertised widely. It 
was included as part of the questionnaire distributed to all households. Throughout 
the preparation of the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan all relevant documents were 
available on the following website: http://www.handforthnplan.org/ 

                                                
1 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made 

http://www.handforthnplan.org/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made
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1.8 The website was designed to have a number of different facets. Residents could use 
the website to send their responses to the questionnaire on line. The website 
displayed draft chapters and appendices from the growing neighbourhood plan and 
residents were encouraged to submit suggestions for their amendment. It also 
displayed a library of official notices issued by Cheshire East Council such as a map 
of the proposed neighbourhood area, Handforth’s application for designation of a 
neighbourhood area and Cheshire East Council’s notice of consultation re: the 
proposed neighbourhood area. The agendas and minutes of HNPSG group meetings 
also formed part of the library. 

 Public engagement through meetings of Handforth Parish Council 

1.9 Members of the HNPSG have regularly attended meetings of the Parish Council. As 
specified in the HPC terms of reference for the HNPSG, the chair of the HNPSG has 
given regular written or oral reports to the parish councillors and has answered any 
questions posed. Further engagement with members of the public has tended to 
occur on a one-to-one basis at the end of each parish council meeting. 

Engagement with officers of Cheshire East Council (CEC) and with consultants 
employed by CEC. 

1.10 From the outset HNPSG has maintained close contact with the neighbourhood 
planning manager for CEC. The members of the HNPSG were advised to acquaint 
themselves with plans being developed for the North Cheshire Garden Village. 
Accordingly, members of HNPSG attended a workshop that was organised by 
Engine of the North (EoN) and were subsequently addressed by the managing 
director of EoN at a meeting held in the Handforth Youth Centre. The steering group 
had a productive meeting with officers from WYG, the transport consultants for CEC. 
The object of the meeting was to discuss connectivity links between the Garden 
Village and Handforth village centre. In addition, representatives of the steering 
group attended a presentation on Updating the Local Transport Plan. The 
presentation was given by the Interim Transport manager for CEC and by the 
Principal Transport planner for CEC. A further meeting with the CEC Transport 
officers was held on 3rd October 2017. Discussion was focused on how the 
Handforth Neighbourhood Plan can be co-ordinated with the emerging update to the 
CEC Local Transport Plan 

1.11 Representatives of the HNPSG attended a meeting (8/8/2017) with the CEC Housing 
Strategy and Needs Manager and the Strategic Housing and Intelligence Manager of 
CEC. The object of the meeting was to discuss the provision of affordable housing 
within the Garden Village. 

1.12 The HNPSG has had several meetings with the planning consultant with 
responsibility for the North Cheshire Garden Village. A meeting held on 12th October 
2017 involved a site visit in which parcels of land were related to a draft plan. 

  Engagement with Neighbouring Parish Councils and Neighbourhood Fora 

1.13 HNPSG has exchanged correspondence and had joint meetings with several 
neighbouring Parish Councils and Neighbourhood Fora. These include Wilmslow 
Town Council, Styal Parish Council, and Woodford Neighbourhood Forum. Further 
joint meetings and exchanges of correspondence are planned to ensure that there is 
understanding and agreement on issues that jointly affect adjacent neighbourhood 
areas. 
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2.0 Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan and Informal 

Public Consultation 

2.1 Community Engagement 

2.1.1 HNPSG delivered a questionnaire to all homes within the parish on 27th January 
2017 and organised three public meetings (Handforth Youth Centre, 30/1/2017; 
Wilmslow Grange Community Primary School and Nursery, 7/2/2017; Oakmere 
retirement home, 9/2/2017). All three public meetings were well attended. An Issues 
and Options document, together with an associated questionnaire, was placed both 
in Handforth Library and on the HNPSG website between 19th June and 1st July 
2017. 

2.1.2 Since its inception HNPSG has met formally once a month to review progress and to 
plan further action. With the technical support of Kirkwells Planning Consultants the 
group has used analysis of responses to the initial questionnaire, the Issues and 
Options document and depositions from local clubs, societies and interest groups in 
order to draft policies. 

2.1.3 This Plan reflects the needs, concerns and aspirations of the people of Handforth. It 
takes account of the future growth of Handforth’s urban area. Such growth 
(approximately 100% during the period of the Local Plan Period) will assuredly have 
a major impact on the community. Throughout the process of drafting the 
Neighbourhood Plan, the Steering Group have engaged in extensive consultations 
with the community using methods (see below) designed to gain as many views as 
possible. 

2.1.4 Further details of the consultations are included in the sections below. 

2.2 Questionnaire – January/February 2017. 

2.2.1 On Friday 27th January 2017 questionnaires were delivered to approximately 2,400 
residences throughout the parish. Each questionnaire included introductory notes to 
neighbourhood planning, details of the various methods by which the completed 
document could be returned and a list of potential issues facing the parish. Residents 
were encouraged to inform the neighbourhood plan steering group of any additional 
issues. A deadline of 22nd February was set for the return of the questionnaires. A 
poster encouraging residents to complete and return their questionnaires was placed 
on parish council noticeboards and in shop windows in the village centre.  The 
questionnaire is included at Appendix 1. 

2.2.2 A trio of public meetings were held in late January and early February. The venues 
included the Youth Centre, Wilmslow Grange Community Primary School and 
Oakmere, an extra care apartment block on Spath Lane. Each meeting was of one and 
a half hours duration. The meetings commenced with a presentation followed by a 
question and answer session. All three meetings were well attended. Questionnaires 
were available for residents to complete either at the end of the meeting or to take 
home for completion. 

2.2.3 The public meetings and the questionnaire were publicised by way of a poster which 
is included at Appendix 2. 

2.2.4 Handforth library was used both as a collection point for questionnaires and as a drop-
off point for completed questionnaires. 
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2.2.5 A total of 351 completed questionnaires were received representing a return of 
approximately 15%. Completed questionnaires were analysed using Microsoft Excel.  
The analysis of the responses is included at Appendix 3. 

2.2.6 In addition, in order to engage with young people, two approaches were made. Firstly, 
an officer of CEC Youth Support Services was requested to develop a project for the 
Handforth Youth Club that involved club members completing a brief questionnaire. 
Secondly, permission of the head teacher of Wilmslow High School was requested for 
asking pupils living in Handforth parish to complete, on a voluntary basis, a short 
questionnaire. Over 70 well-considered replies were obtained. The same 
questionnaire was used for the young people Results of these questionnaires are 
included in Appendix 4. 

2.2.7 The results of the questionnaire were used to inform the next stage of the consultation 
process. 

2.3 Additional Early Consultation 

Presentations and discussions with a number of organisations in the village 

and surrounding area. 

2.3.1 The Handforth Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (HNPSG) have consulted with, 
and received depositions from, a number of a number of local clubs, societies and 
interest groups. These include The Friends of Handforth Station, The Friends of 
Meriton Road Park, The Friends of Stanley Hall Park, Cycle Wilmslow, Handforth 
Gardening Society, Handforth Model Engineering Society, The Wilmslow Aid Trust, 
1st Handforth Scouts, Rainbow Pre-School Nursery, Spath Lane Residents 
Association, the Timeout Group (Handforth) and a petition submitted to Cheshire 
East Council re: the removal of the no. 378 bus service.  HNPSG gave a presentation 
to the Rotary Club of Wilmslow Dean. The presentation was followed by a question 
and answer session. The steering group later received a letter of thanks from the 
Rotarians. 

Engagement with local business proprietors 

2.3.2 A lady business proprietor and member of the HNPSG organised and chaired a 
meeting of local businessmen and women. The attendees included a representative 
from The Emerson Group, a company that owns or manages the Paddock and other 
retail units in the village centre. The group discussed the future of the village centre 
shops including those in the Paddock. The adverse effects of the Handforth Dean 
development and of poor village parking facilities on trade were discussed. The 
difficulties involved in promoting the opening of better quality shops in the village 
centre featured strongly in discussion, as did the difficulties of improving the facades 
of the shops. 

2.3.2 A poster advertising this event is included at Appendix 5 

2.4 Issues and Options Consultation 

2.4.1 An Issues and Options document was produced based on the information provided 
from the questionnaire responses and other known issues in the Parish (Appendix 6).  
This was published in June 2017. This document was placed, for two weeks, as hard 
copy in the public library. It was also mounted on the neighbourhood planning 
website. Screenshots of the website are included at Appendix 7.   
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2.4.2 In order to publicise the consultation, a flyer was delivered to all households, and 
posters were placed on parish council noticeboards and in shop windows in the 
village centre.  (Appendix 8).  Handforth residents were requested to read the 
document and to answer the questions embedded within. 

2.4.3 Press releases were issued which were included in the Local Press (Appendix 9) 

2.4.3 A display was also placed in the library for the consultation period (Appendix 10). 

Engagement with local landowners and developers 

2.4.4 Letters containing a flyer announcing the publication of the Issues and Options 
document were sent to the following landowners or developers with interests in 
Handforth parish: Jones Homes (North West) Ltd., Indigo Planning (for Morris 
Homes), Himor Group Ltd, Pensycor Ltd., Persimmon Homes North West, Red Rock 
Properties Ltd., Contour Homes, WYG, and Frost Planning Ltd. (consultants for 
Engine of the North re: the North Cheshire growth Village).  

2.4.5 In each case the Steering Group requested written acknowledgement of receipt of 
the letter and its enclosed flyer. Replies were received from Jones Homes (North 
West) Limited, The Emerson Group, Indigo Planning (for Morris Homes), Emery 
Planning (for Himor Ltd), Origin 3 (for Pensycor Ltd) and from Frost Planning Ltd.  

2.4.6 Indigo Planning informed the steering group of their intention to submit the Knowle 
House site under the CEC “Call for Sites” scheme. Origin 3 informed the steering 
group of their intention to submit both the Peacock Farm site and the field adjacent to 
the Belfry Hotel under the “Call for Sites” scheme. Each of these three sites carries 
Green Belt designation. In association with staff from Indigo Planning and Morris 
Homes, members of HNPSG visited the site of Knowle House. Indigo 
Planning/Morris Homes also gave HNPSG a presentation on their proposals for the 
Knowle House site. 

2.4.7 The analysis of the closed questions is included in Appendix 11, and the responses 
to the open questions is included in Appendix 12 

2.4.8 All the analysis of responses to was then used to guide the further drafting of policies 
for the Regulation 14 version of the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan. 
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3.0 Formal Consultation on the Handforth Draft 

Neighbourhood Development Plan – 16th October 2017 

to 27th November 2017 

3.1 The public consultation on the Handforth Draft Neighbourhood Plan was carried out in 
accordance with The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 
637) Part 5 Pre-submission consultation and publicity, paragraph 14.  This states that:  

Before submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority, a qualifying body 
must—  

(a) publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who 
live, work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area 
(i) details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; 
(ii) details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood development 
plan may be inspected; 
(iii) details of how to make representations; and 
(iv) the date by which those representations must be received, being not less 
than 6 weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first publicised; 
(b) consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 
whose interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals 
for a neighbourhood development plan; and 
(c) send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the 
local planning authority. 

3.2 The Handforth Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan was published for 6 weeks 
formal Public Consultation from 16th October 2017 to 27th November 2017. 

3.3 An e-mail or letter was sent to all Consultation Bodies, including neighbouring Parish 
Councils, providing information about the consultation dates and the locations where 
the Draft Plan and accompanying documents could be viewed and downloaded.  The 
email and list of consultation bodies is included in Appendix 13. 

3.4 In addition a separate letter was sent to landowners/developers active in the Parish.  
(Appendix 14) 

3.5 The consultation process was also promoted through the use of a flyer delivered to all 
households and posters on the village notice boards. (Appendix 15). 

3.6 A press release was issued to the Local Press.  The press coverage is included at 
Appendix 16. 

3.7 A copy of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan was also sent to Cheshire East Council.  

3.8 The Regulation 14 consultation was promoted through the Neighbourhood Plan 
website and screenshots of this are included at Appendix 17. 

3.9 The Representation Form is included at Appendix 18. 
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4.0 Consultation Responses to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for the Regulation 14 

Consultation 16th October 2017 to 27th November 2017. 

4.1 Table 1 below sets out the responses submitted to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, together with information about how these responses 
have been considered by the Parish Council and have informed the amendments to the Submission Neighbourhood Plan.   

4.2 Table 2 below sets out the responses from the SEA/HRA Consultation carried out by Cheshire East Council 

Table 1 – Handforth Draft Neighbourhood Plan Formal Consultation Responses  

Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

1 R Small 
 

P 14 
Para 1 

C Page 14 para 1 last two sentences  
Replace with  
A further meeting with the CEC Transport officers 
was held on 3rd October 2017. Discussion was 
focused on how the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan 
can be co-ordinated with the emerging update to 
the CEC Local Transport Plan.  

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

2 R Small 
 

P 14 
Para 3 

C Page 14 para 3 last sentence 
Replace with 
A meeting held on 12th October 2017 involved a 
site visit in which parcels of land were related to a 
draft plan. 

 
A. Murdoch (vice-chair HNPSG) and A. Frost 
(planning consultant) on NCGV site visit: 12th 

October 2017 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

3 R Small 
 

P 18 
Para 4 

C Page 18 para 3 
Replace last sentence with 
Under the latest (October 2017) proposals 
Handforth ward would be placed (along with 
Wilmslow, Alderley Edge, Styal, Bramhall, 
Woodford and Hazel Grove) in the new 
parliamentary constituency of Hazel Grove and 
Wilmslow. 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

4 R Small 
 

P 24,25 
Para 3,1 

C Page 24 last para 
Replace 4th sentence by 
The current (patient) list size is 9,821 
 
Page 25 first para  
After “audiology” insert the following: 
Furthermore, on 7th September 2017, the Clinical 
Commissioning Group for Eastern Cheshire wrote 
to the Head of Planning at CEC stating that the 
current number of registered patients was likely to 
rise to 13,493 by 2027. The same letter pointed out 
that the Handforth health centre has a 44% shortfall 
in space required to adequately provide primary 
care services to the existing patient population.  
The letter concluded by requesting financial 
support from S106 agreements in order to expand 
or redevelop the health centre. 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

5 R Small 
 

P 35 
Para 4 

C Page 35 penultimate para  
Replace last sentence with 
There is reduced service on Saturdays and no 
service on Sundays. 
 
Page 35 last para 
Replace first sentence with 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

Route 312 is a service operated by Selwyn’s 
Travel/Stagecoach and runs between Stockport, 
Cheadle, Heald Green and Handforth Dean. 

6 R Small 
 

P 38 
Para 4 

C Page 38 para 4 
Replace this para with 
Plans for the main access route to the LPS 34 
estate include the demolition of a house in 
Hampson Crescent with traffic entering the very 
centre of Handforth village by means of Meriton 
Road. This access route also requires the provision 
of a bridge over the Dobbin Brook. Planning 
permission for the development at LPS 34 was 
granted on 25th October 2017. 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

7 R Small 
 

P 44 
Para 2-3 

C Page 44  
Remove key issue 3  “The need to ………(site LPS 
34)” 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

8 R Small 
 

P 88 
Para 3 

C Page 88 para 3 
Replace by 
We gratefully acknowledge grants of £7,077 and 
£4,550 from Groundwork UK 
(Locality/MyCommunity) as financial assistance 
essential for the preparation of the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Development Plan.  

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

9 R Small 
 

P 88 
Para 3 

C Page 88 para 6 
Add Rainbow Pre-School Nursery to list of those 
acknowledged 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

10 R Small 
 

P 88 
Para 6 

C Page 88 para 6 
Delete “Styal Neighbourhood Forum” and replace by 
 
Styal Parish Council 
Woodford Neighbourhood Forum 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

11 R Small 
 

P 100 
Policy H8 

C Page 100 Map 10 
Update to include Hall Wood, and Jones Homes 
access gaps also include Hall Wood in the list in 
Policy H8. 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

12 R Small 
 

P 103 C Page 103  
Update school class size, insert Table at end of 
consultation responses 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

13 R Small 
 

P 105 
 

C Page 103 Figure 1 
Update Table 1 to include figures for September 
2017 entry and amend Page 24 as follows: 
Delete "About 40% ...............a place at the school". 
Replace with " In 2014 and 2017 the Local Authority 
worked with the school to  
increase the year 7 admission numbers to ensure 
that all applicants who were resident  
in the catchment area were offered a place. Housing 
development within the Wilmslow  
High School catchment area will require the 
provision of additional secondary school  
places over the period of the recently adopted 
Cheshire East Local Plan." 
 
In the DNP please insert the attached table as an 
addition to Figure 5 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

14 United Utilities 
Developer 
Services and 
Planning 
 

P 48 
Policy H1 

C With regards to policies within the Neighbourhood 
Plan, United Utilities is pleased to see attention 
given to infrastructure provision for new housing.  
That said, United Utilities recommends that some 
of the wording within the Neighbourhood Plan is 
altered. We suggest that the below is added as 
‘part 6’ of H1:   

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

 Insert – “At larger development sites, it may be 
necessary to ensure that the delivery of 
development is guided by strategies for 
infrastructure which ensure coordination of 
development over lengthy time periods and by 
numerous developers.” 

15 United Utilities 
Developer 
Services and 
Planning 
 

P 69 
Policy H12 

C In addition, United Utilities are pleased to see the 
Neighbourhood Plan containing a policy regarding 
Surface Water Management (Policy H12).  
However, we would recommend the following 
amendments are made to the policy:  
 
“New development should be designed to 
maximise the retention of surface water on the 
development site and to minimise runoff.  The 
approach to surface water drainage should be 
considered in liaison with the LLFA, the public 
sewerage undertaker and where appropriate the 
Environment Agency.    
  
Surface water should be discharged in the following 
order of priority:   
  

• An adequate soakaway or some other form of 
infiltration system.  

• An attenuated discharge to watercourse or other 
water body.   

• An attenuated discharge to public surface water 
sewer.   

• An attenuated discharge to public combined 
sewer.   

 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

The design of new development should take 
account of existing topography to manage the flow 
of water along specific flow routes away from 
property.  The preference will be for new 
development to include genuine sustainable 
drainage systems as opposed to underground 
tanked storage systems for surface water.   
  
Approved development proposals will be expected 
to be supplemented by appropriate maintenance 
and management regimes for surface water 
drainage schemes.   
  
On greenfield sites, applicants will be expected to 
demonstrate that the current natural discharge 
solution from a site is at least mimicked.   
  
On previously developed land, applicants should 
target a reduction of surface water discharge in 
accordance with the non-statutory technical 
standards for sustainable drainage produced by 
DEFRA. In demonstrating a reduction, applicants 
should include clear evidence of existing positive 
connections from the site with associated 
calculations on rates of discharge.  Where there 
are no existing positive connections, applicants will 
be expected to target greenfield run off rates.  
  
Landscaping proposals should consider what 
contribution the landscaping of a site can make to 
reducing surface water discharge. This can include 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

hard and soft landscaping such as permeable 
surfaces.   
  
On large sites it may be necessary to ensure the 
foul and surface water drainage proposals are part 
of a wider, holistic strategy which coordinates the 
approach to drainage between phases, between 
developers, and over a number of years of 
construction. The applicant will be expected to 
include details of how the approach to foul and 
surface water drainage on a phase of development 
has regard to interconnecting phases within a 
larger site. Infrastructure should be sized to 
accommodate flows from interconnecting phases 
and drainage strategies should ensure a 
proliferation of pumping stations is avoided on a 
phased development.” 

16 A Frost (& 
Tom Evans) 
Frost Planning,  

P 22 
Para 3 

C Page 22 – The applications at Earl Road are 
‘minded to approve’ (subject to approval by the 
SoS). They are subject to a ‘call-in’ inquiry in 
January 2018. 

Comments noted and accepted.  
Replace 2nd sentence in paragraph 3 
with “A planning application 
(16/0138M) has been submitted for 
further retail outlets on the east side 
of Earl Road. While Cheshire East 
Council are minded to approve the 
application, it has been submitted to 
the Secretary of State for 
consideration and will be subject to a 
“call-in” inquiry in January 2018.”  

Amend 
accordingly 

17 A Frost 
Frost Planning,  

P 92 C Pages 36, 39 – NCGV will provide ‘around 1,500 
new homes’   
* Page 83 – NCGV is now an allocation in the 
‘Adopted Local Plan Strategy’  

Comments noted and accepted.   
In para 3 on page 37 insert 
"(approx.)" between "1500" and 
"houses" 

Amend Map 3 
and Para 5.6.1 
accordingly 
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Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

* Page 92 – the allocation site boundaries in the 
adopted LP (pages 293/296) differs slightly on 
page 92 of the Initial Draft. Please re-check. 

In para 1 on page 40 insert "about" 
between "of" and "1500" Amend 
Para 5.6.1 to read: 
“The North Cheshire Growth Village 
(NCGV) lies on the eastern edge of 
Handforth and was identified as a 
strategic site in the submission 
version of the Local Plan and as a 
Garden Village by the Government. 
The NCGV is now an allocation in 
the Adopted Local Plan Strategy.” 
Pages 36 and 39 amended 
accordingly. 

18 D.Hughes  
 

 O I am objecting to planning of any more houses 
place to congested can’t move on roads. To many 
people in the area 

Comments noted.  The Cheshire 
East Local Plan has identified the 
Strategic housing sites for 
Handforth.  The Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan has included a 
policy to enable control over windfall 
sites 

No change  

19 D Barker 
 

 O I objecting to plan no houses in Handforth the place 
is to congested not enough room. 

Comments noted.  The Cheshire 
East Local Plan has identified the 
Strategic housing sites for 
Handforth.  The Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan has included a 
policy to enable control over windfall 
sites 

No change  

20 G Rycroft 
 

 O Why have you decided to create a bolt hole for 
public i.e. NHS police who have problems with Hall 
of residence planning says inner city should be 
used to dissolve social issues regarding public 
service mafia and not the countryside.  

Comments noted but impossible to 
comprehend 

No change  
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21 L Hayes 
 

 C How can you build more houses when there are no 
buses to Stockport from Handforth and only one an 
hour from Handforth to Manchester, please arrange 
for buses to run from Handforth to Stockport as 
they used to and every half hour to Manchester? 
People who are living more than half an hours walk 
from Handforth station find it very difficult to get to 
Stockport in time for work no wonder there are too 
many cars on the roads. 

Comments noted.  The Cheshire 
East Local Plan has identified the 
Strategic housing sites for 
Handforth.  The Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan has included a 
policy to enable control over windfall 
sites 

No change 

22 S Evans 
 

P 43 
Para 14 

S,C In point 14 could it not also state that a band of 
greenfield / greenbelt between Handforth and 
Wilmslow should be maintained? In documentation 
submitted by David Wilson Homes for the land at 
Stanneylands, the fields of Bridge Farm are 
referred to as undeveloped land not farmland, 
given that the developer is trying to put a path 
through the fields on this farm so that raising 
livestock will no longer be possible, I fear that there 
is an intention to develop this land 

Comments noted.  Amend second 
paragraph of Policy H18 to add as 
follows: 
“…. and Handforth Bridge.  
However, any footpath/cycleway 
through the fields to the north of the 
river Dean should be positioned and 
fenced so that it does not interfere 
with the grazing of livestock from 
Bridge Farm.” 

Amend 
accordingly 

23 S Evans 
 

P 63 
Para 1 
Policy H9 

S,C I would like to suggest that there is an additional 
policy to identify and protect ponds included in 
Handforth Neighbourhood Plan 

Comments noted.  Amend 3rd 
paragraph of Policy H8 as follows: 
“…multifunctionality.  Wherever 
practicable, new developments 
should be designed to incorporate or 
replace existing ponds 

Amend 
accordingly 

24 W.Atherton 
 

 O Access to the site LPS34 via Meriton Road. Meriton 
Road is too narrow to provide good access to 
LPS34 parking on the pavement is required in 
places to allow refuse collection lorries to pass. 
Water mains and sewers are also old and fragile 
and would be easily damaged by construction 
traffic. Residents with front gardens would not want 

Comments noted.  The Planning 
application was submitted to 
Cheshire East Council (17/3894M) 
and on 25th October 2017, the 
Strategic Planning Board resolved to 
grant planning permission subject to 
a Section 106 agreement. 

No change  
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them converted to hard standing for parking. If East 
Cheshire council decided to extend double yellow 
lines along the length of the street. Residents 
currently live in a quiet street that is relatively safe 
from traffic when walking. Construction traffic and 
cars from 250 homes would seriously compromise 
this. Accessing the B5358 from Meriton Road is 
already difficult, particularly if turning right (due to 
heavy traffic). This would become more time 
consuming. 

25 W.Atherton 
 

 S Loss of Greenfields. The proposals will lead to 
unwanted negative impacts for current residents. 
Changing the status of land does not change the 
fact that the largest areas of open green fields 
adjacent to current housing will be lost. Most 
residents living to the west of B5358 are opposed 
to the construction of 250 homes on the green 
fields between Meriton Road and Styal (over 300 
objections sent to East Cheshire council). The loss 
of green field land to create a so-called Garden 
Village to the west of the A34 is also unwanted. 
Walking along Sagars Road through the former 
green fields to Styal is enjoyed by many. The 
councils land to the west of the A34 is also used for 
waking fishing and other recreational purposes. 
This land would be ideal as a country park as have 
been created by other authorities e.g. Brockholes 
off junction 31 on M6. The proposals to build extra 
housing in Handforth will also exacerbate the 
already overstretched educational and medical 
resources. 

Comments noted.  The Cheshire 
East Local Plan has identified the 
Strategic housing sites for 
Handforth.  The Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan has included a 
policy to enable control over windfall 
sites 

No change  
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26 W Atherton 
 

 O Traffic Congestion. Handforth has several large 
estates (Lakes, Colshaw, Spath Lane) Including 
recently Summerfields and Oaklands school site, 
currently the site off Hall Road is being developed 
(a development opposed by Macclesfield Borough 
Council) Developments for Knowle Park and 
LPS33 and LPS34 are proposed. The Woodford 
aerodrome site, two sites in Poynton and the 
enormous development at Barnes Hospital are also 
in progress, the latter only has access to A34. The 
A34 bypass and the B5358 are both heavily 
congested, often grid locked. Infilling along the 
bypass has been continuous since it was opened 
leading to its current congestion and in turn the 
congestion of the B5358’s current state. The 
proposals to develop sites LPS33 and LPS34 will 
exacerbate these problems. 250 homes created at 
the bottom of Meriton Road have to access the 
B5358. 1500 homes rising to 2500 in the garden 
village will result in more traffic on the A34. 
Handforth is earmarked for a disproportionate 
amount of the new housing East Cheshire requires. 
Surely the council can find locations in other areas 
that will not lead to increased traffic congestion. 
Consultation should not just be an exercise. We 
live in a democracy, please listen to the electorate 
as local people best know the consequences of 
actions taken in their location. 

Comments noted.  The Cheshire 
East Local Plan has identified the 
Strategic housing sites for 
Handforth.   
 
Concerns were raised by the Parish 
Council in relation to traffic issues 
during the Local Plan process.  
However, the Cheshire East Local 
Plan is now adopted, and Handforth 
Parish Council cannot amend the 
allocations within it. 

No change  

27 D Pomfret 
 

 O The development adjacent to Clay Lane, accessed 
via Hampson Crescent is a serious mistake and will 
cause huge traffic problems in the centre of 
Handforth. Generally, the road system is totally 

Comments noted.  The Planning 
application was submitted to 
Cheshire East Council (17/3894M) 
and on 25th October 2017, the 

No change 
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gridlocked now, and this large development will 
make a bad situation much worse 

Strategic Planning Board resolved to 
grant planning permission subject to 
a Section 106 agreement. 

28 M. Thompson Title  Incorrect name on document Comments noted and accepted.  
Title page should read “Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan: Submission 
Version” 

Amendment for 
submission 
version will read 
“Handforth 
Neighbourhood 
Plan 
Submission 
Version” 

29 M. Thompson 
 

4  A full list of members of HNPSG should be included 
and their correct titles given. Or are they ashamed 
of their names being publicised at the beginning of 
the document. Cllr. David Pincombe should be 
named as such.   How can anyone have faith in the 
NP if the draftees are too scared to give their 
names? 

Comments noted.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
are a body appointed by Handforth 
Parish Council to undertake the 
production of the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan.  A full list of 
members is available on request 
from the Parish Council  

No change  

30 M. Thompson 14  WYG – should provide full name of company. Comments noted.  WYG is the name 
of the consultancy 

No change  

31 M. Thompson 
 

14  Since the HNPSG is only drafting a HNP, how can 
they make decisions on behalf of Handforth in 
agreement with other bodies such as Wilmslow 
Town Council that affect both parties without 
consulting the electorate on these proposed 
“agreements”?  

Comments noted.  The HNPSG 
have met with Neighbouring 
Parish/Town Councils to ensure the 
collaboration required under 
Neighbourhood Planning 
Regulations. 

No change  

32 M. Thompson 
 

26  Stanley Hall Park is in fact not a park but a playing 
fields with a small children's park situated on the 
site.  The name is not a true designation of the site 
and should be corrected. 

Comments noted. HNPSG and CEC 
consider that the known name of the 
park is Stanley Hall Park 

No change  
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33 M. Thompson 
 

35  No mention of the public path alongside the Dean 
River through Dobbin Brook to Wilmslow Road. 
Should be included with pictures. Note that this 
route is listed on page 35. 

Comments noted. This footpath is 
not only shown in Map 5 but is 
described on page 35. On page 35 
insert "(Wilmslow Road)"  after 
"Handforth Bridge" 

Amend 
accordingly 

34 M. Thompson 
 

36  The wording “HNPSG recommends....”  This 
agrees with CEC LP. However, HNPSG is not there 
to agree to what CEC want, rather what the 
community of Handforth want.  Does the 
community care that without such an undertaking 
the LP cannot actually succeed in meeting the 
requirements set by government etc. to justify the 
North Cheshire Growth Village?  The paragraph 
should be reworded removing any 
recommendation.  Perhaps HNPSG would be 
better to argue (recommend) that Handforth needs 
bus services rather than the paltry130/312 which 
currently exists to serve the needs of the current 
community. 

Comments noted No change  

35 M. Thompson 
 

52  Draft Policy H3.  I note Stanley Hall Park is listed 
number 1.  It is a fictitious name as the main area is 
'playing fields'.  It is not the premier park of 
Handforth so should not be listed as such. This 
should be Meriton Road Park.   

Comments noted.  The numbers are 
to identify the areas on the proposals 
map, not to identify any priority. See 
also points made under comment 
32. 

No change 

36 M. Thompson 
 

P 53/54 
Policy H4 

 Draft Policy H4. All green verges and green spaces 
such as on Knowle Park, Spath Lane, should be 
included in this section.  Otherwise you are giving a 
green light to creating an urban concrete jungle by 
increased car parking.  Green areas both lighten 
the areas and enables children play areas within 
short distances of their homes.  Essential in my 
opinion. Your list is therefore totally inadequate.  

Comments noted.  See comment ref. 
no. 42 

No change  
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37 M. Thompson 
 

P 54 
Policy H5 

 Draft Policy H5. Meriton Road Park. A new pavilion 
should be included for community usage as the 
current facility is occupied and despite the rhetoric 
of both CEC and HMES the community is excluded 
from their rightful usage of such a facility. 

Comments noted. This issue is 
covered by the final item in Policy 
H20  - "Other projects that are a 
priority for the community" 
 

No change  

38 M. Thompson 
 

P 56/57  There is no provision included for adult education 
within the NP.  Furthermore, we should be 
concerned with expansion of educational services 
in Wilmslow other than to liaise with the Wilmslow 
town council regarding any growth due to our 
catchment area requirements.   

Comments noted.  The HNP can 
only plan for development within the 
designated area.  The provision of 
Further Education/Higher Education 
for adults is a matter for education 
providers and not a matter the HNP 
can influence. 

No change  

39 M. Thompson 
 

P 58  No plan should shackle the Parish Council's work 
whether or not this is deemed good for the 
community by this document.   Where “Parish 
Council Actions 1- 5” are listed the wording should 
be changed to say, “the Parish Council should 
consider” and not “will”.  Note that further 
suggestions as to Parish Council Actions should be 
subject to the same comment.  With regard to 
Action 7  CEC have sole responsibility for the park 
as the local authority so to suggest that HPC has 
some responsibility in this area is wrong.   

Comments noted.  In each of the 
parish Council action boxes insert 
the phrase "This NP recommends 
that" before "the Parish Council will" 
 In Parish Council action box 7 
delete "In association with CEC" and 
replace by "This NP recommends 
that HPC will work in association 
with CEC" 
 

Amend 
Accordingly  

40 M. Thompson 
 

P 64 
Policy H9 

 Sagars Road trees should be listed for 
safeguarding. They provide one of the most 
memorable vistas in Handforth which both 
residents and visitors alike appreciate. The loss of 
these trees without proper management would be a 
disaster.  

Comments noted.  The respondent 
is advised to consult ward 
councillors re: the institution of TPOs 
alongside the metalled section of 
Sagars Road. 

No change 

41 M. Thompson 
 

P 71 
Policy H13 

 Live-work units within residential areas to be 
encouraged? Surely such matters should be left to 
CEC planning and then considered in the 

Comments noted.  The policy seeks 
to encourage live work units which 
allow occupants to work from home.  

No change  
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appropriate manner. This in my opinion should be 
removed. 

The acceptability will be assessed by 
CEC during the planning application 
process. 

42 M. Thompson 
 

P 78 
Policy H17 

 Whilst I am in favour of any reduction in kerbside 
parking this should not be to the detriment of open 
green spaces that children use to play on.  The 
statement should note this point.  Otherwise you 
are creating a concrete jungle.  Furthermore, there 
should be a note added to say that parking in 
residential areas by commuters outside of 
Handforth should be actively discouraged by 
designated waiting periods and where necessary 
the issue of relevant permits. 

Comments noted.   
 Para 3 in Policy H17 to read  
"...supported, provided that they do 
not lead to a reduction in green 
spaces used for children's play. 

Amend 
accordingly 

43 M. Thompson 
 

P 79 
Policy H18 

 Note that the proposed path plan should also 
include remedial work to the bank of the river, as 
continued erosion will inevitably cause such work to 
be negated in time.  I also note Chris Shetton's 
concerns that Morris Homes propose to build a 
bridge over the river thereby encroaching on his 
farmland and the consequences thereof. 

Comments noted.  The banks of the 
river are the responsibility of the land 
owner. 

No change  

44 M. Thompson 
 

P 79 
Policy H18 

 There is no mention of enhanced cycle lanes in the 
plan on Wilmslow Road through the village.  The 
pre-existing markings are ignored by motorist, so 
they should be upgraded and in line with best 
practice initiatives in this respect.  If you really want 
sustainable transport then this is an important issue 
both from a cost, health and social perspective. I 
note the routine gathering of cyclists by the health 
centre which demonstrates the need for such 
provision.  

Comments noted.  Last sentence of 
Policy H18 to read "Any proposals to 
improve cycleways through the 
village centre (along Wilmslow 
Road) and to improve local bus 
services will be supported." 
 

Amend 
accordingly 



Handforth Submission Consultation Statement - February 2018 

25 

Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

45 M. Thompson 
 

P 81 
Policy H19 

 There is no mention of existing community halls in 
this document. To suggest that HPC should commit 
itself to a Spath Lane Community Centre (when in 
fact Wilmslow View is available to the community), 
Refurbishment of Youth Centre, Health Centre 
extension (a private practice), Library extension 
and public toilets, and a pavilion/changing rooms 
on Stanley Hall Playing Fields should be included 
but must remain the responsibility of CEC for 
maintaining and improving many of these proposals 
fall.  Otherwise you are advocating double taxation. 

Comments noted but the first 
sentence is incorrect (see Policy 
H5). Add "community room in 
Wilmslow View." to list in Policy H5.  

Amend 
accordingly  

46 M. Thompson 
 

P 81 
Policy H19 

 Handforth Parish Council should consider the 
viability of seeking to acquire the usage of 
Chadsworth House rather than the Youth Centre 
which is out of the way, not conducive to the 
community attending parish Council meetings and 
would confirm HPC standing in the community, 
rather than a small innocuous office and meeting 
room subject to other users needs on the day. 

Comments noted.  This is not 
supported by the Parish Council 

No change  

47 M. Thompson 
 

P 81 
Policy H19 

 CCTV Extension to the current system.  This 
should only be encouraged where it is justified.  
There was no such justification when HPC installed 
the current system, so to make such a suggestion 
is perhaps not good and there has been no formal 
review undertaken to justify its current usage. 

Comments noted.  Amend final 
sentence to add “where deemed 
necessary”. 

Amend 
accordingly 

48 M. Thompson 
 

  Finally, I note that you have failed to thank the 
many members of the community who have wrote 
in giving their views throughout this process.  By 
omitting them suggests a sycophantic approach to 
the “great and the good”. 

The respondent is mistaken. 
Members of the community were 
(and are) thanked in section 6.2 
Acknowledgements.   

No change  
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49 S Galzy 
 

P 78 
Para 1 
Policy H17 

 I propose that the field in front of the scout hut be 
utilised for a much-needed car park to service the 
railway station. 

Comments noted. This field is owned 
by CEC. In 2nd para in Policy H17 
amend to add  "HNPSG recommend 
that the field immediately to the east 
of the Youth Centre becomes a 
station car park." 

Amend 
accordingly 

50 S Galzy  
 

P 60 
Para 5.2.4.1 
Policy H7 

 The health centre and library are situated on land 
that was had to delivery over fifty (50 years) years 
ago that had been bequeathed to the children of 
Handforth as a play area by a lady of Handforth, so 
I was astonished to find that the land had been 
swapped over to become Meriton Road park and 
the park designated for the health centre and 
library. They are fine buildings (or were) but are 
especially the surgeries and chemist. Totally 
inadequate for today’s demands on them. I suggest 
that therefore to rectify this would be to swap the 
play areas back and to use the area about 3 acres 
now used for recreation (and waterlogged I believe) 
for a brand-new health centre etc. Plenty of car 
parking space and ideal in its proximity to the local 
shops. This would be an ideal opportunity not to be 
missed. P.S. I would propose that amenities lost on 
Meriton Road park would be transferred to the park 
on Station Road, the Parsonage i.e. the tennis 
courts. 

Comments noted.   No change  

51 S Galzy 
 

Page 81,83 
Para All 
Policy H19 

 I suggest the easiest solution to this problem would 
be to reinstall the platform to its original place i.e. 
on the other side of the bridge, by asking the 
railway authorities to oblige. It’s flat and has an 
access Road “Old Road” and close to the area (in 
front of the Scout hut) I would propose for a car 

Comments noted.   No change  
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park. Ideal that’s forward thinking!  The ticket office 
should remain, but an even better solution would 
be to have machines on the platform (similar to 
what Manchester Corporation uses on tram routes). 

52 S Galzy 
 

  I propose that much needed access to and from 
Stanley Green from Stanley Road industrial estate 
should be improved by widening the road which 
would benefit the existing businesses and also 
possibly new tenants. Getting out of the estate 
especially late afternoon i.e. rush hour doesn’t help 
the nightmare convincingly.  

Comments noted.   No change  

53 B Tolver 
 

  I am concerned that the facility for responding to 
the consultation is so unfriendly to users. Only 
being able to enter one comment at a time is going 
to make most users provide only a single comment 
on a single subject, and even those who DO 
understand how to use the system better, will be 
deterred by the obstacles. It seriously undermines 
the validity of the responses. This particularly is of 
concern because there is a danger that the earlier 
consultation will become the de facto “authority” so 
far as public opinion is concerned, whereas in 
reality that may have simply acted as a trigger for 
residents to give real, due consideration to this 
resultant (current) consultation document but find 
themselves unable to comment as they would wish.  
 
I hope and trust that ALL responses will be 
published so that some conclusions can be drawn 
about how effective the consultation will have 
proved to be. If the numbers are very low, and if 
very few people have found a way to make more 

Comments noted.  The initial 
consultation responses were used to 
shape the Neighbourhood Plan into 
the Regulation 14 version.  All 
comments will be assessed and 
where relevant this version of the NP 
will be amended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All responses and how they have 
been assessed and where the 
Neighbourhood Plan has been 
amended will be published in the 
Consultation Statement when the 

No change  
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than one comment, then further thought will be 
required as to the validity.  

final Neighbourhood Plan is 
submitted to Cheshire East Council 

54 B Tolver 
 

Policy H1  Policy H1 item 4 
I would amend this to read “Appropriate and safe 
highway access can be achieved both during 
construction and after completion, with detailed 
traffic management plans to be approved by the 
Parish Council for the construction phase(s), and “ 

Comments noted.  Cheshire East 
Council remain the Local Planning 
Authority in terms of the 
determination of planning 
applications.  They will use the 
policies in the Neighbourhood Plan 
when considering applications in 
Handforth.  The Parish Council do 
not have the technical expertise to 
assess detailed traffic management 
plans, whereas CEC utilise the 
expertise of the Highway Authority 

No change  

55 B Tolver 
 

Policy H2  Policy H2 2nd sentence 
should read “(or 0.4 hectares or greater)” 

Comments noted and accepted as 
discussed with CB on 17-01-18 
Policy H2 amended to read “sites of 
0.4 hectares or greater.” 

Amend 
Accordingly. 

56 B Tolver 
 

Policy H3  Policy H3 
I would strongly hope to see all the unbuilt space to 
the north-east of “the Bluebell Woods” at the 
eastern end of Woodlands Road designated as 
Local Green Space. Some of this is still within the 
Green Belt but Green Belt is not necessarily 
sufficiently well protected, and the Local Green 
Space designation may give some extra protection. 
 
The justification for this is to protect the woods and 
the bluebells, and the wildlife in the area. This 
unbuilt area acts as a buffer which will help to some 
degree to minimise damage from residential 

Comments noted.  The Local Green 
Space designation offers the same 
protection as Green Belt.  It is 
unnecessary to apply the LGS 
designation to such sites 

No change  
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development. The open space itself, along with the 
woodland, contains a wide variety of wildlife – 
birds, mammals, amphibians and insects, and acts 
as a wildlife corridor to other parts of Handforth and 
Woodford. 

57 B Tolver 
 

P 59 
Para 5.2.40 

 Paragraph 5.2.40 
I would like to see this amended to reflect the very 
great concern shown among the residents of 
Handforth (since the NP Paper was drafted) about 
the planned relocation of a number of outpatient 
clinical services from the Handforth Health Centre 
Clinic to locations such as Macclesfield Knutsford 
and Congleton. 

This issue is covered by the changes 
made in response to comment ref. 
no. 4 

No change 

58 B Tolver 
 

P61 
Policy H8 

 I'm not sure if the areas designated include the 
area I have referred to under draft policy H3 – the 
unbuilt land to the north an east of the “Bluebell 
Woods”, but this should be included in H8. 

Comments noted 
 

No change  

59 B Tolver 
 

P63 
Policy H9 

 I would like an additional paragraph on the 
following lines: 
Where trees have been felled on a site that is 
subsequently developed within a three-year period 
from their felling, the landowner and developer will 
jointly and severally be required to replace these 
trees and provide sufficient growing space for the 
replacements to grow to full maturity within the 
same site, or elsewhere within the Parish if so 
agreed formally with the Parish Council. Any 
exceptions to this must be agreed formally by the 
Parish Council in advance of any felling (for 
example if trees are in a dangerous condition). 

Comments noted.  This is included in 
H9 (2) 

No change  
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60 B Tolver 
 

P81 
Policy H19 

 I disagree with the Parish Council's hands being 
tied to specific projects in the way suggested in this 
Policy, because the Neighbourhood Plan has a life 
until 2030 and other priorities and requirements 
may well emerge during that period. I believe this 
should be re-phrased such that the infrastructure 
items are simply designated as a “wish list” and 
that the Parish Council should take full account of 
these wishes when considering which infrastructure 
facilities to support. 

Comments noted.  The list is not an 
exhaustive list, and is seen as 
projects which are a priority.A 
"catch-all" item has been added to 
the list in Policy H20 - see comment 
ref. no. 146. 

Amend 
accordingly  

61 B Tolver 
 

P81 
Policy H19 

 I would add “Public Toilets in the centre of 
Handforth” as a high priority item to the list in Policy 
H19. 

Comments noted.  The list is not an 
exhaustive list, and is seen as 
projects which are a priority 

No change  

62 B Tolver 
 

P81 
Policy H19 

 I would add a traffic management scheme on the 
Wilmslow Road to make egress from (and access 
into) Henbury Road and Grangeway safer.  

Comments noted.  The list is not an 
exhaustive list, and is seen as 
projects which are a priority 

No change  

63 B Tolver 
 

83  Parish Council Action 11 
I disagree with the Parish Council attempting to 
reduce the speed limit on the A34 Bypass and 
A555 to 50mph. These roads are managed by the 
national Highways agency and their national 
standards and expertise should be the deciding 
factors. 

Comments noted.  See comment ref. 
no. 77 re: speed limits on the A555. 

No change  

64 Jones Homes 
 

All  I have read your Initial Draft Document and thank 
you for the opportunity to comment.  
On a general note, the document extends to 111 
pages, of the made Plans in Cheshire East to date 
their length varies from 31-89 pages, the average 
being 63 pages.  It is important the document is 
user friendly and succinct, at present it is quite 
wordy, particularly Sections 1 and 2.   

Comments noted.  No change 
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65 Jones Homes 
 

Policy H2, 
H7, H9, 
H10, H11, 
H12 

 In my previous representations I queried whether 
some policies need to be covered in the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  If the Local Plan or National 
Policy or other legislation covers the point, then it is 
not required to be duplicated in the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  Policies H2, H7, H9, H10, H11 and H12 
should be deleted on this basis.   

Comments noted.   
Policy H7 adds local detail to IN1 
and SC3 of the Cheshire East Local 
Plan. 
Whilst Policy SE5 of the CEC Local 
Plan relates to trees and hedgerows, 
Policy H9 of the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan seeks to put 
this into the local context. 
Whilst Policy SE7 of the CELP seeks 
to protect non-designated heritage 
assets, Policy H10 of the HNP adds 
a local context and identifies the 
buildings. 
Policy SE1 of the CELP is a strategic 
design policy.  H11 seeks to reflect 
the guidance contained in the 
Cheshire East Design Guide SPD 
and add local context to Policy SE1 
of the Cheshire East Local Plan. 
Policy H12 is to be amended in line 
with the comments from United 
Utilities. 
 

No change 

66 Jones Homes 
 

P 48 
Policy H1 

 Policy H1 – Criterion 3 does not recognise NPPF, 
paragraph 74 and the Local Plan which recognises 
incidental and recreational open space can be lost, 
in certain situations.  The words incidental and 
recreational open space should be deleted from 
Criterion 3 or reference made to the exceptions in 
paragraph 74 of the NPPF.   

Comments noted.  Criterion 3 seeks 
to protect all designated open 
spaces from future development. 
 
Proposals which result in the loss of 
employment land or community 
facilities will be assessed against the 
relevant policies within either the 

No change  
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Criterion 3 protects the loss of community facilities 
to housing.  I reiterate my previous representations 
that this stifles potential brownfield housing 
opportunities resulting from land currently occupied 
by community facilities.  The plan is set to last a 
long time and the need for those facilities going 
forward cannot be predicted.  The inclusion of 
employment opportunities as being protected from 
housing development again does not allow for 
changing circumstances and could prevent the use 
of sustainable brownfield sites no longer required 
for employment to be used for housing.  Criterion 3 
should be amended to only refer to Green Belt and 
local green space – delete community facilities and 
employment opportunities.   

Handforth Neighbourhood Plan or 
the CEC relevant policies where 
appropriate.  This will not stifle the 
development of Brownfield Land 

67 Jones Homes 
 

P 54, 55 
Policy H5  

 Policy H5 requires all new developments to make a 
contribution to community facilities subject to 
viability.  This puts an undue burden on all new 
developments to invest in a viability assessment 
which can cost thousands of pounds.  The NPPF 
and Local Plan Policy IN2 recognise developments 
need to mitigate for the impact of their development 
and this is not recognised in this policy as it 
assumes all developments have an impact that 
requires a contribution to community facilities.   
 
The Adopted SPG on Planning Obligations for 
Macclesfield sets out thresholds at which 
obligations for community facilities must be 
considered.  That is on housing developments of 6 
or more dwellings.  If such a requirement is to be 
made via a Neighbourhood Plan Policy evidence is 

Comments noted.  The policy 
requires a proportionate contribution 
subject to viability.   
In para 2 of Policy H5 insert 
"permanent" between "The" and 
"change". 
In the penultimate para of Policy H5 
change "new developments" to read 
"All new residential developments" 
 
 
Comments noted.  There are no 
thresholds included in Policy IN2 of 
the Cheshire East Local Plan. 
 
 
 

 
Amend 
accordingly  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No Change 
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required to justify that it is viable for all housing 
developments to provide a contribution to 
community facilities when all other Section 106 
requirements have been met to ensure it would not 
put an undue burden on developers and stifle 
development.  Some quantity has to be given to the 
word ‘appropriate’ again defined by evidence.  For 
example, the adopted SPG for Macclesfield 
currently requires 1.7 m2 of community facility per 
dwelling or a financial contribution.   
I recommend the paragraph should be removed.  If 
not, evidence should be instructed to identify the 
need for and identify specific community 
facilities/projects that developers are required to 
contribute to and identifying the threshold/number 
of housing above with contributions can be sought 
(backed up by viability evidence).  This viability 
evidence should inform a contribution rate.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

68 Jones 
Homes 

P 60 
Para 5.2.44 

 Paragraph 5.2.44 is unsubstantiated and should be 
deleted.   

Comments noted and accepted Delete 
paragraph 

69 Jones Homes P 100 
Map 10 

 Policy H8 – The area identified on Map 10 for Item 
6 should be amended to reflect the actual area.  A 
section was removed to allow access to Jones 
Homes permitted schemes to the south of Coppice 
Way.   

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
boundaries in 
Map 10 to show 
the Jones 
Homes access 
areas. 

70 Jones Homes 
 

P63 
Policy H9  

 Policy H9 – There are already policies in the 
Adopted Local Plan to protect existing trees and 
there is a set process for designating TPO’s.  
TPO’s are usually designated for trees with high 
amenity or nature conservation value.  This is not 
necessary in connection with planning applications 

Comments noted.  Whilst Policy SE5 
of the CEC Local Plan relates to 
trees and hedgerows, Policy H9 of 
the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan 
seeks to put this into the local 
context.   

Amend 
accordingly 
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for new development as this policy implies.  To 
achieve what the Neighbourhood Plan Group seem 
to want to achieve, it would be more appropriate to 
instruct an Arboriculturalist to reassess the trees 
within the Neighbourhood Plan boundary to identify 
the need for TPO’s that do not already exist and 
make the applications to the Local Planning 
Authority for those TPO’s to be made.  This could 
then inform the basis of decision making in the 
Neighbourhood Plan area.  If that were undertaken 
Criteria 3 of the policy could be amended and 
instead require all new applications for 
developments affecting trees to be supported by a 
Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Report 
setting out any mitigation for loss.  As presently 
written Criterion 3 assumes all mature trees on site 
are worthy of retention which is not always the 
case.  Indeed, in many instances trees go 
unmanaged and become unsafe and it can be a 
benefit of development that such trees are 
removed, and appropriate mitigation planting take 
place which is more beneficial to the townscape.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted.  In para 3 of 
Policy H9 insert "healthy" between 
"existing" and "mature" 
 
 
 

71 Jones Homes 
 

P 63 
Policy H9 
criterion 4 

 Criterion 4 implies all new housing developments 
have public open space or the ability to provide 
native trees on site.  They don’t.  The wording 
should be amended to incorporate native trees on 
public or amenity open space on or off site.   

Comments noted.  The policy does 
not imply all new housing 
development will have public open 
space.  However, all new housing 
development will have landscaping 
be it entrance features or gardens 
that can incorporate locally suitable 
tree species. 

No change  
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72 Jones 
Homes 
 

P 65 
Policy H10 

 Policy H10 identifies Handforth Library as a 
building of local architectural historic merit.  This 
amplifies my previous representation that there is 
already National Legislation for ‘Listing’ of heritage 
assets and a local list for non-designated heritage 
assets which have extra protection through the 
Adopted Local Plan.  The appropriate place for this 
list and policies to protect them is the Allocations 
Plan.  If properties listed in Policy Option 9 are not 
on the local list, they can be added through a 
submission to the Local Planning Authority in Part 2 
of the Plan.  An assessment of their suitability for 
inclusion by the qualified Cheshire East 
Conservation Officer can then take place.  There is 
no need for another policy to cover non-designated 
heritage assets in the Neighbourhood Plan.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan Group are not qualified to 
assess the heritage asset of properties.  If the list in 
Policy H10 are to be upheld, then an independent 
assessment justifying their inclusion for their 
architectural or historic value by a suitably qualified 
historic advisor is required as evidence to the 
policy.   

Comments noted.  Handforth Library 
is seen by CEC as a non-designated 
heritage asset. 
 
An assessment has been carried out 
using Historic England’s guidance on 
the suitability of the Library for 
identification as a non-designated 
heritage asset. 
 
Several Neighbourhood Plans have 
identified a list of non-designated 
heritage assets. 
 
CEC have included the building in 
the Local List.  
 
Delete “and the health centre” from 
para 3 of Policy H10. 
 

No change  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amend 
Accordingly 

73 Jones Homes 
 

P 66 
Policy H11 

 Policy 11 – High Quality Design – Cheshire East 
Council has adopted a Design Guide that is in two 
volumes and about 160 pages long.  This sets out 
detailed design criteria for development and 
specifically assesses the north Cheshire fringe 
(including Handforth).  Is there really a need for 
another policy to cover it?  The policy should be 
removed.   

Comments noted.  The Cheshire 
East Design Guide is a 
Supplementary Planning Document 
and is purely guidance.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan seeks to 
include a policy which adds a local 
setting to the Cheshire East Design 
Policy SE1.  The Neighbourhood 

No change  
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Plan policy has more weight than an 
SPD 

74 Jones Homes 
 

P 69 
Policy H12 

 Policy 12, again National Planning Policy and Local 
Policy covers Flood Risk Reduction and SUDS.  
Those policies set out the process for designing 
drainage, this policy is not needed.  As drafted the 
policy does not reflect National Policy which 
recognises not all sites are suitable for water 
attenuation on site due to topography and geology 
and a sequential approach should be taken when 
designing drainage on site.  The policy as drafted 
assumes all sites can achieve SUDS.   

Comments noted.  Policy H12 is 
supported by both United Utilities 
and CEC.  Amendments have been 
made in accordance with the 
comments received from United 
Utilities 

No further 
change  

75 Jones Homes 
 

P 76? 
Policy 
(H16?) 
optn14 

 With regard to Policy Option 14, I struggle to see 
there would be evidence that the road through the 
village centre does not have the capacity for an 
increase in HGV vehicles.  Also, it cannot be 
assumed that developer contributions would be 
required from any development that would increase 
HGV usage, to improve road safety and improve 
the roads to give them the capacity to take HGV’s.  
Such a policy would also be a disincentive to 
employers investing in Handforth by businesses 
that use HGV’s.  Evidence for this policy needs to 
be produced.   

Comments noted.  Policy 16 is to be 
amended in line with comments from 
CEC 

No further 
change 

76 Jones Homes 
 

P 107 
Figure 7 

 Figure 7 would be improved by enlargement as the 
scale does not allow road names to be 
distinguished.   
I hope you will find this feedback constructive and 
will enable your Plan to focus on issues specific to 
Handforth Neighbourhood Plan area and will not 
duplicate Planning Policy already covered in 

Comments noted and accepted Maps amended 
accordingly 
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National and Local Policy and Supplementary 
Planning Documents or covered by other 
legislation.   

77 Stockport MBC 
 

P 33  Page 33 refers to the speed limit on the A6 MARR 
being 70mph, but this is incorrect. It will be 50mph 
from the A6 to the existing A555; will remain as 
national speed limit on the existing A555; and will 
be 50mph between the A555 and Styal Road 
junction 

Comments noted and accepted.  
Amend P34 Para 2 as follows: 
“is 70mph.” to “will remain at 
70mph.” 
Replace last sentence in para 2 with 
“When this extension is completed it 
is anticipated that the speed limit will 
be 50 mph on the stretch between 
the B5358 and Styal Road. The 
speed limit on the stretch between 
Styal Road and the airport will be 
40mph.” 

Amend 
accordingly 

78 Stockport MBC 
 

P 41 S We support the statements about challenges with 
the A34 on page 41 – this also reflects the 
emerging SEMMM Strategy refresh 

Comments noted. No change 

79 Stockport 
MBC 
 

P79 
Policy H18 

 Obj-11 relating to cycling and walking connections 
should consider the new segregated cycling and 
walking path which will be along the length of the 
new A6MARR. 

Comments noted.  Page 35 second 
paragraph, amend as follows: 
“numbered by Cheshire East 
Council.  A new segregated footpath 
and cycle track is currently being 
constructed along the length of the 
A555.” 

Amend 
accordingly. 

80 Stockport 
MBC 

P 78 
Policy H17 

S We support the reference to station parking as a 
way of reducing congestion on the A34 (p.78) 

Comments noted No change  

81 Stockport  
MBC 
 

P 58  On the Community and Well Being Chapter, Parish 
Council Action 3 – 
Supports the provision of an extra primary school 
should this become necessary after further house 
building within, or adjacent to, the Plan area. 

Comments noted No change  
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82 Stockport  
MBC 
 

  Strategic Environmental Assessment  
Section 1.3 of the draft Handforth Neighbourhood 
Plan identifies the need to take account of Strategic 
Environmental Assessment.  What evidence is 
there of how Strategic Environmental Assessment 
requirements (especially under Regulation 9 of the 
Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations 2004) have been or are 
being taken account of?   
Have any potentially significant environmental 
effects been identified and, if so, what further work 
on the NP and any associated assessments is 
proposed to address them? 
 
Parish Council Action 3 should be reconsidered 
with regard to the phasing of housing and school 
development to ensure that the additional school 
places are provided before major housing sites are 
completed. This will help to address the scope for 
excess pressure on school places in Stockport 
generated from major housing development in 
Cheshire East. This is important in the context of 
the existing school places capacity issues covered 
on page 56 of the Handforth first draft plan – July 
2017 

Comments noted.  The Strategic 
Environmental Assessment 
Screening was carried out by 
Cheshire East Council.  The 
consultation ran alongside the 
Regulation 14 consultation.  No 
issues were raised by the three 
consultees. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted.  In the first 
sentence of PC action box 3 insert 
"timely' between "the" and 
"provision" 
 
 

No change  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amend 
Accordingly 

83 Stockport  
MBC 
 

  How have the requirements of Habitats Regulations 
Assessment been taken into account? 
Have any transboundary impacts and potential 
mitigations been identified? 

Comments noted.  The Strategic 
Environmental Assessment 
Screening which included the a HRA 
was carried out by Cheshire East 
Council.  The consultation ran 
alongside the Regulation 14 

No change  
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consultation.  No issues were raised 
by the three consultees. 

84 Manchester 
Airport 
 

  As a major business, employer and transport 
facility within the area, we welcome and appreciate 
the opportunity to respond to this consultation 
exercise. 
Manchester Airport is a fundamental component of 
the UK's infrastructure network, serving as the 
primary international gateway for the North. It is the 
third busiest airport in the UK and the largest 
outside of the South East. Annual passenger 
throughput currently stands at around 26 million 
and over 70 airlines operate to around 200 
destinations worldwide. The Airport offers a wide 
mix of full service, charter and low-cost operators, 
and also has significant cargo operations. As such, 
Manchester Airport provides crucial links with 
overseas markets and is a key driver of the North-
West economy. It is estimated that the Airport 
contributes £918 million in GVA to the UK economy 
and we currently employ around 20,600 people on 
site. 
Manchester Airport is also a major regional 
transport hub and public transport interchange with 
air, rail, bus, coach and tram facilities on site. 
Cheshire East can gain from the economic 
advantages and transport connections that close 
proximity to Manchester Airport affords. Improved 
transport connectivity within the local area, 
including Handforth, that would enhance access 
to/from Manchester Airport would therefore be of 

Comments noted.  Cheshire East 
Council are the Local Planning 
Authority for the purposes of the 
determination of planning 
applications.  The statutory function 
in relation to consultations on 
planning applications will remain the 
CEC. 

No change  
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benefit. We therefore welcome the intention for 
sustainable transport and accessibility to be 
amongst the matters addressed under Policy H 18 
as a means to improve provision within and beyond 
Handforth. 
Manchester Airport also has a statutory role in the 
planning process as an Aerodrome Safeguarding 
Authority. By virtue of its importance to the national 
air transport system, Manchester Airport is an 
officially safeguarded aerodrome. This is to protect 
the safe and efficient operation of aircraft at and in 
the airport’s vicinity.  Legislative provisions 
regarding the safeguarding process are set out in 
ODPM/DfT Circular 1/2003 – Safeguarding 
Aerodrome, Technical Sites and Military Explosives 
Storage Areas.  In accordance with this Circular, 
Manchester Airport is a statutory consultee for 
certain planning applications for developments that 
require safeguarding to protect the airport’s 
operation.  Safeguarding maps (which are held by 
the LPA) show the extent of the safeguarded area 
and set out the requirement for statutory 
consultation with us.  There are three principle 
types of safeguarding – physical/obstacle 
safeguarding, technical radar safeguarding and bird 
Hazard safeguarding. 
The Parish of Handforth lies within Manchester 
Airport’s safeguarded area for wind turbine 
development (which extends to 30km from the 
aerodrome).  This means that any planning 
application for a wind turbine(s) within the Parish 
must be referred to us for consultation.  Should any 
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wind turbine development be proposed we 
therefore recommend that consideration of the 
relevant aerodrome safeguarding criteria, 
consultation procedures and any potential impacts 
on aircraft safety is made and if necessary 
addressed.  We welcome any pre-application 
consultation and can be contacted to discuss the 
implications of any proposals in advance of any 
applications for planning permission being made. 

85 Sport 
England 
 

  Government planning policy, within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies 
how the planning system can play an important role 
in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, 
inclusive communities. Encouraging communities 
to become more physically active through walking, 
cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays 
an important part in this process. Providing enough 
sports facilities of the right quality and type in the 
right places is vital to achieving this aim. This 
means that positive planning for sport, protection 
from the unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along 
with an integrated approach to providing new 
housing and employment land with community 
facilities is important. 
It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood plan 
reflects and complies with national planning policy 
for sport as set out in the NPPF with particular 
reference to Paras 73 and 74. It is also important to 
be aware of Sport England’s statutory consultee 
role in protecting playing fields and the 
presumption against the loss of playing field land. 
Sport England’s playing fields policy is set out in 

Comments noted.  Comments noted.  
The Cheshire East Local Plan has 
identified the Strategic housing sites 
for Handforth.  The Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan has included a 
policy to enable control over windfall 
sites.  The masterplan for the North 
Cheshire Growth Village will include 
sport provision. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to 
designate Local Green Spaces to 
retain recreation areas.  

No change  
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our Planning Policy Statement: ‘A Sporting Future 
for the Playing Fields of England’.  
http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy 
Sport England provides guidance on developing 
planning policy for sport and further information 
can be found via the link below. Vital to the 
development and implementation of planning policy 
is the evidence base on which it is founded.  
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/ 
Sport England works with local authorities to 
ensure their Local Plan is underpinned by robust 
and up to date evidence. In line with Par 74 of the 
NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of 
need and strategies for indoor and outdoor 
sports facilities. A neighbourhood planning body 
should look to see if the relevant local authority has 
prepared a playing pitch strategy or other 
indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy. If it has then 
this could provide useful evidence for the 
neighbourhood plan and save the neighbourhood 
planning body time and resources gathering their 
own evidence. It is important that a neighbourhood 
plan reflects the recommendations and actions set 
out in any such strategies, including those which 
may specifically relate to the neighbourhood area, 
and that any local investment opportunities, such 
as the Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised 
to support their delivery.  
Where such evidence does not already exist then 
relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan 
should be based on a proportionate assessment of 

http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
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the need for sporting provision in its area. 
Developed in consultation with the local sporting 
and wider community any assessment should be 
used to provide key recommendations and 
deliverable actions. These should set out what 
provision is required to ensure the current and 
future needs of the community for sport can be met 
and, in turn, be able to support the development 
and implementation of planning policies. Sport 
England’s guidance on assessing needs may help 
with such work. 
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguida
nce 
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed 
Sport England recommend you ensure they are fit 
for purpose and designed in accordance with our 
design guidance notes. 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/ 
Any new housing developments will generate 
additional demand for sport. If existing sports 
facilities do not have the capacity to absorb the 
additional demand, then planning policies should 
look to ensure that new sports facilities, or 
improvements to existing sports facilities, are 
secured and delivered. Proposed actions to meet 
the demand should accord with any approved local 
plan or neighbourhood plan policy for social 
infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from 
any assessment of need, or set out in any playing 
pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports facility 
strategy that the local authority has in place. 

http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
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In line with the Government’s NPPF (including 
Section 8) and its Planning Practice Guidance 
(Health and wellbeing section), links below, 
consideration should also be given to how any new 
development, especially for new housing, will 
provide opportunities for people to lead healthy 
lifestyles and create healthy communities. Sport 
England’s Active Design guidance can be used to 
help with this when developing planning policies 
and developing or assessing individual proposals.  
Active Design, which includes a model planning 
policy, provides ten principles to help ensure the 
design and layout of development encourages and 
promotes participation in sport and physical activity. 
The guidance, and its accompanying checklist, 
could also be used at the evidence gathering stage 
of developing a neighbourhood plan to help 
undertake an assessment of how the design and 
layout of the area currently enables people to lead 
active lifestyles and what could be improved.   

86 Coal Authority 
 

  Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we 
have no specific comments to make on it. 
Should you have any future enquiries please 
contact a member of Planning and Local Authority 
Liaison at The Coal Authority using the contact 
details above. 

Comments noted No change  

87 National Grid 
 

  National Grid has appointed Amec Foster Wheeler 
to review and respond to development plan 
consultations on its behalf.  We are instructed by 
our client to submit the following representation 
with regards to the above Neighbourhood Plan 
consultation.  

Comments noted. No change  
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About National Grid  
National Grid owns and operates the high voltage 
electricity transmission system in England and 
Wales and operate the Scottish high voltage 
transmission system.  National Grid also owns and 
operates the gas transmission system. In the UK, 
gas leaves the transmission system and enters the 
distribution networks at high pressure. It is then 
transported through a number of reducing pressure 
tiers until it is finally delivered to our customers. 
National Grid own four of the UK’s gas distribution 
networks and transport gas to 11 million homes, 
schools and businesses through 81,000 miles of 
gas pipelines within North West, East of England, 
West Midlands and North London.  
  
To help ensure the continued safe operation of 
existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future 
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to 
be involved in the preparation, alteration and 
review of plans and strategies which may affect our 
assets.  
  
Specific Comments  
An assessment has been carried out with respect 
to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission 
apparatus which includes high voltage electricity 
assets and high-pressure gas pipelines, and also 
National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate and 
High-Pressure apparatus.  
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National Grid has identified that it has no record of 
such apparatus within the Neighbourhood Plan 
area.   
  
Key resources / contacts  
National Grid has provided information in relation to 
electricity and transmission assets via the following 
internet link: 
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-
development/planning-authority/shape-files/  
  
The electricity distribution operator in Cheshire 
East Council is SP Energy Networks. Information 
regarding the transmission and distribution network 
can be found at: www.energynetworks.org.uk 

88 Highways 
England 
 

  Thank you for consulting Highways England 
regarding the Handforth Draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Highways England have no comment to make on 
the draft at this time. 

Comments noted No change  

89 Historic 
England 
 

  Re: Draft Handforth Neighbourhood Plan and 
SEA Screening Opinion Consultation. 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England about 
this draft Neighbourhood Plan. As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment, 
Historic England is keen to ensure that the 
protection of the historic environment is fully taken 
into account at all stages and levels of the local 
planning process. 
The Neighbourhood Plan includes a number of 
designated heritage assets including the Handforth 

Comments noted.  Policies for 
designated heritage assets are 
included in the Cheshire East Local 
Plan.  The Parish Council does not 
consider it needs to add anything 
further to these higher-level policies 

No change  
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Hall listed in Grade II*. It will be important that the 
strategy the Forum put together for this area 
safeguards those elements which contribute to the 
significance of 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.  
The conservation officer at Cheshire East Council 
is best placed to assist the Forum in the 
development of the Plan with respect to the historic 
environment and can help consider and clearly 
articulate how a strategy can address the area’s 
heritage assets. Although the neighbourhood area 
does contain a number of designated heritage 
assets, we don’t consider there is a need for 
Historic England to be involved in the development 
of the strategy for the area, but we offer some 
general advice and guidance below. 
Firstly, the Plan documentation is accompanied by 
a request for a formal Screening Opinion from 
Historic England in compliance with the 
Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations 2004.  The draft Opinion 
prepared for the Forum concludes that Strategic 
Environmental Assessment is not required.  We 
note that the Plan appears to propose no site 
allocations/policies which would have significant 
environmental effects upon the historic 
environment and as such we concur that in this 
regard Strategic Environmental Assessment is not 
required.   



Handforth Submission Consultation Statement - February 2018 

48 

Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

If the Forum has not already done so, we would 
recommend that they speak to the staff at the 
Cheshire Archaeological Advisory Service that look 
after the Historic Environment Record and give 
advice on archaeological matters. They should be 
able to provide details of not only any designated 
heritage assets but also locally-important buildings, 
archaeological remains and landscapes, we note 
that the Forum have already recorded some non-
designated assets and recorded these on Map 11. 
Some Historic Environment Records may also be 
available on-line via the Heritage Gateway 
(www.heritagegateway.org.uk).  
In addition to considering designated heritage 
assets therefore, a Neighbourhood Plan is an 
important opportunity for a community to develop a 
positive strategy for the area's locally important 
heritage assets that aren't recognised at a national 
level through listing or scheduling. This includes 
identifying any non-statutorily designated historic 
buildings, sites, views or places of importance to 
the local community, and setting out what factors 
make them special. These elements can then be 
afforded a level of protection from inappropriate 
change through an appropriately worded policy in 
the plan. The plan could also include consideration 
of any Grade II listed buildings or locally-
designated heritage assets which are at risk or in 
poor condition, and which could then be the focus 
of specific policies aimed at their enhancement.  
We commend the Forum on their proposed policy 
H10 which seeks to protect non-designated assets. 

http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/
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The Neighbourhood Plan is also an opportunity for 
the community to designate Local Green Spaces; 
we are pleased to see reference to this in Section 5 
and on Maps 7&9. Locality has produced helpful 
guidance on this, which is available here: 
https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/neighbourho
od-planning-local-green-spaces.  
The Forum can also use the neighbourhood plan 
process to identify any potential Assets of 
Community Value in the neighbourhood area. 
Assets of Community Value (ACV) can include 
things like local public houses, community facilities 
such as libraries and museums, or again green 
open spaces. Often these can be important 
elements of the local historic environment, and 
whether or not they are protected in other ways, 
designating them as an ACV can offer an additional 
level of control to the community with regard to how 
they are conserved.  There is useful information on 
this process on Locality’s website here: 
http://mycommunity.org.uk/take-action/land-and-
building-assets/assets-of-community-value-right-to-
bid/ .  
Communities that have a neighbourhood plan in 
force are entitled to claim 25% of Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funds raised from 
development in their area. The Localism Act 2011 
allows this CIL money to be used for the 
maintenance and on-going costs associated with a 
range of heritage assets including, for example, 
transport infrastructure such as historic bridges, 
green and social infrastructure such as historic 

https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/neighbourhood-planning-local-green-spaces.
https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/neighbourhood-planning-local-green-spaces.
http://mycommunity.org.uk/take-action/land-and-building-assets/assets-of-community-value-right-to-bid/
http://mycommunity.org.uk/take-action/land-and-building-assets/assets-of-community-value-right-to-bid/
http://mycommunity.org.uk/take-action/land-and-building-assets/assets-of-community-value-right-to-bid/
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parks and gardens, civic spaces, and public places. 
As a Qualifying Body, your neighbourhood forum 
can either have access to this money or influence 
how it is spent through the neighbourhood plan 
process. Historic England recommends that the 
community therefore identifies the ways in which 
CIL can be used to facilitate the conservation of the 
historic environment, heritage assets and their 
setting, and sets this out in the neighbourhood 
plan. More information and guidance on this is 
available from Locality, here: 
https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/community-
infrastructure-levy-neighbourhood-planning-toolkit/ 
Further information and guidance on how heritage 
can best be incorporated into Neighbourhood Plans 
has been produced by Historic England.  This 
signposts a number of other documents which your 
community might find useful in helping to identify 
what it is about your area which makes it distinctive 
and how you might go about ensuring that the 
character of the area is retained. These can be 
found here: 
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/p
lan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/ 
The following general guidance also published by 
Historic England may also be useful to the plan 
forum in preparing the neighbourhood plan or 
considering how best to develop a strategy for the 
conservation and management of heritage assets 
in the area. It may also be useful to provide links to 
some of these documents in the plan:  

https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/community-infrastructure-levy-neighbourhood-planning-toolkit/
https://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/community-infrastructure-levy-neighbourhood-planning-toolkit/
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
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HE Advice Note 2 - making changes to heritage 
assets:  
HE Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting 
of heritage assets (particularly useful to NP areas 
subject to housing growth):  
HE Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans:  
HE Advice Note 7 - local listing:  
 
We recommend the inclusion of a glossary 
containing relevant terminology contained in the 
NPPF, in addition to details about the additional 
legislative and policy protections that heritage 
assets enjoy.  
Finally, we should like to stress that this advice is 
based on the information provided by you in your 
correspondence dated 29th September. To avoid 
any doubt, this does not reflect our obligation to 
provide further advice on or, potentially, object to 
specific proposals which may subsequently arise 
as a result of the proposed neighbourhood plan, 
where we consider these would have an adverse 
effect on the historic environment.  

90 Environment 
Agency 
 

  Environment Agency Position 
We have no comments to make with regards to the 
council’s opinion. 

Comments noted No change  

91 Natural 
England 
 

  Thank you for your consultation regarding the 
Handforth Draft Neighbourhood Plan dated 18 
October 2017. 
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 

Comment noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change  
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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 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) screening 
exercises may need to be undertaken. 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 
29 September 2017 which was received by Natural 
England on the same date.  
  
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. 
Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and 
managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.    
  
Screening Request: Strategic Environmental 
Assessment  
 It is our advice, on the basis of the material 
supplied with the consultation, that, in so far as our 
strategic environmental interests are concerned 
(including but not limited to statutory designated 
sites, landscapes and protected species, geology 
and soils) are concerned, that there are unlikely to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change  
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be significant environmental effects from the 
proposed plan.   
 Neighbourhood Plan Guidance on the assessment 
of Neighbourhood Plans in light of the SEA 
Directive is contained within the National Planning 
Practice Guidance.  The guidance highlights three 
triggers that may require the production of an SEA, 
for instance where:  
•a neighbourhood plan allocates sites for 
development   
•the neighbourhood area contains sensitive natural 
or heritage assets that may be affected by the 
proposals in the plan   
•the neighbourhood plan may have significant 
environmental effects that have not already been 
considered and dealt with through a sustainability 
appraisal of the Local Plan.   We have checked our 
records and based on the information provided, we 
can confirm that in our view the proposals 
contained within the plan will not have significant 
effects on sensitive sites that Natural England has 
a statutory duty to protect.    
  
We are not aware of significant populations of 
protected species which are likely to be affected by 
the policies / proposals within the plan. It remains 
the case, however, that the responsible authority 
should provide information supporting this 
screening decision, sufficient to assess whether 
protected species are likely to be affected.  
 Notwithstanding this advice, Natural England does 
not routinely maintain locally specific data on all 
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potential environmental assets. As a result, the 
responsible authority should raise environmental 
issues that we have not identified on local or 
national biodiversity action plan species and/or 
habitats, local wildlife sites or local landscape 
character, with its own ecological and/or landscape 
advisers, local record centre, recording society or 
wildlife body on the local landscape and 
biodiversity receptors that may be affected by this 
plan, before determining whether an SA/SEA is 
necessary.  
 Please note that Natural England reserves the 
right to provide further comments on the 
environmental assessment of the plan beyond this 
SEA/SA screening stage, should the responsible 
authority seek our views on the scoping or 
environmental report stages. This includes any 
third-party appeal against any screening decision 
you may make.  

92 R Small 
 

P 5 
Para 3/4 

 Page 5 Para 3 
After para 3 insert 
CEC were asked to provide a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion 
concerning the Handforth Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan. Following consultation with Historic England, 
Natural England and the Environment Agency, CEC 
reported (April 2017) that a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment Screening would not be required. 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly 

93 R Small 
 

P43 
Para 3 

 Page 43 Para 3 
If published on time, insert map of North Cheshire 
Growth Village and some description thereof. 

Comments noted and accepted Amend 
accordingly if 
required 
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94 Barbara 
Pownall 
 

All  Many people worked very hard on producing this 
document.  Well done for making the draft an 
interesting document to read.  I personally learnt a 
few things about the place I live.  I particularly liked 
the history section at the beginning.  I'm sure I'm 
one of many people who don't want to see our 
"village" turn into a "town" by 2030 with the 
government proposed expansion throughout the 
country.  The draft just stated the statistics and 
gave no opinion just what could be the outcome 
with these vast changes through facts.  
It is a long, detailed document to read.  Having said 
that there was a lot to report on. There are no 
solutions suggested to the strain which would occur 
on our local services e.g. Doctors.  Maybe there is 
no solution to this growth except a proposed 
building of a primary school.  A lot of details about 
the centre of the village but, the proposed building 
by Total Fitness will have no relation to Handforth 
at all.  I apologise for no specific pages or 
paragraphs as I read the draft at the library.  
Finally, I liked the proposals that Handforth Parish 
Council aim to safeguard, and their plans for the 
future of Handforth. 

Comments noted No change  

95 Gladman 
Developments  
 

P 52 
Policy H3 

 Draft Policy H3 seeks to designate 10 parcels of 
land as Local Green Space (LGS).  
In order to designate land as LGS the Parish 
Council must ensure that it is able to demonstrate 
robust evidence to meet national policy 
requirements set out in the Framework. The 
Framework makes clear in paragraph 76 that the 
role of local communities seeking to designate land 

Comments noted. The Steering 
Group have carried out an 
assessment of the Local Green 
Spaces to ensure they satisfy the 
criteria in the NPPF. 
 
 

Amend 
accordingly  



Handforth Submission Consultation Statement - February 2018 

56 

Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

as LGS should be consistent with the local planning 
of sustainable development for the wider area. 
Paragraph 76 states that:   
‘Local communities through local and 
neighbourhood plans should be able to identify for 
special protection green areas of particular 
importance to them. By designating land as Local 
Green Space local communities will be able to rule 
out new development other than in very special 
circumstances. Identifying land as Local Green 
Space should therefore be consistent with the local 
planning of sustainable development and 
complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs 
and other essential services. Local Green Spaces 
should only be designated when a plan is prepared 
or reviewed and be capable of enduring beyond the 
end of the plan period.’  
Further guidance is provided in paragraph 77 which 
sets out three tests that must be met for the 
designation of Local Green Spaces. Paragraph 77 
states that:  
‘The Local Green Space designation will not be 
appropriate for most green areas or open space. 
The designation should only be used:  
- Where the green space is in reasonably close 
proximity to the community it serves;  
- Where the green area is demonstrably special to 
a local community and holds a particular local 
significance, for example because of its beauty, 
historic significance, recreation value (including as 
a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; 
and  

Add to Policy H3:  "Each of the land 
parcels listed in this policy have 
been assessed for eligibility for 
designation as Local Green Spaces. 
The assessment may be found on 
the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan 
website. 
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- Where the green area concerned is local in 
character and is not an extensive tract of land.’  
Gladman are unable to easily locate any evidence 
to demonstrate how each of these 10 parcels meet 
the criteria of paragraph 77. It is essential that 
evidence is provided and can be easily accessed 
by anyone wishing to comment on the draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. Gladman recommend that 
the Parish Council publish as a matter of urgency a 
robust evidence base to support the inclusion of 
Local Green Spaces.  
The issues surrounding LGS designations have 
been considered in a number of other Examiner’s 
reports across the country and we highlight the 
following decisions:   
- The Seldlescombe Neighbourhood Plan 
Examiner’s Report recommended the deletion of a 
LGS measuring approximately 4.5ha as it was 
found to be an extensive tract of land.  - The 
Oakley and Deane Neighbourhood Plan Examiners 
Report recommended the deletion of a LGS 
measuring approximately 5ha and also found this 
area to be not local in character. Thereby failing to 
meet 2 of the 3 tests for LGS designation. - The 
Alrewas Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report 
identifies that both sites proposed as LGS in the 
neighbourhood plan ‘in relation to the overall size of 
the Alrewas Village’ to be extensive tracts of land. 
The Examiner in this instance recommended the 
deletion of the proposed LGSs which measured 
approximately 2.4ha and 3.7ha.  - The Freshford 
and Limpley Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s 
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Report identified that the six LGS proposed did not 
meet the criteria required by the Framework either 
collectively or individually. Indeed, the Examiner 
identified that the combination of sites comprised of 
an extensive tract of land. The Examiner also 
considered that the protection of fields to ‘prevent 
agglomeration between the settlement areas… is 
not the purpose of Local Green Space designation’.  
- The Eastington Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s 
Report recommended the deletion of three LGS 
(16ha and 2ha) considered to be extensive tracts of 
land. The third proposed LGS was deleted due to 
the lack of evidence demonstrating its importance 
and significance to the local community.   - The 
Tattenhill and Rangemore Neighbourhood Plan 
Examiner’s Report recommended the deletion of 2 
LGS comprising of 4.3ha and 9.4ha.  - The Norley 
Examiner’s Report identified a total of 13 parcels of 
land to be designated as LGS. The Examiner 
recommended at §4.98 that the identification of 
these extensive tracts of agricultural land was 
contrary to NPPF policy and recommended that the 
policy should be deleted. The proposed LGS 
measured in the range of 1ha – 4.3ha. 

96 Gladman 
Developments 
 

P 52/53 
Policy H4 

 Draft Policy H4 identifies 9 parcels of land that are 
to be designated as Incidental Open Spaces.  
The policy is explicit in stating that these 9 parcels 
of land are not designated as Local Green Space. 
Gladman are however concerned, that the 
protection offered to the Incidental Open Spaces is 
the same as designated Open Space Spaces with 

Comments noted.  The policy states 
that the sites will be protected from 
development.  This is not the same 
protection as Local Green Spaces.  
The Parish Council consider the 
open spaces are of value to the 
community and are seeking to 
protect them. 

No change  
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the policy stating that they will be ‘protected from 
development’.  
Again, Gladman are not able to identify an 
evidence to support the such protection of these 
parcels of land and as such consider that the 
policy, in its current form, does not conform with 
basic conditions.  
We recommend that the parcels of land identified 
are measured against the three tests for Local 
Green Space Designation, as set out at Paragraph 
77 of the Framework and if suitable are included in 
the parcels identified in draft Policy H3. We further 
recommend the deletion of Draft Policy H4 

97 Gladman 
Developments 
 

P 61/62 
Para 1.57 
Policy H8 

 Draft Policy H8 states that all development should 
conserve the landscape character and quality.  
Paragraph 113 of the Framework refers to the need 
for criteria based policies in relation to proposals 
affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or 
landscape areas, and that protection should be 
commensurate with their status and gives 
appropriate weight to their importance and 
contributions to wider networks. As currently 
drafted Gladman do not believe this policy aligns 
with the Framework given that 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, 

Comments noted.  The sites are 
local designations through the 
Neighbourhood Plan a number of 
which form part of the Handforth 
Green Corridor. 
 
The Parish Council are seeking to 
protect these sites for their 
contribution to the landscape 
character of the area and their 
biodiversity values. 

No change  
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98 Gladman 
Developments 
 

P 66/67 
Policy H11 

 Draft Policy H11 states that all new development 
will be expected to take account of 11 define 
design criteria.  
In relation to these design policies Gladman refer to 
paragraphs 59 and 60 of the Framework. 
Specifically, paragraph 59 which states:  
“Design policies should avoid unnecessary 
prescription or detail and should concentrate on the 
overall scale, density, massing, height, landscape, 
layout, materials and access of new development 
in relation to neighbouring buildings and the local 
area more generally.”  
Whilst Gladman recognise the importance 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/objectives.  
Conclusions  
Gladman recognises the role of neighbourhood 
plans as a tool for local people to shape the 
development of their local community. However, it 
is clear from national guidance that these must be 
consistent with national planning policy and the 
strategic requirements for the wider authority area. 
Through this consultation response, Gladman has 
sought to clarify the relation of the HNP as currently 
proposed with the requirements of national 

Comments noted.  The design policy 
seeks to reflect the guidance 
contained in the Cheshire East 
Design Guide SPD and add local 
context to Policy SE1 of the 
Cheshire East Local Plan. 

No change  
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planning policy and the wider strategic policies for 
the wider area.  
Several of the policies currently lack the 
proportionate, robust evidence to justify their 
inclusion and some of the policies are restrictive to 
the extent that the plan might not be considered to 
be promoting sustainable development.  
Gladman hopes you have found these 
representations helpful and constructive. If you 
have any questions do not hesitate to contact me 
or one of the Gladman team.  

99 Emerson 
Group 
 
 

P 46 
Objective 8 

S I write on behalf of The Emerson Group, which 
includes Deanbank Investments Ltd, who own the 
Paddock Shopping Centre, Orbit Investments 
(Properties) Ltd who alongside Deanbank 
Investments Ltd own much of the Stanley Green 
Business Park and P.E. Jones (Properties) Ltd who 
own Deanway Mixed Use Business and Industrial 
Estate. 
With various interests in the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan Area, The Emerson Group is 
delighted to be given the opportunity to be involved 
in Handforth’s Neighbourhood Plan. Once adopted, 
the Neighbourhood Plan will become an important 
document for the village and the Steering Group 
have clearly spent a considerable amount of time 
and work to get the plan to this stage. 
The Emerson Group supports the overall vision and 
the draft aims and objectives of the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan, in particular objective 8, 
which seeks “to support appropriate local economic 
development to encourage investment and provide 

Comments noted No change  
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improved employment opportunities for local 
residents”. It is important that the Neighbourhood 
Plan seeks to improve the district centre and 
provide a wide range of services and facilities, 
which would create a thriving and diverse business 
community.  The Emerson Group have the 
following comments on the draft policies in the 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan: 

100 Emerson 
Group 
 

P 52 
Policy H4 

 Draft Policy H4 identifies ‘The Paddock Square’ as 
an area of ‘incidental open space’ as shown on 
Map 9 and states that it will be protected from 
development. This land is currently owned and 
managed by The Emerson Group and is already 
designated as ‘existing open space’ in the Cheshire 
East Local Plan. It is already protected from 
development by adopted planning policies and it is 
not necessary for the Neighbourhood Plan to 
replicate an adopted planning policy. ‘3. The 
Paddock Square’ should therefore be deleted from 
this draft Policy H4.  

Comments noted.  The Paddock 
Square is designated in the 
Macclesfield Local Plan which will be 
superseded by the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan and the Site 
Allocations and Development 
Policies DPD.  HNPSG are of the 
opinion the site requires protection 
through the Neighbourhood Plan 

No change  

101 Emerson 
Group 
 

P54 
Policy H5 

 Draft Policy H5 states that new developments will 
be expected to make a proportionate contribution to 
the provision of community facilities subject to 
viability. The policy does not set out clearly the 
parameters as to what type of development this 
policy would be applicable. This policy is not based 
on proportionate evidence and there is no 
justification for this policy. Any developer 
contributions requested as part of this policy would 
have to meet the CIL tests set out in Paragraph 
204 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF).  

Comments noted.  The policy 
requires a proportionate contribution 
subject to viability.  In the 
penultimate para of Policy H5 
change " New developments" to 
read "All new residential 
developments" 
 

Amend 
accordingly 



Handforth Submission Consultation Statement - February 2018 

63 

Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

National policy is clear that planning obligations 
must meet the following relevant tests; necessary 
to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms, directly related to the development, and 
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind. The 
Emerson Group suggests Policy H5 is deleted or 
refined to ensure proportionate contributions are 
only required to those developments that might 
exert greater demand for community facilities and 
developments that are applicable to make these 
contributions are clearly listed in the policy. This 
policy should also be backed up by viability 
evidence, which should inform the level of 
contribution requested.   

102 Emerson 
Group 
 

P 70 
Policy H13 

 Draft Policy H13 states development on existing 
employment areas and allocated sites will be 
assessed against Cheshire East adopted policies. 
Whilst Neighbourhood Plans must be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local 
Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan should be seeking 
flexibility to support a range of uses in order to 
support economic growth in the Handforth district.   
The Emerson Group support the encouragement of 
new small-scale business development. P.E. Jones 
(Properties) Ltd who own the Deanway Trading 
Estate, includes a number of small, innovative and 
successful local businesses. These businesses 
trade under a number of planning uses and this 
flexibility should be supported in draft Policy H13. It 
is imperative that the Neighbourhood Plan 
recognises the economic benefits that planning 
uses such as D1 (Non-residential Institutions), D2 

Comments noted.   No change 
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(Assembly and Leisure) and Sui Generis uses can 
bring to an area as well as employment uses. 
These uses can support economic development 
and contribute to sustaining the local community in 
a similar manner that B1/B2/B8 uses could. 
Deanbank Investments Ltd and Orbit Investments 
(Properties) Ltd also own the majority of Stanley 
Green Business Park. These companies have 
marketed the letting of office and warehouse 
buildings for a considerable length of time in this 
area, however some have remained empty for long 
periods of time. This is recognised by the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group on page 31 and 32 of 
the Neighbourhood Plan. It is considered that there 
is no foreseeable future market for office and 
warehouse units in Handforth with other locations 
such as Airport City, offering a far more attractive 
location with enterprise zone status and reduced 
business rates etc.  
In what is becoming increasingly a retail destination 
at Handforth Dean / Stanley Green, there is no 
market for new offices nor future warehousing, so a 
wider range of uses, including retail should also be 
considered. Jobs must be the priority in these 
locations. There is little point in protecting land for 
uses that simply won’t come forward, an approach 
which is supported by the NPPF. The 
Neighbourhood Plan should therefore be looking to 
the future and should embrace the need for 
flexibility of uses and support economic investment 
in whatever form it takes in the Handforth District in 
order to support the local economy. 
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103 Emerson 
Group 
 

P 73 
Policy H14 

 The Emerson Group supports that within the defined 
village centre boundary, a mixture of main village 
centre uses (including retail, leisure, office, 
commercial, cultural and tourism) will be supported 
by Policy H14. As the owner of The Paddock, 
Deanbank Investments Ltd supports the mixture of 
the uses in the village centre in order to reduce 
vacancy rates.   
It has however noted that the policy states that ‘the 
re-use of upper floors for residential use will be 
supported and encouraged’. This needs to be 
carefully considered to ensure the mix of residential 
and commercial uses can operate alongside each 
other. The primary purpose of the village centre is 
for retail and commercial uses. Whilst it is important 
for the vitality and viability of Handforth for people 
to live in the village centre, the mix and variety of 
uses would need to complement the different uses 
and would need to be sympathetic to one another.  

Comments noted.   No change 

104 Emerson 
Group 
 

P 76/77 
Policy H16 

 Draft Policy H16 states that developments that will 
increase the volume of heavy goods vehicle traffic 
through the village centre will not be supported 
unless there are mitigating circumstances identified 
that outweigh the harm caused and developer 
contributions are provided towards road safety and 
road improvements. Whilst it is recognised that 
traffic congestion may be of a concern to the local 
community and the Neighbourhood Plan Group, 
this policy is aspirational in nature. There is no 
justification or evidence to support this policy and 
there are no parameters as to the type and scale of 
development to which this policy applies. 

Comments noted.  Amendments to 
policy will be made in line with the 
comments from Cheshire East 
Council. See comment ref. no. 142 

No further 
change  
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There is no evidence that the road through the 
village centre does not have the capacity for an 
increase in Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV’s). Since 
the A34 bypass was built, traffic flow through the 
village has reduced. This is recognised in 
paragraph 5.4.14 of the Neighbourhood Plan, 
which states that “passing trade has fallen following 
the construction of the A34 Handforth/Wilmslow 
bypass”. The road is still a ‘B’ road and is capable 
of taking HGV’s without the need for improvement.  
Such a policy could also be a disincentive to 
potential employers looking to invest in Handforth 
for businesses that use HGV’s. 

105 Emerson 
Group 
 

P 78 
Policy H17 

 A ‘key issue’ identified in the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan is the need for the 
improvement of car parking facilities within the 
village, including provision of a train station car 
park. The Emerson Group support the need for 
additional car parking in Handforth. Whilst The 
Emerson Group recognises the need to improve 
and encourage access to the village by sustainable 
modes of transport, an increase in the provision of 
car parking in Handforth is an important 
consideration to ensuring the long-term viability and 
vitality of the village centre.  
Draft Policy H17 states that the retention of existing 
and provision of additional short stay parking spaces 
in the village centre will be encouraged to support 
local businesses and their customers. It is 
imperative that new opportunities are sought for 
both short-term and long-term car parking in the 
village centre, improving accessibility to the existing 

Comments noted. HNPSG are 
pleased to see support for the 
provision of a station car park. 

No change  
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retail and office buildings in Handforth. Car parking 
provision should also be provided in close proximity 
to Handforth train station to allow commuters to 
access the train station, reducing traffic congestion 
in the surrounding area. Furthermore, given the 
scale of housing proposed as part of the North 
Cheshire Growth Village, there is going to be 
additional demand for car parking near the train 
station and for the commercial and office units in 
Handforth.  

106 Emerson 
Group 
 
 

P 81 
Policy H19 

 Draft Policy H19 states that subject to viability 
considerations, schemes for new development will 
also be required to support proposals for improved 
community facilities and infrastructure in the Parish 
through the payment of s106 monies and CIL 
payments. As with draft Policy H5, there is no 
justification and proportionate evidence for this 
policy.  
National policy is clear that planning obligations 
would have to meet the CIL tests set out in 
Paragraph 204 of the NPPF. The Emerson Group 
suggests that the wording of Policy H19 is refined to 
ensure that development proposals are only 
required to mitigate against the adverse impacts of 
development and not to fund unrelated items or 
desirable infrastructure. Policy H19 should clearly 
set out what developments are applicable to pay 
these contributions and set out the justification for 
these contributions.  
The Emerson Group trust that the above comments 
are of assistance to you when preparing the next 
stage of your Neighbourhood Plan and we look 

Comments noted.  The policy 
contains a list of priority schemes 
should developer contributions and 
CIL be available. 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted 

No change  
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forward to being consulted on the future stages of 
the emerging document. 

107 A. Walsh 
 

15  Page 15. Including 9,138 in the population figures 
for Handforth would help to give a more accurate 
view.  (2011 census). 

Comments noted.  The population of 
the parish of Handforth in the 2011 
census was 6,266 

No change  

108 A. Walsh 
 

26  26. Stanley Hall Park is incorrect title and should 
read Stanley Playing Fields. In the past local 
people referred to it as the Mermaid Park. 

Comments noted. Stanley Hall Park 
is a term used by CEC.  

No change 

109 A. Walsh 
 

P 53 
Policy H5 

 14. Meriton Road Park Pavilion. 
This building has been leased to a private hobby 
group and excludes use by the community for at 
least the next seven years and therefore cannot be 
included as a local community facility. 

Comments noted.  This issue is 
covered by the last item in the list of 
Policy H20 

No change 

110 A. Walsh 
 

P 27,28, 
97,98 

 10,11,12,13. As these public houses are privately 
owned and managed I would not class them as 
community facilities. 

Comments noted.  Policy to be 
amended in accordance with CEC 
comments. 

Amend 
Accordingly 
  

111 A. Walsh 
 

General  There is a need for toilets in Meriton Road Park (as 
demonstrated by FoMRP surveys) that would also 
be for general public use as there are no public 
conveniences in Handforth. 

Comments noted No change  

112 A. Walsh 
 

P 57 
Policy H6 

 Parish Council action 1. HPC should work with the 
education authorities to address the lack of school 
places for local children from within the existing 
Handforth community, especially at primary level, 
and not just focus on new housing developments. 

Comments noted.   No change  

113 A. Walsh 
 

P80 
Policy H19 

 Omits a pavilion for community use in Meriton 
Road Park. (As stated in deposition from FoMRP). 

Comments noted.  This issue is 
covered by the last item in the list of 
Policy H20 

No change 

114 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

P4 
Para1.1 

S We support Handforth Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group in the preparation of the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan, under the provision of the 

Comments noted No change 
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Localism Act 2011, in order to give local people 
more say in planning for their area. 

115 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

30 S Handforth’s heritage – its beauty spots 

The River Dean forms the southern boundary of 
Woodford Neighbourhood Area and crosses the 
border into the Handforth Neighbourhood Area. 
Hall Wood and the banks of the River Dean in 
Handforth Neighbourhood Area are recognised 
beauty spots for residents of Woodford, Bramhall 
and Cheadle Hulme, and good habitats for wildlife 
with the river, tall beech trees, bluebells and river 
banks for kingfishers. It provides a wildlife corridor 
connecting with habitats in Woodford, and the 
wider Cheshire borough. The location is accessible 
via footpath FP78, which runs from Blossoms lane 
in Woodford into the Handforth Neighbourhood 
Area and Hall Wood.  

We support this location as a beauty spot and as a 
site of biological importance. 

Comments noted.  Policy H8 to be 
amended to include Hall Wood in the 
list and Map 10 to be amended also. 

Amend 
accordingly 
  

116 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

P 61 
Para 5.3.4 
Policy H8 

S Protection of the ponds on the site of the North 
Cheshire Growth Village 

We support the protection of the trio of ponds at 
Lat. and Long. positions: 53.20427, -2.11368; 
53.20420, -2.11389; 53.20412, -2.11367 and 
surrounding area. We understand that the ponds 
form the habitat of great crested newts and 
kingfishers, and that barn owls have been seen in 
the vicinity. Some of our members have observed 
and photographed the four-spot chaser dragonfly at 
the ponds and the southern marsh orchid growing 
in surrounding damp areas.   

Comments noted. HNPSG 
understands that all existing ponds 
within the NCGV are to be 
conserved and that new ponds are 
to be created. 
 
See also comment ref no. 23 

No change  
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117 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

Policy H8  Draft Policy H8 Landscape and Biodiversity 

Hall Wood and the banks of the River Dean, as it 
passes through it on the eastern side of the A555, 
are not listed specifically in the policy, and yet the 
location is considered as a site of biological 
importance on page 30 under Handforth Today, 
Beauty Spots. They also form an important corridor 
for wildlife connecting habitats in Handforth with 
those in Woodford and the wider Cheshire 
borough. Should they be included?  

Comments noted.  Hall Wood has 
been added to Policy H8. See also 
comment ref. no. 121 

Amend 
accordingly 

118 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

P 63 
Policy H9 

S Protection of hedgerows and trees 

We support policy H9 because hedgerows and 
trees form important corridor for wildlife connecting 
habitats in Handforth with those in Woodford and 
the wider Cheshire borough.  

Comments noted No change  

119 Woodford 
N Forum 

P 76 
Policy H16 

S We support policy H16 because traffic congestion 
is a problem in the local area, particularly on the 
A34 bypass. This has a knock effect on roads in 
the surrounding area, including Woodford. The 
consequences of excess traffic include delays, 
reduced productivity, and all the adverse effects on 
health due to air pollution and increased stress 
levels.  In addition, traffic congestion on major 
roads increases the incidence of rat-running along 
our narrow country lanes. 

Comments noted.  Policy will be 
amended in accordance with CEC 
comments 

No further 
change  

120 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

P 84 C North Cheshire Growth Village 

At its south-eastern boundary, the North Cheshire 
Growth Village lies immediately adjacent to 
Woodford Neighbourhood Area and will have 
potential impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
here. We would support the following mitigation 
measures: 

Comments noted.  No action is 
possible until the definitive map of 
the NCGV is published. 

No change at 
present. 
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- A wide green margin around the south-eastern 
boundary, with native trees and shrubs to 
provide a visual buffer zone between the 
countryside in Woodford and the development, 
and to provide a wild life corridor. 

- Retention of as many ponds, trees and green 
areas as possible for biodiversity, wildlife 
habitats and natural areas for respite and 
recreation for people. 

- Measures to minimise light pollution that can 
disturb wildlife and human sleep pattern. For 
example, we would support minimal street 
lighting, and floodlights and security lighting, 
which are environmentally friendly and reduce 
overspill 

Any floodlit features should be positioned at a 
distance from the Woodford Neighbourhood Area, 
in order to avoid light pollution in the countryside. 

121 Woodford 
N Forum 
 

P 100 
Map 10 

C Map 10 Landscape and biodiversity areas  
As noted for policy H8, Hall Wood and the banks of 
the River Dean on the eastern side of the A555 are 
not listed specifically in the policy, and yet the 
location is considered as a site of biological 
importance on page 30 (under Handforth Today, 
Beauty Spots). The location forms an important 
corridor for wildlife, connecting habitats in 
Handforth with those in Woodford and the wider 
Cheshire borough. Should it be marked on the 
map? 

Comments noted.  Add 12. Hall 
Wood” to the list in Policy H8 and 
revise Map 10 

Amend 
accordingly 

122 Indigo 
Planning 
 

 C We write in response to the public consultation on 
the Draft Handforth Neighbourhood Plan. As per 
the representation form which we are submitting 

Comments noted No change  
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alongside this letter we will identify the relevant 
policy / paragraphs / pages we are referring to and 
pass comment as necessary.   
Our client Morris Homes control the brownfield site 
at Knowle House, Sagars Road which lies on the 
edge of Handforth. During the preparation of the 
plan we have presented the site to the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group and submitted 
representations as appropriate and has no impact 
upon loss of openness.    
Morris Homes are committed to delivering high 
quality homes on the Knowle House site. This will 
include up to 40% affordable units providing much 
needed affordable homes for local people. The site 
is brownfield and is shielded from the surrounding 
green belt by existing trees.   
The site can be delivered in the short term. 

123 Indigo 
Planning 
 

 C  ‘Housing Objective 1 - To manage future housing 
growth so that it meets strategic development 
needs and the needs of the local community whilst 
at the same time providing appropriate 
infrastructure.’   
Whilst strategic housing sites have been identified 
in Handforth in the Local Plan Strategy the 
settlement has still not achieved its housing target. 
In order to manage future housing growth, the NDP 
should be proactive in identifying sites which can 
deliver the required amount of housing over the 
plan period.   
Small sites such as Knowle House which can 
deliver in the short term on brownfield land should 
be identified within the plan to bolster housing 

Comments noted.  The definition of 
brownfield land is contained with the 
glossary of terms in the NPPF under 
“previously developed land”.   
 
Any planning application will be 
determined in accordance with the 
NPPF and Cheshire East policies. 
 
See also comment ref. no. 125 
 
 
 
 

Amend 
accordingly  
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numbers and ensure that Handforth does not fall 
behind on its housing delivery. 
 
Paragraph 5.1.5  
The Neighbourhood Plan should seek to allocate 
sites for housing in accordance with the Site 
Allocations Plan. Whilst Handforth does have two 
large allocations for housing in the Local Plan 
Strategy there is still a requirement for a minimum 
15 more dwellings to be allocated in the settlement 
at the site allocations stage. This will allow the 
settlement to meet its minimum housing 
requirement exactly. In order to allow for under 
delivery of other sites and to boost housing in 
accordance with NPPF, a contingency above the 
minimum should be allowed for.   
The approach of seeking no new allocations is not 
appropriate and does not allow any flexibility. 
Should there be a delay in either of the large 
allocations coming forward (as discussed below) 
Handforth would fall behind its housing target 
trajectory and be open to unallocated sites coming 
forward for residential development.  In order to 
retain control over the location of residential 
development in the village the Neighbourhood Plan 
should seek to allocate further smaller sites such 
as Knowle House, Sagars Road, for residential 
development. This will allow the Neighbourhood 
Plan to be effective in guiding development 
locations within the village. In order to do this the 
plan must be realistic in terms of housing numbers 
and delivery.    

Comments noted.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan is under no 
obligation to allocate sites. Handforth 
Parish Council in discussion with 
Cheshire East Council are of the 
opinion that there is no further 
requirement for strategic housing 
provision in Handforth Parish. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted.  This is an issue 
for Cheshire East Council across the 
district and not for Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted.  This is an issue 
for Cheshire East Council across the 
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Windfalls cannot be relied on to make up housing 
numbers. There is not sufficient land available 
within Handforth to support significant windfall 
development, as recent history has proven. 
Housing numbers from windfalls cannot be planned 
for or quantified and therefore should be 
considered as an addition to any allocated sites to 
boost housing supply. The housing numbers in the 
Local Plan Strategy are a minimum figure and the 
Neighbourhood Plan should be seeking to meet 
and exceed these housing requirements through 
planned allocations and not through potential 
windfall development.     

district and not for Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan 
 
 
 
 
 

124 Indigo 
Planning 
 

 C Delivery of the Growth Village  
The rate of expected delivery of the growth village 
has already come under scrutiny as has the overall 
housing supply of the Cheshire East Local Plan.   
  
The site is expected to deliver 1,500 homes and 
between 2017 and 2022 deliver 300 units. During 
the Local Plan hearing sessions, a statement from 
Steven Abbott Associates stated the following in 
terms of lead in times;  
  
‘Given the extend of work that has already taken 
place 12-15 months for submission and 
determination of outline planning application 
alongside a detailed application for a first exemplar 
phase; 
• 6-12 for submission and determination of first 

approval of reserved matters applications;  

Comments noted.  This is an issue 
for Cheshire East Council across the 
district and not for Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

No change  
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• 3-6 months for discharge of pre-commencement 
conditions;  

• 3-6 months for completion of first houses.  
Realistically the first delivery of new homes would 
occur between 24-39 months after adoption of the 
Plan. If the Plan were adopted in March 2017 this 
would mean that housing delivery could commence 
in March 2019.’  
The council predicts that the site will deliver 300 
dwellings by 2021. However, there is no evidence 
to support these claims and this depends on four 
competing house builders delivering around 38 
dwellings per annum. The phasing of the site is 
unknown and has not been demonstrated by the 
applicant.   
Furthermore, the recent appeal decision 
(8/11/2017) ref APP/R0660/W/17/3166469 (White 
Moss, Butterton Lane, Barthomelye Crewe, Cw1 
5UJ) examined the current housing land supply 
position in Cheshire East including looking in detail 
at the delivery of the strategic sites. For the North 
Cheshire Growth Village, the prospective of 
delivery was found by the Inspector to be ‘highly 
optimistic’ and it was therefore suggested that; ‘It 
would be prudent to discount a minimum of 100 
units’.   
The decision concludes that;  
‘It is apparent that a significant number of dwellings 
included in the council’s 5-year supply are at risk of 
failing to materialise within the timeframe identified, 
amounting to some 1,033 to 1,363 dwellings’  
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The decision gives the council a 5 years supply of 
between 4.96 – 5.07 years and considers it to be 
marginal. It should be expected that the 5-year 
supply will continue to be challenged during the 
plan period. Therefore, in order to avoid ‘planning 
by appeal’ which occurred prior to the plans 
adoption the NDP should seek to provide additional 
housing sites over the plan period.   
The NDP should be mindful of the potential for the 
growth village to not deliver the necessary housing 
numbers for Handforth during the plan period and 
seek to allocate smaller sites to make up this 
shortfall. 

125 Indigo 
Planning 
 

P 48 
Policy H1 

 Paragraph 5.1.6  
‘With the exception of the allocated sites identified 
above, the amended Green Belt boundary runs 
tightly around the built form of the village. It is not 
within the remit of Neighbourhood Development 
Plans to allocate sites within the Green Belt, as a 
site can only be released from the Green Belt 
through a Local Plan Review. However, brownfield 
sites can be suitable for allocation.’  
The NDP has the power to allocate brownfield sites 
such as Knowle House. By allocating a small 
number of small brownfield sites in the plan for 
housing the pressure for larger sites to deliver in 
accordance with the plan will be removed.   
Draft Policy H1  
We fully support the statement that brownfield sites 
in the green belt are considered suitable for 
allocation and the policy should, therefore, be 
altered to allow brownfield windfall sites in the 

Comments noted.  The definition of 
brownfield land is contained with the 
glossary of terms in the NPPF under 
“previously developed land”.   
 
Any planning application will be 
determined in accordance with the 
NPPF and Cheshire East policies 

No change  
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green belt to come forward during the plan period. 
The Knowle House site is brownfield land which 
lies within the green belt. This site ought to be 
allocated for housing development within the 
Neighbourhood Plan. It is a suitable, available and 
deliverable site for circa 23 dwellings.  

126 Indigo 
Planning 
 

P 50 
Policy H2 

 With regard to affordable housing provision Morris 
Homes are committed to providing up to 40% 
affordable housing on the Knowle House site. This 
is over and above the policy requirement of 30%.   
Summary  
The NDP needs to consider its position on housing 
allocations and growth in Handforth over the plan 
period. The purpose of the Neighbourhood Plan 
should be to protect the interests of residents of 
Handforth and to ensure suitable development 
comes forward during the plan period.   
The plan therefore needs to be mindful of the 
potential under delivery of the Growth Village and 
the impact this may have on the settlement should 
the council fall behind on housing delivery. The 
NDP should therefore seek to allocate smaller 
brownfield sites such as Knowle House in order to 
plan positively for future housing needs.   
Should the Neighbourhood Plan Group require any 
further information regarding the Knowle House site 
or any of the information contained within this letter 
please do not hesitate to contact me.   

Comments noted.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan is under no 
obligation to allocate sites. HNPSGin 
discussion with Cheshire East 
Council are of the opinion that there 
is no further requirement for strategic 
housing provision in Handforth 
Parish. 
 

No change 

127 Emery  
Planning 
 

Policy H19 C Further justification is required as to how requiring 
developments to contribute to the listed proposals 
complies with the CIL Regulations, in particular 
Section 122. 

Comments noted.  The list are all 
capital projects.  Any developer 
contributions/CIL will go towards the 
projects. 

No change  
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128 Emery 
Planning 
 

Para 5.5.4, 
5.5.6 
Policy H16 

O Paragraphs 5.5.4 and 5.5.6 refer to site LPS34. It is 
difficult to correlate the policy to the justification 
text, and what it is seeking to achieve. 
Furthermore, other than anecdotal evidence in the 
form of comments from local residents, it is not 
clear as to what justification there is for the 
proposed policy. For example, there is no analysis 
of existing highway capacity and regard to the 
SEMMS scheme which is currently under 
construction. 

Comments noted.  Policy to be 
amended in accordance with CEC 
comments. See also comment ref. 
no. 142 

Amend Policy 
H16  

129 Emery 
Planning 
 

P 37 C The draft policy states: “New housing schemes will 
be supported where they include an appropriate 
mix of house types, sizes and tenures in 
accordance with an up-to-date Housing Needs 
Assessment.” We object to the policy is cross 
referring, and giving the appearance of policy 
status, to a document (Housing Needs 
Assessment) that is both unpublished and 
untested. Further clarification is required. The 
supporting text indicates that there is a need to 
provide smaller properties, however the limited 
evidence available indicates that the housing mix in 
Handforth is broadly in line with the North West and 
England averages, and contains a higher 
proportion of smaller properties than Cheshire 
East. Furthermore, if an assessment is undertaken 
to inform the policy it is important that demand is a 
key consideration alongside demographic need, in 
accordance with paragraph 50 of the Framework. 

Comments noted.  The policy relates 
to the present Cheshire East SHMA 
which may be updated during the 
plan period 

No change  

130 Emery  
Planning 
 

Policy H2 O The draft Neighbourhood Plan provides 
commentary on the site at page 37. This 
commentary was produced before the Council 

Comments noted and accepted.  
See comment ref. no. 6 

Amend 
accordingly 
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resolved to approve application 17/3894M, and 
understandably is not up-to-date. We trust that the 
text will be updated this to reflect the latest position 
in the Regulation 16 version. 

131 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 

 C Generally, the format of the Plan is well laid out and 
easy to navigate with a clear narrative link between 
the vision, objectives and policies which are set out 
sequentially in the plan and elaborated on within 
each section. 

Comments noted No change  

132 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

 C Sections 1-4 are helpful and informative 
background information however at 43 pages in 
length, the plan overall would benefit from some 
editing of these sections to reduce the length 
and/or move elements into appendixes or 
supporting documents. A brief introduction and 
summary of key themes and issues is usually 
sufficient to understand the context within which 
policies have been formed, with further 
summarising of key evidence with the policy 
justification of each policy. The production of a key 
map, setting out where specific policies should 
apply and to be included in the early part of the 
plan, would be helpful. This should consolidate a 
number of different maps included in the plan 
currently. 

Comments noted.  No change 

133 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

 C The parish Council and steering group should be 
congratulated on navigating a complex project in a 
relatively short space of time to complete a 
document which is useful, informative and will 
ultimately add value to how planning applications 
are assessed in Handforth. Cheshire East Council 
is currently undertaking preparation work on part 

Comments noted No change  
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two of the Local Plan Strategy, the Site Allocations 
and Development Policies Document. This plan will 
set out small scale land allocations to meet the 
residual development need identified in the Local 
Plan Strategy and will also establish a detailed 
policy framework for development management 
purposes, including reviewing the detail of 
settlement boundaries, town centre boundaries and 
other land based planning policy allocations. 

134 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 

 C HNPSG have completed informative document in 
short space of time 

Comments noted No change  

135 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 

 C The proposals put forward in the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Development Plan are welcomed 
and the Borough Council look forward to working 
with the Parish Council as we enter into the next 
stage of our own plan making programme. 

Comments noted No change  

136 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

Policy H3 C H3: Protecting Local Green Spaces: The policy 
itself is well written and will contribute a positive 
impact to the objectives of strategic policies SC1 
(Sustainable Communities), and SE1 (Sustainable 
Environment) in particular. Many of the proposed 
local green spaces are protected in existing policy 
and identified through saved policies of the 
Macclesfield Borough Local Plan. A number of new 
sites are proposed which are not the subject of 
existing specific protection. Information on how 
each site is felt to meet the tests for Local Green 
Space (set out at para. 77 of the NPPF) is not 
presented here. Such information should be 

Comments noted.  An assessment of 
the Local Green Spaces has been 
carried out and will be published on 
the Handforth Neighbourhood Plan 
website.   
 
 

No change  
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presented either within the neighbourhood plan 
either within the justification directly or separately 
within an appendix. Once such information is 
provided, the Council can provide a view on 
whether the detailed proposals set out at Map 7 
can be supported. 

137 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

P 52/53 
Policy H4 

C Policy H4 Protecting Incidental Open Spaces: 
Incidental Open Spaces/Amenity Spaces are 
currently the subject of protection from 
development through saved policy RT2 of the 
Macclesfield Borough Local Plan. Due to the small-
scale nature of such spaces, they are often not 
identified on the proposals map. Should the plan 
seek to specifically identify areas of incidental open 
space as listed, they should be mapped accurately. 
Alternatively, a general policy, which does not 
require a map base, would be acceptable to offer 
additional protection for such incidental or amenity 
space, in which case a list of specific areas is 
unnecessary.  There may be circumstances where 
the development of such spaces can offer more 
benefits to the community than retention of that 
space (for example if a scheme requires 
development of a space but will provide 
more/better quality space within it. The policy would 
benefit from articulating the acceptable 
circumstances under which incidental open space 
may be the subject of development. 

Comments noted.  Maps will be 
produced showing the boundaries of 
each site.  Amend first paragraph of 
Policy H4 as follows: 
“Areas of incidental open space not 
designated as Local Green Space as 
shown in Map 9 will normally be 
protected from development. 
However, development will be 
permitted in such an area provided 
that the development scheme 
provides more or better quality 
space within that area.” 
 
A Policies map which shows all 
designations will be produced to go 
alongside the submission plan. 

Amend 
accordingly 

138 Tom Evans 
CEC 

Policy H5 C Policy H5 Protecting Existing Community Facilities: 
Community facilities generally fall into classes D1 
and D2 of the Use Classes Order. The retention 
and protection of community facilities for such uses 

Comments noted.   
 
HNPSG wish to split the policy into 
two parts, with community facilities 

Amend 
accordingly 



Handforth Submission Consultation Statement - February 2018 

82 

Ref. 
No. 

Consultee 
name 

Page / Para 
/ Policy No. 

S/O/C 
 

Consultees comments HNPSG Comments Amendments 

Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

is supported in general however the inclusion of 
public houses (A4 use defined as ‘drinking 
establishments) may not be appropriate for the 
policy. Change of use of A4 category premises is 
no longer permitted without consent. It may 
therefore be appropriate to consider a separate 
policy related directly to this use class. It should 
also be noted that temporary change of use for 
community facilities is often allowed through 
permitted development rights. It may therefore be 
helpful to include the word ‘permanent in the 
second paragraph of the policy. 

on one list and A4 use class on a 
separate list. 

139 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

Policy H6 C Policy H6 Education Facilities: New 
development/expansion of existing facilities will 
often generate a traffic/parking impact. The 
relevant test at point 1 should be to ensure that 
safe access and parking is achieved in accordance 
with the Local Plan Parking Standards. 

Comments noted and accepted.  
Amend Policy H6 point 1 to read 
“They provide safe access and 
parking is achieved in accordance 
with the Local Plan Parking 
Standards.” 

Amend 
accordingly 

140 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

Policy H8 C Policy H8 Landscape and Biodiversity: It is unclear 
at para.2 of the policy if the areas referred to are 
areas which contribute to ‘local distinctiveness’ or 
are listed for some other specific reason. Given the 
policy applies to ‘all development’ it is unclear why 
the list is identified and whether the areas here 
should be treated differently. If the policy applies in 
general, it seems a list of specific locations is 
unnecessary. 

Comment noted.  The list of specific 
locations will serve to inform local 
residents 

No change 

141 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 

P73 
Policy H14 

C Policy H14 Handforth District Centre: As the 
second part of the Local Plan strategy is developed 
a review of existing town centre boundaries will be 
undertaken. Given that the findings of such a 
review may result in changes to the town centre 

Comments noted and accepted.  On 
page 19 amend the first two lines to 
read: 
"The village centre.  

Amend Page 19 
and Map 4 
accordingly 
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 boundary at Handforth, it would be sensible to 
include a reference on Map 4 that this map is 
extracted from the Macclesfield Borough Local Plan 
and that the Council are currently reviewing the 
details of such boundaries across the authority. 

Map 4 shows Handforth District 
Centre as depicted in the 
Macclesfield Borough Council Local 
Plan of 2004. It should be noted that 
Cheshire East Council are currently 
reviewing district centre boundaries 
across the Borough. It may therefore 
be that the district centre of 
Handforth will soon be redefined" 
Insert text box in Map 4 “District 
centre currently under review by 
CEC" 

142 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

Policy H16 C Policy H16 Congestion and Highway Safety: 
Preventing use of the village centre by HGVs may 
not be achievable through the application of 
planning policy. The policy may prevent many 
types of employment coming forward which could 
make a positive contribution to the area and have 
no effect on HGVs originating from development 
outside of the parish boundary. It is recommended 
that the policy focus on ensuring that proposals 
which are likely to generate significant amounts of 
traffic are accompanied by a traffic assessment and 
that the traffic assessment assess the impact on 
the local area and where such impacts are likely to 
be significant, they are addressed through 
mitigation. 

Comments noted.  In para 5.5.4 
delete "It is a popular view among 
Handforth residents" and replace by 
"The consultation process has 
revealed"  
 
Create new Parish Council action 
box 12 as follows: 
This NP recommends that, upon 
completion of the A555, HPC will 
work with CEC to institute a weight 
limit on the B5358 through the 
village centre. This weight limit to 
apply to HGV through traffic but not 
HGV traffic requiring access. 
 
Policy H16 Congestion and Highway 

Safety to read: 
 

Amend 
Accordingly 
 
 
 
 
Amend 
Accordingly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amend 
Accordingly 
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This plan recommends that detailed 
traffic management studies are 
carried out before access routes to 
any new development sites are 
finalised. These sites to include, not 
only those within Handforth parish, 
but also those adjacent to the parish 
boundary. 
 
Residential development proposals 
that are likely to generate significant 
amounts of traffic must be 
accompanied by a traffic 
assessment. This traffic assessment 
must assess the impact on the wider 
local area and where such impact is 
likely to be significant, appropriate 
mitigation measures must be 
implemented.  

143 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 

Policy H18 C Policy H18 Promoting Sustainable Transport: Not 
all development will generate the need to consider 
the effects of transport in such detail. The policy 
should reflect that the requirements outlined will be 
necessary where the traffic generated is likely to be 
significant. 

Comments noted and accepted.  
Amend Policy H18 first sentence as 
follows: 
“proposals for new development that 
are likely to generate significant 
extra traffic must demonstrate:”  

Amend 
accordingly 

144 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

Policy H18 C The second paragraph, below the list of criteria, 
may be separated out into a distinct policy on 
footpaths. The borough Council has a model policy 
and footpaths toolkit which provides advice on how 
to develop this to accommodate local 
circumstances. The guidance may be accessed 
here. The model policy is as follows: Objective To 

Comments noted and accepted.   
 
Penultimate paragraph removed 
from Policy H18 and inserted into 
new Policy H19. Policy H18 now 
ends with "Any proposal to improve 

Amend 
accordingly 
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improve access to the countryside throughout the 
Plan area. Policies 1. Access to the countryside will 
be promoted through protection and maintenance 
of the existing Public Right of Way (PROW) 
network (see map of existing PROW), its 
enhancement where possible, and the safety of 
users of rural roads and lanes. 2. Any development 
which leads to the loss or degradation of any 
PROW, or any cycleway, will not be permitted in 
other than very special circumstances. Proposals to 
divert PROWs or cycleways should provide clear 
and demonstrable benefits for the wider 
community. 3. Any new development must provide 
easy, accessible traffic-free routes for non-
motorised users (to include pedestrians, disabled 
people, people with prams or baby-buggies, 
cyclists and where appropriate equestrians) to 
town/shopping centres, parks and open spaces, 
and nearby countryside. The provision of any such 
additional routes will be supported. 4. The needs of 
non-motorised users (as described in para 2 
above) must be taken into account in all traffic 
planning, but especially in relation to rural lanes 
and roads. Hazards arising from an increase in 
vehicle numbers where agricultural buildings are 
converted to residential or commercial use will 
need to be taken into consideration. 5. Measures to 
be taken to ensure this may include, for example, 
separation of pedestrians/cyclists from vehicular 
traffic where possible, improvements to signage, or 
means of speed reduction. 

local bus services will be supported". 
Original H19 now becomes H20. 
 
Policy H19 to read as follows: 
“1. Access to the countryside will be 
promoted through protection and 
maintenance of the existing Public 
Right of Way (PROW) network (see 
map 5), its enhancement where 
possible, and the safety of users of 
rural roads and lanes. 
2. Any development which leads to 
the loss or degradation of any 
PROW, or any cycleway, will not be 
permitted in other than very special 
circumstances.  Proposals to divert 
PROWs or cycleways should provide 
clear and demonstrable benefits for 
the wider community. 
3. Any new development must 
provide easy, accessible traffic-free 
routes for non-motorised users 
(pedestrians, disabled people, 
people with prams or baby-buggies, 
cyclists and where  appropriate 
equestrians) to town or shopping 
centres, parks and open spaces, and 
nearby countryside.  The provision of 
any such additional routes will be 
supported. 
4. The needs of non-motorised users 
(as described in para 3 above) must 
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be taken into account in all traffic 
planning, but especially in relation to 
rural lanes and roads.  Hazards 
arising from an increase in vehicle 
numbers where agricultural buildings 
are converted to residential or 
commercial use will need to be taken 
into consideration. 
5. Measures to be taken to ensure 
this may include, for example, 
separation of pedestrians/cyclists 
from vehicular traffic where possible, 
improvements to signage, or means 
of speed reduction. 
 
The provision of new public 
footpaths and the enhancement of 
the existing Public Rights of Way 
network within the parish and linking 
to areas beyond will be supported. 
This Plan therefore supports CEC 
Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
Aspiration Ref.W107 for footpaths 
and bridges linking Sagars Road to 
Linney’s Bridge, the proposed 
housing development at Little 
Stanneylands and Handforth Bridge. 
However, any footpath/cycleway 
through the fields to the north of the 
River Dean should be positioned and 
fenced so that it does not interfere 
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with the grazing of livestock from 
Bridge Farm. 

146 Tom Evans 
CEC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 
Manager 
 

Policy H19 C Policy H19 Supporting Investment in Infrastructure: 
Over time there may arise a need or desire to 
invest in projects and infrastructure not currently 
listed in the policy. Consideration should be given 
to including a catch all point to ensure flexibility i.e. 
‘and other projects which are a priority to the 
community.’ 

Comments noted and accepted.  
Add to list in H20 the following 
“Other infrastructure projects that 
may arise as a priority for the 
community.” 

Amend 
accordingly 
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Table 2 Handforth Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Responses to SEA 

Consultation Body 
 

Response 

Natural England Handforth Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan (HNDP) Strategic 
Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 29 September 
2017 which was received by Natural England on the same date. 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory 
purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
 
Screening Request: Strategic Environmental Assessment 
It is our advice, on the basis of the material supplied with the 
consultation, that, in so far as our strategic environmental interests 
are concerned (including but not limited to statutory designated sites, 
landscapes and protected species, geology and soils) are concerned, 
that there are unlikely to be significant environmental effects from the 
proposed plan. 
 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Guidance on the assessment of Neighbourhood Plans in light of the 
SEA Directive is contained within the National Planning Practice 
Guidancei. The guidance highlights three triggers that may require 
the production of an SEA, for instance where: 
•a neighbourhood plan allocates sites for development 
•the neighbourhood area contains sensitive natural or heritage assets 
that may be affected by the proposals in the plan 
•the neighbourhood plan may have significant environmental effects 
that have not already been considered and dealt with through a 
sustainability appraisal of the Local Plan. 
 
We have checked our records and based on the information 
provided, we can confirm that in our view the proposals contained 
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within the plan will not have significant effects on sensitive sites that 
Natural England has a statutory duty to protect. 
We are not aware of significant populations of protected species 
which are likely to be affected by the policies / proposals within the 
plan. It remains the case, however, that the responsible authority 
should provide information supporting this screening decision, 
sufficient to assess whether protected species are likely to be 
affected. 
 
Notwithstanding this advice, Natural England does not routinely 
maintain locally specific data on all potential environmental assets. 
As a result the responsible authority should raise environmental 
issues that we have not identified on local or national biodiversity 
action plan species and/or habitats, local wildlife sites or local 
landscape character, with its own ecological and/or landscape 
advisers, local record centre, recording society or wildlife body on the 
local landscape and biodiversity receptors that may be affected by 
this plan, before determining whether an SA/SEA is necessary. 
 
Please note that Natural England reserves the right to provide further 
comments on the environmental assessment of the plan beyond this 
SEA/SA screening stage, should the responsible authority seek our 
views on the scoping or environmental report stages. This includes 
any third party appeal against any screening decision you may make. 

Environment Agency NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
Thank you for the screening request for the Handforth 
Neighbourhood Plan which was received in this office 29th 
September 2017. 
 
Environment Agency position 
We have no comments to make with regards to the Councils opinion. 

Historic England Thank you for consulting Historic England about this draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. As the Government’s adviser on the historic 
environment, Historic England is keen to ensure that the protection of 
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the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and 
levels of the local planning process. 
 
The Forums Neighbourhood Plan includes a number of designated 
heritage assets including the Handforth Hall listed in Grade II*. It will 
be important that the strategy the Forum put together for this area 
safeguards those elements which contribute to the significance of 
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. 
 
Firstly, the Plan documentation is accompanied by a request for a 
formal Screening Opinion from Historic England in compliance with 
the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 
Regulations 2004. The draft Opinion prepared for the Forum 
concludes that Strategic Environmental Assessment is not required. 
We note that the Plan appears to propose no site allocations/policies 
which would have significant environmental effects upon the historic 
environment and as such we concur that in this regard Strategic 
Environmental Assessment is not required. 
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