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PRESENT: Councillor S Gwinn-Freemantle Chairman 
    
 Councillor M Docker Councillor J Hillman 
 Councillor K Nord 

 

 

   
    Councillor J Davenport   (from 8.55 pm) 
    Councillor M Martin    (from 8.55 pm) 
 
APOLOGIES:     Councillors S Clough, P Groves and R Samra 
 
IN ATTENDANCE:   Mr B Hindhaugh   Hindhaugh Associates 
     Mr S Boone    Hindhaugh Associates 
 
 
 
 
163    DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

 Members were invited to make any declarations of interest in any item of business on the 
agenda.  No declarations were made.  

 

164 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 

 In accordance with Standing Orders, members of the public were able to ask a question or 
make a statement. 

 

 A member of the public made a statement in respect of planning application No. 13/1223N 
(144 Audlem Road, Nantwich) which was now the subject of appeal on the grounds of non-
determination.   

 
165 PLANNING APPLICATIONS – MULLER HOMES (13/4384N AND 13/4390N) 
 

 Members were invited to consider planning applications Nos. 13/4384N (Full planning: land 
off Peter de Stapleigh Way, Nantwich: new highway access road, including footways and 
cycleway and association works (Resubmission of 12/3746N); and 13/4390N (Land off 
Audlem Road/Broad Lane, Stapeley: Outline application for residential development up to a 
maximum of 189 dwellings; local centre (Class A1 to A5 inclusive and D1) with maximum 
floor area of 1800 sq.m GIA; primary school; public open space including new village green, 
children’s play area and allotments; green infra-structure including ecological areas; new 
vehicle and pedestrian site access points and associated works. (Re-submission of 
12/3747N).  

 

Both applications had been available at the previous meeting, at which time, the Parish 
Council had appointed its technical consultant, Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd, to review the 
documents and report back.  

 

 Mr Hindhaugh now tabled a summary document, which he spoke to, and outlined the key 
 areas of concern about each of the applications.  
 

 During discussion, Mr Hindhaugh suggested that the Parish Council might wish to consider 
commissioning an independent safety audit to counter the data submitted by Singleton 
Clamp and Partners Ltd. This was expected to cost between £400-600 and the Parish 
Council would need to seek three quotations.  Mr Hindhaugh undertook to provide contact 
details for three independent companies.  

 

 (Note: Councillors J Davenport and M Malbon arrived as Mr Hindhaugh was making his 
closing remarks on both planning applications [8.55 pm] ) 
 
 

 
MINUTES OF AN EXTRA-ORDINARY MEETING OF STAPELEY & DISTRICT PARISH COUNCIL 
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Members then considered the response to be sent to Cheshire East Council as the Parish 
Council’s observations on the planning applications.  
 

It was agreed that Mr Hindhaugh prepare a detailed report based on his summary presented 
at the meeting.  Additional observations made at the meeting by parish councillors would also 
be included as part of the Parish Council’s response.  
 
RESOLVED: (a) That Mr Hindhaugh’s summary observations on planning applications Nos. 
13/4384N and 13/4390N be accepted; 
 

(b) That a further, detailed reported, based on the outline presented at the meeting, be 
forwarded to the Clerk (by Mr Hindhaugh) for issue to Cheshire East Council as the Parish 
Council’s observations on the two planning applications (see Appendix 1 attached to the 
official copy of the Minutes); 
 

(c) That in addition to the consultant's detailed report, further observations made by 
Members, as outlined at the meeting, be submitted (see Appendix 2 attached to the official 
copy of the Minutes); and 
 

(d) That at its December meeting, the Parish Council consider whether to commission an 
independent safety audit to form part of the evidence at the Public Inquiry. 
 

166 HINDHAUGH ASSOCIATES - FEE ESTIMATE FOR REVIEW OF PLANNING DOCUMENTS 
 

 Following the meeting on 7 November, Mr Hindhaugh had forwarded his estimate for 
carrying out the additional technical review of the revised applications. In the event of the 
work being relatively straightforward, the cost would be £400 (including VAT). If there were 
significant differences between the original and the re-submitted applications, this would 
require further detailed statements and would cost a total of £750.  
 

Mr Hindhaugh spoke briefly to his quotation and indicated that in view of the work carried out, 
the higher level of up to £750 would be appropriate.  
 

RESOLVED: (a) That the Financial Regulations relating to contracts be waived to allow the 
quotation submitted by Hindhaugh Associates, to be considered without competition on the 
basis that this work constituted an extension of an existing contract with the Parish Council; 
and 
 

(b) That the quotation (up to) £750 be accepted.  
 
 
 
 

………………………………………Chairman  
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

The meeting commenced at 8.00 pm and concluded at 9.45 pm  
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APPENDIX 1 – Report of Bob Hindhaugh of Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd. 
 
 

1. The report comprises a technical highway and transportation update response following the 
resubmission of planning applications No 13/4384N and 13/4390N. A previous full highways and 
transportation appraisal was carried out in November 2012 on the following documents and were 
submitted in support of planning application Nos. 12/3746N and 12/3747N. 
 

1. The Transport Assessment (TA) – 12/3746N 
2. Transport Statement (TS) – 12/3747N 
3. The A51 Route Study Report.  

 
Both the Parish Council and the local community still have major concerns that the revised 
applications have not taken into consideration the widely documented local community and general 
public concerns and the scope of this report is as follows and very similar to the brief outlined in 
2012. 

 To identify if there are any major flaws in the traffic and transportation aspects of 
these reports considered against already approved developments at the former 
Stapeley Water Gardens, Wain Homes’ recent application, together with national 
growth parameters and the cumulative impact these development proposals will 
have on the existing local and strategic highway network.  

 To identify the traffic flows within the report to determine if they accurately reflect 
the actual traffic flows and operations on the highway network.  

 The lack of any data and information relating to Accident Analysis on the wider 
highway network. 

 The detrimental effects of these proposals for an extensive residential proposal 
on land to the south of the former Stapeley Water Gardens by Muller Group 
housing developers. 

 The lack of any mitigation with regard to further extensive traffic movements and 
flows. 

 To set out a way forward to present evidence and documentation to Cheshire 
East Council to demonstrate that the current highway network will be unable to 
cope with the excessive demand further major residential developments would 
place upon it. 

 
2. To assist the Strategic Planning Board, I can confirm that the Parish Council has received 
notification by the Case Officer for Cheshire East Council (CEC), that the previous highway and 
traffic appraisal submitted by Bob Hindhaugh Associates Ltd on behalf of the Parish Council in 
November 2012 is still a valid document as the transport assessments in support of these new 
applications are considered by the Council (CEC) not to have materially changed and are 
predominantly the same; the objections and recommendations made in  the previous reports still 
stand. Therefore, on this basis I have not focused on the issues regarding the transportation 
elements in any great detail. 
 
3. The only exception to this is that CEC wants the future traffic assessments and 
predictions identified 5 years post-development, to give an indicative idea of the traffic flow 
situation in 2017/18; however, the applicant is not prepared to carry out this element of the 
work.  My re-appointment by the client was to consider the more detailed potential highway design- 
related shortfalls as proposed by the applicant, particularly on the A529 Broad Lane and A5301 Peter 
de Stapleigh Way (PDW). 
  
4.  In developing the findings of this report and owing to the limited timescale in which a 
response was required, I enlisted the services of Access HDPC which assisted me in reviewing all of 
the submitted traffic and highways-related documentation with regard to the current development 
proposals and the extent of issues regarding the Nantwich South overall outline proposals (as this is 
mentioned in the application for the access for 1015 housing units and other associated development 
on the site). Access HDPC also undertook the photographic survey as set out in Appendix 1 of the 
November 2012 report, based on all the research and data gathering work in this area.  
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Key Areas of Highway Design/Sustainability Concerns (of the Parish Council and the local 
community) 
 
5. To provide a response and objective overview, the following locations have been examined 
in terms of highway layout and standard highway design requirements. 
 

 The proposed roundabout on the A529 Broad Lane. 

 The operations of the junction at A529 Broad Lane/A5301 Peter de Stapleigh Way (PDW). 

 CEC also has concerns about operations at the signalised junction of London Road/Peter de 

Stapleigh Way/Elwood Way. 

  A detailed phasing plan 

 Sustainability of the site and key components. 

6. Cheshire East Council (CEC) and more importantly, Cheshire East Highways, is fully aware 
of the daily concerns in respect of Stapeley Broad Lane School. Congestion at school peak times 
leaves this section of Broad Lane congested creating hazards for all road users and especially 
parents with children. Stapeley Broad Lane School has made an attempt to provide more off-street 
parking in the form of a car park and as far as I am aware, this has yet to be granted planning 
permission. Once planning permission is granted, the situation outside the school may become even 
worse as more parents may choose to drive to school as more space becomes available for parking. 
The situation outside the school and along Broad Lane is at a critical point and should not be simply 
dismissed by the applicant as it will have a major impact on their proposals.  
 
7. The Parish Council’s view based on local experience, is that the link road through the site will 
undoubtedly become a well-used “rat-run” in the future, if permitted; however, the applicant does 
state that the link road will not be for through-traffic and shall be designed with vertical and horizontal 
deflection.  A key point to note here is that horizontal deflection is no longer permitted by Cheshire 
East Council and has not been for a considerable time.  
 
8. It is my understanding, that CEC still has concerns with the proposal for 189 units, yet the 
master plan shows around 1,015 dwellings. No information has yet to be provided or evidenced 
showing CEC’s acceptance of any part of the master plan; in fact, the Strategic Highways Manager 
has stated that for any increase to the 189 dwelling proposed, a considerable amount of supporting 
information should be provided. 
 
9.  The applicant’s consultant, Singleton Clamp and Partners (SCP,) is still of the firm opinion 
that there will be no material impact on the operation of the surrounding highway network stating it 
cannot be considered as severe! It is clear that our presented evidence shows the network at, or over 
capacity, during peak times and therefore already severe. SCP has also disregarded the 
photographical evidence presented, that in the Parish Council’s view demonstrates that traffic 
congestion is severe. 
 
10. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that “Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of 
development are severe”. Peter de Stapleigh Way, London Road, Elwood Way and Broad Lane are 
already at, or over capacity and therefore any additional traffic will have a severe impact as the 
situation is already severe. 
 
The Proposed Roundabout on the A529 Broad Lane  
 
11. The roundabout as proposed on Broad Lane has been described as a traffic-calming feature, 
yet the applicant states that the nearby school on Broad lane is not an issue. If this was the case, 
why has the applicant never analysed the current operations in detail to demonstrate the junction is 
operating well within capacity both now and with the predicted development traffic flows? It is evident 
and well-documented that Stapeley Broad Lane School causes chaos twice a day on Broad Lane, to 
the point that parents record a daily blog of events and an action group called “RAGE” is in place to 
tackle to daily congestion, danger and hazards experienced on a daily basis.  
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It is also worth bringing to the attention of the Strategic Planning Board that Stapeley Broad Lane 
School has applied for extension to the school car park over two years and is still waiting for a 
decision on this issue. 
 
12.  It is considered by the local community that once this car park extension is completed it will 
generate significantly more traffic. The link road through the site will undoubtedly become a well-used 
“rat-run” in the future, if permitted; however, the applicant does state that the link road will not be for 
through traffic and shall be designed with vertical and horizontal deflection.  A key point to note is 
that horizontal deflection is no longer permitted by Cheshire council and has not been for a 
considerable time. The provision of a mini-roundabout should not be constructed to aid 
traffic-calming on a class 1 road or be a gateway feature for a development. 
 
13. The proposed roundabout is designed in accordance with “Manual for Streets” (MfS) and not 
completely in line with national design guidance “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges” (DMRB). 
The A529 Broad Lane is a principal road linking Audlem with Nantwich and is not, in my opinion, an 
MfS type of road at this location, on which to base a long-term design. It could be argued, if it is 
closer to Nantwich and Peter de Stapleigh Way, then MfS may be appropriate. The applicant’s 
consultants are quoting traffic speeds of 37mph;  therefore, MfS would be considered appropriate. 
However, there is no location set out as to where these speed readings were taken from.  Approach 
speeds need to be taken to counter this. The applicant states that MfS may be applied to non-trunk 
roads; this is correct but a number of factors need to be considered and the opinion of CEC highways 
on this is very important. 
  
14. In my report of November 2012, I examined the proposed roundabout and in my opinion 
there are a number of design flaws although I did not go into great detail. Discussions with the 
highways authority of CEC revealed that they have concerns with this proposed roundabout and in 
my view the design of this junction is crucial in terms of the development proposals both now and at 
a later time. I am of the view that to be satisfied that all the proposals meet the correct and 
appropriate standards it is important to provide the highways authority with a completely unbiased, 
technical review of this junction arrangement. The Parish Council is considering employing an 
independent road safety auditor to examine the provision in more detail and present a 
comprehensive report to the highway authority/Council for comment. It should be noted that this 
proposed roundabout should address the master plan proposals in full as the Strategic Highways 
Manager of CEC has clearly stated that any development above and beyond the 189 units would 
require further transportation information off Peter de Stapleigh Way and the wider highway network. 
Therefore, the proposed roundabout off Broad Lane should mirror those concerns. 
 
15. To summarise paragraphs 11 to 14, all the other points highlighted in my report of November 
2012 are still applicable in addition to the above comments. The Parish Council continues to reserve 
the right to submit the formal Road Safety Audit before the planning application is determined by the 
Strategic Planning Board. It is my view that the provision of a mini-roundabout to serve the 
development and act as a speed reduction measure is not the appropriate junction at which to 
provide access/egress for a development of this size, or indeed any further master plan 
developments in the future and this should be recommended for refusal as a safer junction 
arrangement could be provided.  
 
The Operations of the A52 Broad Lane/Peter de Stapleigh Way Junction 

 
16.  Although the Parish Council and the local community have major concerns in terms of traffic 
on the local highway network together with poor driver behaviour locally, the main concerns by  all 
residents and the school have always been focused around the this particular junction as the Achilles 
heel of any future development. From all my site visits/inspections, this junction experiences extreme 
levels of stress in morning peak. The build-up of traffic and extensive queues start to develop from 
around 3.00pm until 6.15pm due to the merge of the associated school’s traffic and the traditional 
afternoon and early evening peak flows on the network. 
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17.  Throughout the whole development process of these applications and of the previous 
applications No’s 12/3746N and 12/3747N, this junction has never been fully assessed in terms of its 
operational performance, congestion levels and potential hazards together with pedestrian and 
cyclist risk factors by neither the applicant or the Council in terms of reports to the planning 
committee. There is however, an indirect mention of the junction contained in the Strategic Highway 
Managers comments in terms of the limits of development beyond the 189 units and a full 
assessment of the wider highway network. 
 
18. This issue still remains a key concern for the Parish Council and the local community and it is 
considered that even if some work was carried out on this junction in terms of operational analysis, 
then at least if the development was to proceed the local community would have a better 
understanding of what the impact would be on the junction in the first instance as this proposal will be 
designed as a cul-de-sac with no through route to PDW.  
  
Concerns about Current Operations at London Road/Peter de Stapleigh Way/Elwood Way 
  
19. Again, I have made representations on the operational capacity of this junction. There are 
discrepancies between the traffic count information supplied by SCP, the Borough Council’s traffic 
count and the count data supplied on behalf of the Parish Council.  I would expect there to be some 
variation in traffic flow, but there are wide differences of opinion. This would explain why the timing 
band widths are different. 
 
20.  I have already outlined my views that this junction is also experiencing stress in the peak 
times. This is evidenced by drivers continually “jumping” red lights owing to impatience. However, this 
latter point cannot be attributed to the applicant. A more accurate and representative modelling 
process should be undertaken. SCP is still of the firm view that there will be no material impact on the 
operation of the surrounding network stating it cannot be considered as severe! It is clear that our 
evidence shows it at, or over capacity and therefore already severe. 
 
21. SCP states that it is not its responsibility to address capacity issues, and the company is only 
required to mitigate the impact of the development.  It is precisely because of the current traffic flows, 
the predicted development traffic flows at the former Stapeley Water Gardens and the predicted 
traffic flow from these proposals. Therefore, as part of the wider cumulative traffic flows on the 
network, this has to be considered and addressed by the applicant. 

 

Detailed Phasing Plan 

22.  Following discussion with CEC, the Parish Council understands that CEC wants a phasing 
plan which SCP is not willing to provide as this is an outline application. It is my view that this is an 
essential piece of work as it outlines exactly how the development is to be constructed and what the 
timeframe is for key development operations such as road improvements and closures etc. At a 
recent Examination in Public I attended, the Inspector requested a full set of phasing plans for 
development so that the public was fully aware of the situation. 
  
23.  It is my view that a full a detailed phasing plan must be provided as part of this application, to 
inform the public of the programme for development, should the application be permitted. 
 
Sustainability of the Site and Key Components 
 
24. A key factor of the NPPF is sustainability and the ability of new development to remove 
unnecessary vehicle movements from the network by promoting alternative modes of travel and 
enhancing modal shift. I had suggested a simple matrix/table to highlight the travel distance to local 
facilities to demonstrate that the development meets reasonable standards. SCP does not accept the 
sustainability matrix idea, stating that it is not standard practice.  
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25.  In my view, and in the view of a Planning Inspector, although not standard practice to provide 
this evidence, it is valid and provides vital information as the key to many developments’ 
sustainability and modal shift in keeping with the aims and aspirations of the NPPF. SCP is 
convinced that the on-site facilities proposed will reduce the need to travel and therefore contain 
residents, as they have not catered for cyclists on Broad Lane by dismissing the requirement for its 
use. There is no detailed work submitted by the applicant to confirm this will be the case and I 
understand that CEC has questioned how sustainable the site actually is. 
 
26. Therefore, in order for the planning authority to demonstrate that the site is sustainable at 
Strategic Planning Board, I consider this is a very important piece of work required to clarify the 
situation, before any recommendation of approval is made.  
 
Summary and Conclusions 
 
27. As Mr Haywood of the Planning Authority has confirmed, the Transport Assessments and 
Travel Plan are still the same and the only difference between this application and those submitted 
last year are references to commuted sums. On this basis, the Parish Council wish their views and 
objections as part of the previous application to remain and be considered as part of these 
applications. 
  
28.  The Parish Council and the local community have strong objections to this proposal on traffic 
and transportation grounds, but additionally there are other areas of concern regarding the highway 
junctions, including the proposed mini-roundabout. On this basis, the Parish Council is considering 
employing an independent Road Safety Auditor to provide a detailed assessment of the mini-
roundabout and will submit this report before Strategic Planning Board. 
 
29.  There is no evidence as to the current junction operational limits at the A529 Broad 
Lane/A5301 Peter de Stapleigh Way. This junction is critical at this stage as the proposed 
development will be a cul-de-sac and the majority of predicted traffic will use this junction. In all the 
submissions, this junction has never been tested for congestion issues. There are key concerns 
about the safe operations of the London Road/Peter de Stapleigh Way/Elwood Way junction and the 
current levels of congestion. 
 
30.  There is a clear need for a detailed phasing plan to inform the community of key elements of 
the project that will impact upon their daily activities such a road closures, timing of construction 
vehicles etc. This is a vital piece of work that should be insisted upon by the planning authority and 
submitted as part of the application. 
 
31.  Finally, sustainability: there should be greater emphasis on sustainable measures and target 
as these are vital to the development and in meeting key objectives of the NPPF. They also provide 
the decision-making authority of a “snapshot” of how alternative modes of transport can be enhanced 
and supported as part of the development strategy. 
 
In conclusion, the Parish Council and the local community are still not convinced that the necessary 
work and appraisal of these applications have been carried out to a satisfactory level to provide any 
support to these proposals. In light of the information provided, Stapeley and District Parish Council 
ask that Cheshire East Council does not support these applications and recommends refusal as they 
are not in accordance with the NPPF. 
 
In addition, there are, in the view of the Parish Council, still far too many elements of this proposal 
which have not been fully documented and analysed or addressed that would warrant them to 
change their position on these applications and would request that the Planning Authority 
recommends refusal on both applications on the grounds that they are - 
 

  
 
 
 
 

(a) detrimental to highway and pedestrian safety; 
(b) unsustainable; and  
(c) the local highway network at peak times is severely congested and these applications in their 

current form offer no solution to improve operations at the affected junctions or reduce the 
intensity of vehicle flows on the local highway network.  
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APPENDIX 2 – Parish Councillors’ Observations 
 
 

Objections to Planning Application Ref. 13/4384N (New Highway Access Road) 

 
i. Stapeley (and Nantwich) is already over-developed following over 10 years of intensive and 

unsympathetic house-building activity. Further development would put excessive pressure on 
local services such as the secondary schools, which are believed to be at saturation point in 
respect of pupil numbers;  
 

ii. There are numerous brownfield sites available across Nantwich, Crewe and other parts of 
Cheshire East which ought to be developed in preference to greenfield sites; 
 

iii. Developers currently hold planning permissions to develop over 10,000 houses across the 
borough (an indication of “land-banking”).  These have yet to be built and these permissions 
should be fulfilled/built before further provision is allocated.   
 

     Compliance with Local Plan 
 

iv. Stapeley and District Parish Council, Nantwich Town council and the majority of local 
residents objected to the initial, similar submission of this proposed development (12/3746N) 
by the same applicant; approximately 1200 objections by the public were lodged against it.  It 
is likely that there will be similar opposition to the re-submitted application, although the 
timescale for consultation may limit the number of potential formal responses.  

 
v. The proposed development is not included within the Borough Council’s Pre-Submission 

Core Strategy which is currently the subject of public consultation.  Moreover, it does not 
form part of the emerging Local Plan. 
 

vi. Development of this site would undermine the development of the Local Plan. 
 

vii. The Parish Council acknowledges that a larger Nantwich South site (approximately 1100 
houses) is being promoted by the developer through the Local Plan process. Planning 
permission already exists for an access road in this location (P00/0829); however, the 
access road proposed in 13/4384N is not identical to the permitted access road. The subtle 
changes between the proposed development and the existing planning permission 
(P00/0829) indicate a strategic, “piece-meal” approach to the potential development of a 
larger site which is also not included within the Pre-Submission Core Strategy or the 
emerging Local Plan, as a preferred site, the reasons for which are cited in associated 
documentation.  
 

Great Crested Newts 
 

viii One of the characteristics of this part of Cheshire has been its population of Great Crested 
Newts, a European Protected Species.  Natural England highlights one of the prime reasons 
for the decline of the species is the loss of habitat through development. Nantwich has been 
subjected to unprecedented development over the past 10 years, with a large proportion of 
housing being built in Stapeley. The proposed road would dissect existing Newt mitigation 
land from other land which can be readily accessed for Newt habitation (e.g. a Nature 
Conservation Area and other Newt mitigation land put in place as part of the Cronkinson 
Farm Estate development). It is necessary to prevent further, unnecessary disturbance to the 
remaining populations of Great Crested Newts. 

 
ix The existing planning permission for an access road in this location (P00/0829) and the 

access road proposed in 13/4384N, is subtly different from the permitted access road.  It 
includes a roundabout and road which will encroach on existing Great Crested Newt 
mitigation land. The road alignment also encroaches onto land which is covered by an 
existing, and still enforceable, S.106 Agreement which mandates that it should be formed 
into a Landscaped Nature Conservation Area and used for public open space purposes only.  
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x If the subtle changes between the proposed development in 13/4384N and the existing 

planning permission P00/0829 are not regarded as connected to the development of a larger 
site, this application should be assessed on its own merits.  As such, the road re-alignment 
and the end roundabout and spur to “nowhere” are unnecessary.  Article 12(1) of the EC 
Habitats Directive requires strict protection of Great Crest Newts and cites a number of tests 
which must be met. One of these tests is that the proposed development must meet a 
purpose of “preserving public health or public safety or other imperative reasons of overriding 
public interest”. The subtle changes from the existing planning permission do not meet any of 
the tests.  They would cause significant disturbance to a protected species of wildlife. The 
1200 objections referred to in (iv) included objections in respect of the access road. 

 
xi English Nature (Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines) – current version August 2011 

states that the “long term security of the population should be assured” (paragraph 7.2, page 
36) through mitigation land which should aim to ensure that the population will be free from 
further disturbance. Mitigation land should not, therefore, be mitigated a second time. Natural 
England’s licensing team may not issue the requisite licence for the trapping and 
translocation of Great Crested Newts, where a licence has previously been granted to create 
the mitigation land. The majority of the land which is the subject of the planning application is 
already subject to a mitigation licence.  

 
xii It is unclear whether the developer’s submitted documentation, including the Protected 

Species Impact Assessment and Mitigation Strategy, adequately highlights and addresses 
the fact that the land covered by this planning application includes existing Newt Mitigation 
land. 

 
xiii Any development on this site would conflict with the Policies NE5 “Nature Conservation and 

Habitats” and NE9 “Protected Species” as defined in the saved Borough of Crewe and 
Nantwich Replacement Local Plan 2011.  

 
Use of Designated Open Countryside/Agricultural Land 

xiv The majority of this site is subject to an existing S.106 Agreement and should now be a 
designated a Landscaped Nature Conservation Area (LNCA) in the ownership of Cheshire 
East Council to be used for public open space purposes only.  The LNCA will serve a useful 
planning purpose, given that it is the mechanism by which Great Crested Newt mitigation 
land associated with the Cronkinson Farm development is implemented and delivered.  

 

xv The Parish Council is of the view that the existing S.106 Agreement (Reference A930) is still 
enforceable and should be enforced and implemented prior to any further development in this 
area. 

 
xvi Local residents enjoy the rural nature and open spaces afforded by the local landscape and 

value the amenity of observing a variety of wildlife species living in the area which includes 
the land covered by the planning application.  
 

xvii The majority of the site is covered by Policy NE.10 “New Woodland Planting and 
Landscaping” as defined in the saved Borough of Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local 
Plan 2011. The proposed road cuts through land covered under this Policy and the 
development does not comply.  

 
xviii The application site is located on greenfield land outside the settlement boundary which is 

designated as open countryside under Policy NE2. The proposed development does not, 
therefore, comply with this policy of the saved Borough of Crewe and Nantwich Replacement 
Local Plan 2011. 
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Conservation – Duty of Care 
 
xix One of the recommended reasons for refusal of the previous planning application for a 

similar development to this access road (12/3746N) was the existence of four “Category A” 
Oak trees and due regard had not been given to alternatives to avoid their loss.  On Monday 
1 April 2013, two days before the Strategic Planning Board meeting, these trees were felled. 
If the application were granted, much conservation work would be required to protect and 
conserve the wildlife and nature aspects of the area.  The parties linked to this application 
should be required to demonstrate an adequate ability to protect and conserve the 
environment before any plans for development are considered. 

 
 

 
Objections to Planning Application Ref. 13/4390N (189 Houses) 

 
i. Stapeley (and Nantwich) is already over developed following 10 years of intensive and 

unsympathetic house-building activity. Further development would put excessive pressure on 
local services such as the secondary schools which are believed to be at saturation point in 
respect of pupil numbers.  
 

ii. The numerous brownfield sites available across Nantwich, Crewe and other parts of 
Cheshire East, which ought to be developed in preference to greenfield sites; for example, 
the former Stapeley Water Gardens site which is adjacent to the proposed development.  At 
present, only half of the mixed-use allocation at the former Stapeley Water Gardens is under 
construction (residential) and whilst the other half of the site benefits from outline consent for 
B1 office and employment, the Parish Council does not have any knowledge of any detailed 
plans to deliver this. On the basis that there are numerous office and employment sites 
available in the local vicinity, including many which remain vacant, this application would 
appear to be premature. 

iii. Developers currently hold planning permissions to develop over 10,000 houses across the 
borough (an indication of “land-banking”).  These have yet to be built and these permissions 
should be fulfilled/built before further provision is allocated. 
 

Compliance with the Local Plan and Draft Nantwich Town Strategy 

iv. Stapeley and District Parish Council, Nantwich Town Council and the majority of local 
residents objected to the initial, similar submission of this proposed development (12/3747N) 
by the same applicant; approximately 1200 objections by the public were lodged against it.  It 
is likely that there will be similar opposition to the re-submitted application, although the 
timescale for consultation may limit the number of potential formal responses. 

v. The proposed development is not included within the Borough Council’s Pre-Submission 
Core Strategy which is currently the subject of public consultation.  Moreover, it does not 
form part of the emerging Local Plan.    

viii. Development of this site would undermine the development of the Local Plan; 
 

ix. The Parish Council acknowledges that a larger Nantwich South site (approximately 1100 
houses) is being promoted by the developer through the Local Plan process. As such, the 
proposed development in 13/4390N represents a strategic. “piece-meal” ” approach (Phase 
1) to the potential development of the larger Nantwich South site.  Furthermore, this larger 
overall site for 1100 houses is not included within the Borough Council’s Pre-submission 
Core Strategy or the emerging Local Plan as a preferred site, the reasons for which are cited 
in associated documentation.  
 

vi. Planning permission has already been granted for 270 dwellings off Queen’s Drive, Nantwich 
(12/2440N) and more recent plans have been approved around Nantwich. A planning 
application (13/2471N) has also been submitted for 1100 dwellings at North-West Nantwich, 
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which is included within the Borough Council’s Pre-Submission Core Strategy (currently 
subject to public consultation).  If the application for the proposed 1100 dwellings at North-
West Nantwich is approved, which seems likely as it is included within the Borough Council’s 
Pre-Submission Core Strategy, the need for the 189 dwellings proposed in planning 
application 13/4390N is questionable. 

vii. Cheshire East Council has published a summary of the consultation responses to the Draft 
Nantwich Town Strategy. 56% of respondents agreed with Site B (North-West Nantwich) as 
a potential area for future development (mixed-use) and 44% disagreed.  In contrast, only 
5.4% of respondents agreed with Site H (South Nantwich, of which planning application 
13/4390N is part) as a potential area for future development (mixed-use) and 94.6% 
disagreed. It is clear from these statistics that there is overwhelming local opposition to the 
development of the land edged red in planning application 13/4390N, whereas there is a 
moderate level of support for North-West Nantwich, the more sustainable alternative.  

viii. The Parish Council has been supportive of the emerging Local Plan and the draft Nantwich 
Town Strategy and would like to stress the importance of Borough Council Officers observing 
the results of the process and the significant investment made in the associated consultation 
processes and development work in the interests of parish residents. 

Conservation 
 
ix. The proposed development will result in the loss of important wildlife habitats including those 

of the protected species, the Great Crested Newt.  This would conflict with Policies NE. 5 
“Nature Conservation and Habitats” and NE.9 “Protected Species”, as defined in the Saved 
Borough of Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local Plan 2011. 

x. The application site is located on greenfield land outside the settlement boundary which is 
designated as Open Countryside under Policy NE.2 of the Saved Borough of Crewe and 
Nantwich Replacement Local Plan 2011.  The proposed development does not comply with 
Policy NE.2.    

xi. The proposed development and the proposed access from Broad Lane would introduce a 
significant and harmful change to the character and appearance of the countryside and to the 
historic route into Nantwich town. Broad Lane currently comprises a combination of open 
countryside and rural dwellings (ex-farm workers’ cottages, small-holdings, farmhouses/ex-
farmhouses etc.).   

xii. The proposed access road onto Broad Lane would require the destruction of a number of 
trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders.  A number of parish residents have highlighted 
the amenity value provided by these trees. Although the developer has offered a sum of 
money as mitigation for the loss of the trees, the Parish Council recognises that these trees 
are of considerable age and amenity value and rejects the proposal to destroy them. 

xiii. The Parish Council stresses the importance of Cheshire East Council using Council-Tax 
payers’ money wisely. The CEC Tree Officer has invested time and public money into 
researching the referenced trees and in reaching a judgment that they should be subject to 
TPOs. It is essential, therefore, that the Officer (and his fellow Officers) continues to support 
these decisions and the investment made in arriving at them.   

xiv. Finally, (as referenced in paragraph xix above) four “Category A” Oak trees which formed 
part of the grounds for refusal of a previous, linked, application were destroyed two days 
before the meeting of the Strategic Planning Board which was to consider the application. If 
this application is granted, much conservation work would be required to protect and 
conserve the wildlife and nature aspects of the area. The applicants should be required to 
demonstrate an adequate ability to protect and conserve the environment. 

 


