
SOMERFORD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION STATEMENT JULY 2017 

 

1.  INTRODUCTION 
 

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

• Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 
Somerford Neighbourhood Plan; 

• Explain how they were consulted; 
• Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 
• Describe how those issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed Somerford Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

1.2    Somerford is a small parish just north of Congleton in the unitary authority of Cheshire East, 
which at the time of the 2011 census had a population of 430.   This has meant that consultation 
with members of the community has been a real possibility at a manageable scale, which has helped 
to allow the community to become aware of the Neighbourhood Plan, and to contribute to its 
development through various consultation events and questionnaires.  Additionally, the Parish 
Council has published information on its website http://www.somerford.org/ and a dedicated 
Neighbourhood Plan website   http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/ where Neighbourhood Plan 
documents and background evidence have been published and available to view. 

 

2  BACKGROUND 
 

2.1 The Somerford Neighbourhood Plan is a community plan and must derive its vision, 
objectives and policies from the community.  From the outset the Parish Council were determined 
that the residents should be kept informed and given every opportunity to inform the Steering 
Group of their views.  Communication and consultation, in various forms, has played a major role in 
formulating the Somerford Neighbourhood Plan.  The plan itself states that consultation is vital to 
the Neighbourhood Planning process, as this is the mechanism through which the wishes of the 
community are incorporated in to the Plan. 

2.2 It was considered essential to: 

• Promote a high degree of awareness of the project 

• Invite residents to join the Steering Group 

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

• Promote consultation events and provide regular updates on the status of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and its development 

http://www.somerford.org/
http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/


2.3 Key to this programme was publicity to gain residents engagement.  This was gained via 
public meetings, drop-ins, postal information, meetings, newsletters, surveys and electronic media 
via the parish council and the Neighbourhood Plan website.     Meeting minutes, newsletters and 
questionnaires can be viewed on the Somerford Neighbourhood Plan website at 
http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/  

2.4 The decision to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan was agreed at a Parish Council meeting on 6th 
October 2014 when Tom Evans, Neighbourhood Plan Manager at Cheshire East Council attended the 
meeting to explain to members and the public about the process of completing a Neighbourhood 
Plan.   The Parish Council and the residents asked many questions due the vast amount of 
development that had been approved in their parish. The SL6 site was questioned, as was whether it 
would be reasonable to take any more development in their parish. The proposed link road around 
Congleton was a cause of concern as to the amount of land which could be included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan that bordered the link road.   It was noted only the Parish Council could take 
the Neighbourhood Plan forward with the assistance of a Steering Group.  A steering group was 
formed, and work on the Neighbourhood Plan begun. 

 

3.   CONSULTATION EVENTS 

 
3.1    THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN AREA DESIGNATION   

3.2    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  The Consultation on the 
Neighbourhood Plan Area ran from 26th January 2015 to 9th March 2015.   The proposed area was 
consulted upon for a six week period, and was available to view on Cheshire East Council’s website.   

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

3.3    What issues and concerns were raised?  6 comments were received: 2 comments in 
support, 1 objection and 3 which were comment only.  One objection was raised and sought the 
exclusion of a site which is subject to planning approval, the ‘Somerford triangle’, and also the 
exclusion of land at the proposed Strategic Location at Back Lane, Radnor Park.   Comments can be 
viewed at http://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhood_plans/somerford-
neighbourhood-plan.aspx    

3.4     How have the issues and concerns been considered?  As per National Planning Practice 
Guidance, it is appropriate for local plan sites to be included within neighbourhood plan areas and 
therefore Cheshire East Council felt that there was no planning reason to exclude the Strategic Site 
from the proposed neighbourhood area. As the permission for the site at the Somerford triangle had 
already been granted, there was similarly no planning reason to exclude the site from the 
neighbourhood area either. 

3.5  The proposed area was therefore considered appropriate and desirable for the purposes of 
preparing a neighbourhood plan. No changes were made to the proposed Somerford 
Neighbourhood Area, which was officially designated by Cheshire East Council on 20th July 2015. 

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/
http://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhood_plans/somerford-neighbourhood-plan.aspx
http://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhood_plans/somerford-neighbourhood-plan.aspx


 

 

 

4    PRELIMINARY QUESTIONNAIRE   

 
4.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  A total of eight Neighbourhood Plan 
newletters were delivered to every household in the Parish during the preparation of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, along with information in the Parish Council newsletters, and a special Bulletin.  
These can be viewed at http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/  

4.2 The first newsletter was delivered in February 2015 and gave information on Neighbourhood 
Planning, informing the community that a plan was underway and asking if anyone would like to be 
involved.  The newsletter included an initial short questionnaire to be completed by 28th February 
2015 and can be seen by following the link above. 

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

1. What is good about living in Somerford?   

2.  What is not so good about living in Somerford?  

3. What would you like to preserve in Somerford? 

4. What makes a neighbourhood good to live and work in?  

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/


  

 5. What needs to change to improve Somerford, assuming a provider and the funds could be 
found?  

 6. How long have you lived in Somerford?  

 7. In your household - how many adults – how many children under 18 years of age?  

 8. If you run a business in Somerford how long have you been trading in Somerford?  

 9. Your Postcode   

The questionnaire also asked if people would like to be kept up to date on progress if they could  
enter their email. 

4.4    The questionnaire could be returned by email or by post.    

4.5    What issues and concerns were raised?  There were 26 questionnaire responses, raising a 
number of issues and concerns.  

4.6    The respondents indicated that they thought the following were good things about 
Somerford: 

• Well spaced out housing 
• Low density development 
• Spaciousness 
• Quiet and friendly 
• Open and rural 
• Dark skies 
• Peace and quiet 
• Wildlife 

 

4.7   When asked what wasn’t so good about Somerford, the responses included: 

• Prospect of over development 
• Destruction by developers 
• No village centre 
• No facilities 
• Poor public transport 
• Speeding 

 

4.7  The residents indicated that they would like to preserve:  

• Green spaces 
• Rural community 
• Rural character 
• Night sky 
• Views 
• Agriculture 

 



 
4.8  The residents suggested the following changes:  

• Development to be in keeping with the rural character 
• Cycleways 
• Protection of agriculture 
• Better facilities and infrastructure 

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

 

5.   COMMUNITY DROP-IN EVENT AT BLACK FIRS SCHOOL  
 

5.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  A community drop in event was 
undertaken at Black Firs School on 25th April 2015, to display questionnaire responses and give 
further opportunity for questions and comments.  In order to advertise the event and ensure that as 
many members of the community were made aware of the event, a newsletter was delivered to all 
residents, banners were erected in strategic locations throughout the Parish and on the 
noticeboards, and information given on the websites.  Additionally, the event was both advertised 
and written about in the Congleton Chronicle.  This was the first time that the steering group got the 
opportunity to meet the local residents and listen to their concerns.  The event allowed for 
discussion with members of the Steering Group, and people were invited for further comments on 
the preliminary survey questions.  50 residents attended, an excellent turnout, with 9 businesses 
also represented. 

 



5.2 It was considered important to engage with the whole community, and so the newsletter 
also detailed an art competition for children under 12 years old with a first prize of £15 and 2 
runners up prizes of £10.   Entries could be a drawing, a painting, in felt tip or what ever the children 
liked!  The theme was ‘Somerford’.   The entries were to be handed in at the event at Blackfirs 
Primary School .  

 

5.3 There was a display on what neighbourhood planning was all about. There was also a map 
where attendees could add dots to a map to show where they lived. There was another display that 
was along the theme of Somerford Past, Somerford Present and Somerford Future.  Somerford Past 



had a brief history of the area with a few photos.  Somerford Present described the current assets 
that Somerford has plus photos and a display summarising the replies to the preliminary 
questionnaire.  The final display of Somerford Future had a proposed draft vision and was an invite 
to residents to add ‘post its’ to put their comments on the area whether good or bad. 

5.4    What issues and concerns were raised? Comments were received which included concerns 
that drains and roads needed to be better maintained, the lack of footpaths was a danger, speed 
limits were an issue, as were power cuts, and that a children’s play area and pub would be 
welcomed, as would improved broadband.    

5.5 Comments stated that the ‘Triangle site’, RSPB land, Goodwins Pool, Black Firs Woods, 
Loachbrook, the River Dane, dark skies, wildlife and green fields were highly valued. 

5.6 When asked for ideas for the vision, comments covered included that new density should 
match existing, better infrastructure was necessary, green verges and open land and wildlife should 
be protected, as should Cheshire railings.  The rural tranquillity and dark skies were again 
emphasised, as were improvements to bridleways and cycleways.  The importance of rural 
businesses and employment was also mentioned. 

5.7 How have the issues and concerns been considered?  The comments received were used to 
further draft the vision and objectives.  They also helped determine what policy topics should be 
considered, what green spaces should be protected, and helped determine what questions should 
be asked to gain further information in a subsequent longer questionnaire. 

 

6.   FURTHER QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
6.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  In May 2015 another newsletter was 
delivered to each household, with a stamped addressed envelope and a survey which would be used 
to help draft the policies for the Neighbourhood Plan.  The newsletter also gave email options for 
returning the survey, which could also be viewed online.   Banners were placed around the parish to 
advertise the questionnaire. Returns were to be received by 22nd May 2015.   All submitted surveys 
were entered into a random draw for a M&S voucher of £15 and another cash prize of £10, as it was 
hoped that this would encourage a good response. 

6.2 The questionnaire asked 78 questions.  The questionnaire covered housing, health and 
wellbeing, traffic and getting about, nature conservation and landscape, infrastructure, and public 
transport.   

6.3 What issues and concerns were raised?  170 questionnaires were delivered, and 82 
returned – a very healthy return rate of 48% indicating significant interest and support for the 
Neighbourhood Plan.   The results highlighted further issues that the local community felt were most 
important to them.  Residents strongly agreed with protecting the rural setting and countryside, the 
open aspect of the parish and the variety of architecture.  They felt that new developments should 
be of a high standard, 2 storey, with off road parking and set back from the road.  Further new 
developments should consist of five dwellings or fewer, with the average number of new houses 
being considered as 50. 

6.4 The safety of pedestrians, cyclists and animals was considered important, as were the 
protection of trees and footpaths.  It was considered important to protect and improve Black Firs 



Nature Reserve, the River Dane, Loachbrook, Goodwins Pool and The Longborrow.  A number of 
residents mentioned the need for a café, community centre and village green.   Problems with 
utilities, broadband and public transport were raised, and the need to support rural and agricultural 
buildings was highlighted. 

6.5    How have the issues and concerns been considered?  The questionnaire further 
highlighted what was important to the community and what the policies should focus upon.   It was 
recognised that one the main issues were protection of the countryside and the character of 
Somerford, along with housing, particularly with concern over the allocated strategic sites in the 
emerging Local Plan.  As a result, the steering group commissioned a Character and Landscape 
Assessment Trust, a housing report from Aecom, and a housing needs survey.  These reports can be 
viewed at http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/  

 

7.    YOUTH QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
7.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  Also in May 2015 a youth questionnaire 
was delivered to under 18s in the parish, in order to ensure that as many views as possible were 
received.   Respondents could reply by email or post by 5th June 2015.   The questionnaire can be 
viewed at http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/  

7.2 The questionnaire asked how old the respondents were, what school they went to, what 
afterschool clubs they enjoyed, what was good about living in Somerford, what is not so good, what 
would make Somerford a better place, where would respondents like to live in 20 years, how old 
would respondents be in 20 years, and what did respondents think Somerford will look like in 20 
years? 

7.3   What issues and concerns were raised?  9 questionnaires were returned, with responses 
from people aged from eight to seventeen from a range of schools.   The respondents liked the 
fields, views, open spaces, wildlife and rural feel.  They thought that speeding traffic, no shops, 
threat of new houses and development were not so good.  Suggestions of what would make 
Somerford better included play areas, cycleways, shops, broadband and no new development.  In 20 
years they thought that they would be living in Congleton, Somerford and the USA.  They felt that in 
20 years Somerford would be built up, would still hopefully have green spaces, and would be 
engulfed by Congleton. 

7.4 How have the issues and concerns been considered?   The results from the youth 
questionnaire were considered alongside the larger questionnaire that was delivered to every 
household, to help inform the draft policy direction. 

 

8.    BUSINESS DROP IN EVENT AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

8.1    Additionally, in May 2015 it was decided that to help inform the employment section of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, a drop in event for businesses and a questionnaire for businesses to complete 
should be undertaken.   

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/
http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/


8.2    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  A flyer was sent to 113 businesses in 
the area, which included farms, land owners, and other businesses, inviting people to attend  
Hoofers Café within the grounds of Somerford Park Farm for Thursday, 28th May from 8am-10am.  
Invitees were invited to drop in during this time where they could complete a questionnaire and talk 
with members of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group – and have a bacon roll and a coffee!  It 
was held at breakfast time so that business people could more easily attend. 

8.3 The questionnaire advised that the views of businesses were extremely important to the 
creation of the Neighbourhood Plan.  The questionnaire asked for the name and type of business, 
where the business operated from, whether the businesses were owned, how long the business had 
operated, did they relocate from elsewhere, why they were located in the parishes, did the rural 
nature of Somerford benefit the business, what improvements could help their business, the 
number of people in the workforce, where the staff live and travel from, whether more staff would 
live in Somerford if there was more housing, what type of housing they may require, should the 
Neighbourhood Plan encourage more businesses and if so how, by new sites or expansion, how does 
Somerford meet the needs of the business, how do staff travel to work, does the business suffer 
from problems with traffic, how could the Neighbourhood Plan help the business, does the business 
have an environmental impact, and could the business provide any opportunities for young people? 
Respondents were also able to give comments.  
 
8.4 The flyer and questionnaire can be viewed at http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/  
 
8.5   What issues and concerns were raised?  13 invitees attended, and a total of 12 responses 
were received.  The majority were equestrian and agriculture related, with others being primarily 
concerned with antique furniture, IT, manufacturing, project management and road haulage.  A 
developer also responded. 

 

8.6   The main concern of the businesses were broadband speed, and retaining the safe rural 
environment.  The results also indicated that companies have been located in Somerford for between 
2 and 88 years, and that they felt that Somerford was a good location due to its proximity to the M6, 
and its farmland and rural nature.  11 out of the 12 repsondents felt that the Neighbourhood Plan 
should encourage business/commercial development that provides local employment.  11 out of 12 

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/


also had staff who travelled to work by car.  A summary to the responses to the survey can be viewed 
at http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/   

8.7    How have the issues and concerns been considered?  The results of the business 
questionnaire provided evidence for the employment policies in the Neighbourhood Plan, which 
seek to ensure that support is given to commercial and industrial development which does not have 
a significant adverse impact on residential amenity or the local environment, and that new 
development must incorporate superfast digital connectivity.   

 

9. AFTERNOON TEA DROP IN EVENT 

9.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  A newsletter was delivered to every 
household in June 2015,  inviting residents to an afternoon tea consultation event, on Saturday 20th 
June 2015 from 1pm to 4pm at Davenport Chapel, Holmes Chapel Road, Brereton.  The event was to 
share the draft Visions and Objectives which had been drafted following the questionnaire 
responses, and ask for comments. 

9.2 The event was advertised in the Congleton Chronicle on 18th June 2015, and an article 
written about the event was published in the paper on 9th July.  23 people attended the event, 
including the local MP, Fiona Bruce. 

9.3 The draft vision and objectives were on display, for people to view and make comment.  
Residents were asked if they were supportive of the following Vision and Objectives :- 

 

 

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/


 

Vision:  Somerford should be kept as an identifiable attractive rural village community which enjoys 
the peace and being part of the countryside while still contributing to the wider geographical 
community.  The character of Somerford will be maintained and its rural and agricultural 
surroundings will remain an attractive place to live, work in and visit. 

Objectives :-  

• To deliver sustainable housing development over the plan period while retaining the rural 
character of the area with its open countryside and ensuring it continues to be an attractive 
place to live. 

• To promote sustainable businesses that fit into the rural economy without significant 
environmental impact. 

• To reduce the need to travel by car and shorten the length and duration of journeys and to 
make travel in Somerford as safe as possible for all users. 

• Somerford will retain its rural character, with attractive landscape, environment and green 
spaces.  The village will remain distinct and separate from Congleton, with high quality land 
preserved, nature conservation supported, and its land used efficiently. 

• Somerford will be a thriving community, meeting the needs of the community whilst 
maintaining the character and vitality of the village. 

• To ensure development is well designed and reflects the heritage and the distinctive 
character setting of the village. 
 

9.4 What issues and concerns were raised? Comments received included that the needs of 
older residents must be considered, Somerford residents affected by new development should be 
resettled, cycling should be promoted, Cheshire railings should be preserved and reinstated, 
meadows and the RSPB land should not be lost, a community orchard should be developed, the 
RSPB land should become a nature reserve, and sustainable living and design should be encouraged 
in the new developments. 

9.5    How have the issues and concerns been considered?  Again, comments were used to 
highlight what draft policies should be developed.  The Vision, Issues and Objectives were 
supported, and were taken forward with only slight tweeks to wording. 
 

10. SCHOOLS QUESTIONNAIRE  
 

10.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  In July 2015 a questionnaire was sent 
to local primary and secondary schools to give their views as to how a Neighbourhood Plan could 
work for them and to give an indication of the requirement for additional school places in the future.  
The questionnaire was distributed to all local schools by hand, and responses could be returned by 
email or post. 
 
10.2 The questionnaire went to three local schools, with one reply received, plus one email, and 
additionally members of the steering group were invited to meet with the Local Education 
Partnership which had 15 head teachers present.  This led to 4 more responses.   
 
 



10.3 The questionnaire asked the name of the school, a contact, whether the school has currently 
got spare pupil places, if so, how many spare places does it have? Do you think the proposed 
housing increase is being prepared for adequately?  Do you think existing schools should expand or 
should new schools be built to cope with the increase?  Has your school been consulted by Cheshire 
East Council on where any new schools should be sited?   Does your school currently have enough 
outdoor area for playground and sports?  Does your school have enough land for expansion for extra 
classrooms and outdoor space?   What problems would an increase in numbers cause your school? 
Any other comments. 

10.4 What issues and concerns were raised?   Comments were received from both high schools 
and primary schools.  The questionnaire can be seen at 
http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/ A number of the schools had no spaces.  All schools 
were concerned that the proposed new housing developments would cause further issues with 
school places.  There was a mixture of opinion as to whether schools should be able to expand or 
whether new schools should be built.  One school had been consulted by Cheshire East.  One school 
felt that it didn’t have enough outdoor space but was currently applying for planning permission to 
expand.  The schools felt that an increase in numbers without the danger of overcrowding would 
necessitate further expansion and the need for new classrooms.   

10.5    How have the issues and concerns been considered?  The issues raised helped with the 
formation of the community facilities policy, which seeks to ensure that subject to certain amenity 
considerations, proposals for new community facilities such as schools will be approved, and that 
development concerning existing facilities will be approved providing that there is no loss of 
community value. 
 
 

11 LANDOWNERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE  

 

11.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  Additionally, in July 2015 a flyer and 
questionnaire was delivered to all known local landowners, to ask for their views.  The questionnaire 
could be returned by email or post.  12 questionnaire were sent, and four returned.   

11.2 The questionnaire asked the name, address and contact details of the landowner, the size of 
their land and whether it was jointly owned, whether they had plans to develop their land, and 
whether there were any recreational uses of the land by the public.  The questionnaire also 
highlighted that various proposals have been put forward to develop facilities, such as a village 
green, retail uses, school, sports facilities and community hall, and did the landowners have any 
comments about these proposals?  Landowners were asked what other considerations do any of the 
above proposals need to consider, and whether they had other comments, and whether they would 
like to meet up with one or two members of the Steering Group to have an informal chat about any 
issues. 
 
 

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/


11.3 What issues and concerns were raised and how have the issues and concerns been 
considered?      The landowners owned land of varying sizes, from just under 5 acres to over 500 
acres.  Two landowners were considering developing their land.  They were generally supportive of 
new facilities, as long as the rural aspect could be maintained, and relevant infrastructure provided.  
The comments were considered when drafting policies, although it was considered that as a result of 
the development of the Strategic Sites, it was not necessary to allocate further land for development 
in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

12 CHEESE AND WINE EVENING  

12.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  In July 2015 a newsletter was delivered 
to all households to advertise a cheese and wine evening on Friday 14th August 2015 from 7 p.m. – 9 
p.m. at Blackfirs School, Longdown Road.  The event was advertised on posters and banners erected 
in the Parish, as well as on the noticeboards and parish council website.  The event was to ask 
people for their comments on the first draft of the policies.  The event was advertised in the 
Congleton Chronicle on 13th August 2015. 

 

 



12.2 What issues and concerns were raised and how have the issues and concerns been 
considered?   13 people attended the event, and made a number of comments regarding the 
policies.  Comments raised from praising the hard work of the group, to supporting draft policies 
which sought to ensure that new developments do not detract from the rural setting.  Comments 
also reiterated that Goodwins Pool should not be damaged, and that housing should be of a good 
mix, well designed and distinct.  Further comments mentioned that the grass verges should be 
maintained, along with the protection of dark skies.  The comments were taken forward to help 
refine the policies. 

 

13 HOUSING NEEDS SURVEY  

13.1    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  In November 2015 a newsletter was 
delivered to all households to report on progress and which had attached a housing needs survey 
and stamped address envelope.  The newsletter asked for residents to complete the survey as fully 
as possible.  The deadline for returns was 18th December 2015.  If anyone required additional paper 
copies these could be downloaded from the website or the parish clerk could be contacted by phone 
for a copy if residents did not have access to the internet.  The housing survey and results can be 
viewed at http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/   A further newsletter was sent in April 
2016 which informed residents that the survey results could be viewed on the website. 

13.2 In order to remind people to return the survey, during December Christmas cards were hand 
delivered to every household wishing residents a Merry Christmas, and including a reminder of the 
deadline for returns. 

13.3 65 surveys were returned, a 32.5% response rate.  In all, the views of 113 residents were 
included in the responses.  The housing survey asked a number of questions regarding residents 
housing needs. 

13.4 What issues and concerns were raised?   Ten respondents had members of their household 
needing their own accommodation, with one new household needing to move now, six within 1-5 
years, and three in over five years time.  Half of these new households would prefer to move within 
Somerford, and 70% required a property with one or two bedrooms.  Seventy percent would like to 
buy on the open market, with eighty percent preferring a semi or a detached house.  The main 
reason for needing to move was for independent accommodation, and the majority of those 
wanting a new home are single adults.  Ninety percent of the households requiring new 
accommodation would like a property with a small garden.  The majority had been resident in 
Somerford for five years.  None were on the Cheshire Homechoice housing register. 

13.5    How have the issues and concerns been considered?  The results of the housing needs 
survey helped provide evidence for the housing policies in the Neighbourhood Plan.  Additionally, it 
was determined that further evidence was needed to help provide evidence for the housing policies, 
and a Housing Needs Assessment Report was prepared by Aecom.   
 

 

 

http://www.somerfordplan.co.uk/documents/


14 REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION 
 

14.1     As required under Part 5, Section 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 
2012, Somerford Parish Council completed a six week pre-submission consultation on the draft 
Somerford Neighbourhood Plan between 2nd May 2017 and 13th June 2017.  Within this period 
Somerford Parish Council: 

• Consulted with statutory consultation bodies 

• Described where the pre-submission Somerford Neighbourhood Plan could be inspected 

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

• Sent a copy of the pre-submission Somerford Neighbourhood Plan to the Cheshire East 
Spatial Planning department 

14.2    Who was consulted and how were they consulted?  Information regarding the pre-
submission consultation was available on the Somerford Parish Council and the Somerford Plan 
websites.  Information was sent via post or email to residents and to other statutory consultees and 
interested organisations.   Every resident in Somerford was sent a newsletter telling them where 
they could view the plan electronically and that there were copies in Congleton library, Hoofers Cafe 
at Somerford Park Farm and at the Parish Clerk’s house in case anyone needed to view a paper copy. 
 
14.3 A   list of consultees was given by Cheshire East Spatial Planning Department.  Along with 
residents, the following people and groups were consulted –  
 

Cheshire East Council 
Cheshire West and Chester Borough Council 
Cumbria County Council 
Derbyshire County Council 
Flintshire County Council 
Greater Manchester Geological Unit (Urban Vision 
Partnership Ltd) 
Halton Borough Council 
Lancashire County Council 
Manchester City Council 
Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council 
Peak District National Park Authority 
Shropshire Council 
Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 
Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council 
Trafford Council 
Stoke-on-Trent City Council & Newcastle-Under 
Lyme BC 
Transport for Greater Manchester 
Warrington Borough Council 
Acton Edleston & Henhull Parish Council 
Adderley Parish Council 
Adlington Parish Council 

Agden Parish Meeting 
Alderley Edge Parish Council 
Alsager Town Council 
Antrobus Parish Council 
Appleton Parish Council 
Arclid Parish Council 
Ashley Parish Council 
Aston by Budworth Parish Council 
Atollerton With Marthall Parish Council 
Audlem Parish Council 
Barthomley Parish Council 
Beeston Parish Council 
Betchton Parish Council 
Bickerton and Egerton Parish Council 
Biddulph Parish Council 
Bollington Town Council 
Bosley Parish Council 
Bradwell Parish Council 
Brereton Parish Council 
Brindley and Faddiley Parish Council 
Broxton District Parish Council 
Buerton Parish Council 
Bulkeley and Ridley Parish Council 



Bunbury Parish Council 
Burland Parish Council 
Byley Parish Council 
Calveley Parish Council 
Chelford Parish Council 
Cheshire Association of Local Councils 
Cheshire Shared Services 
Cholmondeley and Chorley Parish Council 
Cholmondeston and Wettenhall Parish Council 
Chorley Parish Council 
Church Lawton Parish Council 
Church Minshull Parish Council 
Congleton Town Council 
Congleton Town Council 
Cranage Parish Council 
Crewe Green Parish Council 
Crewe Town Council 
Darnhall Parish Council 
Disley Parish Council 
Dodcott-cum-wilkesley Parish Council 
Doddington and District Parish Council 
Dunham Massey Parish Council 
Eaton Parish Council 
Gawsworth Parish Council 
Goostrey Parish Council 
Great Warford Parish Council 
Handforth Parish Council 
Hankelow Parish Council 
Hartington Upper Quarter Parish Council 
Haslington Parish Council 
Hassall Parish Council 
Hatherton and Walgherton Parish Council 
Haughton Parish Meeting 
Health Improvement Team CEC 
Henbury Parish Council 
High Legh Parish Council 
High Legh Parish Plan Implementation Group 
High Peak Borough Council 
Higher Hurdsfield Parish Council 
Holmes Chapel Parish Council 
Hough and Chorlton Parish Council 
Hulme Walfield and Somerford Booths Parish 
Council 
Ightfield Parish Council 
Kidsgrove Town Council 
Knutsford Town Council 

Knutsford Town Plan 
Little Bollington Parish Meeting 
Little Budworth Parish Council 
Little Warford Parish Council 
Lostock Gralam Parish Council 
Lower Peover Parish Council 
Lower Withington Parish Council 
Lymm Parish Council 
Macclesfield Charter Trustees 
Macclesfield Forest and Wildboarclough Parish 
Meeting 
Madely Parish Council 
Marbury and District Parish Council 
Marston Parish Council 
Marton Parish Council 
Mere Parish Council 
Middlewich Town Council 
Millington Parish Council 
Minshull Vernon & District Parish Council 
Mobberley Parish Council 
Moston Parish Council 
Mottram St Andrew Parish Council 
Nantwich Town Council 
Nether Alderley Parish Council 
New Mills Town Council 
Newbold Astbury-cum-Moreton Parish Council 
Newhall Parish Counil 
No Mans Heath and District Parish Council 
North Rode Parish Council 
Norton In Hales Parish Council 
Odd Rode Parish Council 
Ollerton with Marthall Parish Council 
Over Alderley Parish Council 
Peckforton Parish Meeting 
Peover Inferior 
Peover Superior Parish Council 
Pickmere Parish Council 
Plumley with Toft & Bexton Parish Council 
Pott Shrigley Parish Council 
Poynton Town Council 
Prestbury Parish Council 
Rainow Parish Council 
Ringway Parish Council, Manchester 
Rope Parish Council 
Rostherne Parish Council 
Rushton Parish Council 



Sandbach Town Council 
Shavington-cum-Gresty Parish Council 
Siddington Parish Council 
Smallwood Parish Council 
Somerford Parish Council 
Sound and District Parish Council 
Sproston Parish Council 
Spurstow Parish Council 
Stapeley & District Parish Council 
Sutton Parish Council 
Swettenham Parish Council 
Tabley Parish Council 
Tiverton & Tilstone Fearnall Parish Council 
Twemlow Parish Council 
Warburton Parish Council 
Wardle Parish Council 
Warmingham Parish Council 
Weston and Basford Parish Council 
Whaley Bridge Town Council 
Whitchurch Rural Parish Council 
Whitchurch Town Council 
Willaston Parish Council 
Wilmslow Town Council 
Wincham Parish Council 
Wincle Parish Meeting 
Winsford Town Council 
Woore Parish Council 
Worleston Parish Council 
Wrenbury-cum-Frith Parish Council 
Wybunbury Parish Council 
Carers Federation 
Cheshire Carers Centre 
Cheshire Local Access Forum 
Congleton Disabled Access Group 
DIAL (Disability, Information & Advice) 
Disability Information Bureau 
EDGE Inclusion Partners 
Macclesfield Disability Information Bureau 
NeuroMuscular Centre 
Odd Rode Parish Plan Elderly and Disabled Residents Group 
Irish Community Care Merseyside 
National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups 
Traveller Times 
Friends, Families and Travellers 
Gypsy Council 
Cheshire Gypsy and Travellers Voice 

The Showmen's Guild of Great Britain 
Irish Traveller Movement 
O.C.E.A.N 
CHAWREC 
The Romany Society 
Friends, Families and Traveller Law Reform Project 
Churches Together in Wilmslow 
Manchester Meeting Room Trust 
St Michael's Church 
Middlewich Community Church 
Church Commissioners for England 
Crewe North Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses 
St. Chad's Church 
Woodlands Meeting Trust 
Union Street Baptist Church (USBC) 
Christian Concern 
Adactus 
Adam Scott 
Ainscough 
Amec 
BAE Systems Properties Limited 
Barratt Homes 
Bentley Motors 
Boughey Distribtuion Ltd 
CBRE Ltd 
Chambers of Commerce for North West 
Cheshire & Warrington Enterprise Commission 
Cheshire & Warrington Local Enterprise Partnership 
Derby, Derbyshire, Nottingham and Nottinghamshire LEP 
DFT 
Greater Manchester Local Enterprise Partnership 
Groundwork Cheshire 
HILTONS CAFE 
Inventive Energy 
Job Centre Plus 
Joseph Holt Ltd 
Knightfrank 
Lawson Motor Company 
Lex Northwest Ltd 
Liverpool City Region Local Enterprise Partnership 
Macclesfield Chamber of Commerce 
Mail Boxes Etc 
Margin Music 
Mrs.E.Witter & Sons 
Nantwich Town Football Club Limited 
National Farmers' Union 



Raleigh Hall Properties Ltd 
Reaseheath College 
Retailer 
Rural Solutions 
Senior Aerospace Bird Bellows 
Sibelco UK 
South Cheshire Chamber 
Stoke and Staffordshire LEP 
Stoke-On-Trent & Staffordshire Enterprise Partnership 
Tata Chemicals/British Salt Ltd. 
Warrington Chamber of Commerce 
halletec 
turleyassociates 
anthonyblasdale.co.uk 
bidwells 
nlpplanning 
tracknet 
savills 
alynnicholls.com 
plan-develop 
knights1759 
abbott-associates 
bnpparibas 
gva 
cassassociates 
jolley-co 
thomsonplanning 
frostplanning 
colliers 
rg-p 
DavidLock 
mcdyre 
boutwood 
emeryplanning 
houriganconnolly 
peterbrett 
p4planning 
bpud 
sedgwickassociates 
wyg 
cknightsllp 
howplanning 
kingsmac 
castawayscomm 
bellway 
njlconsulting 

theplanningbureau 
mcgoughplanning 
leithplanning 
bartonwillmore 
kirkwells 
tetlow-king 
indigoplanning 
mosaictownplanning 
north-associates 
civitasplanning 
entecuk 
wgcl 
emerson 
dholmesplanning 
axisped 
dsl.pipex 
davidmillerassociates 
dcstribling 
nhs.net 
geraldeve 
glhearn 
monoconsultants 
fishergerman 
irwinmitchell 
urs.com 
planit-ie 
ppandr 
spawforths 
cpbigwood 
gbpp-planning 
cassidyashton-chester 
nexusplanning 
dtz 
sat-plan 
heineplanning 
berrybros 
land4homes 
daviesandco 
fitzsimonplanning 
njlconsulting 
peelgroup.global 
theplanningstudio 
urbanrootsplanning 
broadwaymalyan 
harrislamb 
hbf 



phph 
bellway 
martinplanning 
jamconsult 
jayashall 
freeths.co.uk 
sorrellassociates 
struttandparker 
rpsgroup 
jbplanning 
northernventure 
jwpropertyconsultants 
oaktree-environmental 
epp-planning 
dppukltd 
walsingplan 
jhplanning. 
brownrural 
jjdesign 
paulbutlerassociates 
j10planning 
ludlamassociates 
pegasuspg 
dentons 
dlpconsultants 
kerryjamesplanning 
l.s.planning 
cowdrayplanning 
hilldickinson 
gladmangroup 
barbers-rural 
johnchurchplanning 
sloanemead 
ssaplanning 
aylwardplanning 
eur.cushwake 
uwclub 
mary.robinson.mp 
mattplan 
hsland 
wardell-armstrong 
tymconsult 
kirkwells 
eu.jll 
kingsturge 
ggassociates 

hollissvincent 
edgeplan 
n.grid 
cpbigwood 
frankmarshall 
hawkspur 
oliverdyke 
malcolmscottcons 
wrightmanley 
broadwaymalyan.com 
sccci.co.uk 
pdowdplanning 
heawood 
minshull 
turnberryuk 
aspiregroup 
blueskyplanning 
jwpc 
nexusplanning 
dppukltd 
leithplanning 
cushwake 
planningdesign 
romansummer 
lsh 
lexcomm 
cbre 
cakeattack 
adamspd 
wilsonfearnall 
goodwinplanning 
halletec 
gbpp-planning 
sat-plan 
ruralsolutions 
simonhaughton 
rapleys 
wardell-armstrong 
wulvernhousing 
halletec 
transitionwilmslow 
Canalrivertrust 
CECPCT 
Central & Eastern Cheshire PCT 
Chambers of Commerce for North West 
Cheshire and Warrington LEP 



Cheshire Brine Subsidence Compensation Board 
Cheshire Constabulary 
Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service 
Cheshire Local Nature Partnership 
Cheshire Police 
Cheshire Region Local Nature Partnership 
Department for Communities and Local 
Government 
Department for Transport 
Derby, Derbyshire, Nottingham and 
Nottinghamshire LEP 
E.ON 
East Cheshire NHS Trust 
Eastern Cheshire Clinical Commissioning Group 
Electricity North West Limited 
English Heritage 
Environment Agency 
Greater Manchester Local Enterprise Partnership 
Health and Safety Executive 
Highways Agency 
Homes and Community Agency 
Macclesfield Chamber of Commerce 
Manchester Airport Group 
Mid Cheshire Hospital NHS Foundation Trust 
Mobile Operators Association 
National Grid 
Natural England 
Natural Resources Wales 
Network Rail 
NHS Central Commissioning Group 
NHS Eastern Cheshire CCG 
NHS England 
NHS England Cheshire Warrington and Wirral Area 
Team 
NHS South Cheshire Clinical Commissioning Group 
North West Ambulance Service 
O2 
Rail Freight Group 
South Cheshire CCG 
South Cheshire Chamber 
SP Energy Networks  
SP Network Connections Limited 
Sport England 
Stoke and Staffordshire LEP 
Sustrans 
The Coal Authority 
United Utilities 

Warrington Chamber of Commerce 
Western Power 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



14.4    What issues and concerns were raised?  A total of 147 comments were made at the 
Regulation 14 stage.  These were from 12 residents, 6 statutory bodies, 3 developers/ landowners 
and Cheshire East Council.  The many issues raised included comments about wording and map 
numbering, inclusion of the protection of grass verges, confusion over the landscape character policy 
and concerns regarding the strategic sites. Two of the developers/ landowners suggested further 
sites for inclusion, and there were comments that the housing policies were too restrictive.   A 
summary of comments reflecting issues and concerns along with the steering group’s response and 
changes is given below in Appendix 1.   

14.5    How have the issues and concerns been considered?  The issues and concerns have been 
given full consideration, and changes have been made to the Neighbourhood Plan accordingly, in 
preparation for formal submission.  It was not considered necessary to allocate further housing sites.  
Various wording and map numbering have been amended, as per suggestions, to add clarity to the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  Policy N4 ‘Landscape Character’ has been reworded as per suggestions in 
order to add clarity.  The housing polices H1, H2 and H3 have also been amended following 
suggestions, as has policy N1 ‘ Green Network and Spaces’.  There have also been minor 
amendments to policies T1 ‘Sustainable Transport, Safety and Accessibility’, D1 ‘Design’, D2 ‘Building 
Design’ and E2 ‘Design of Industrial Estates’. A total of 32 changes were made to the draft plan 
following Regulation 14.  A summary of the representations made, along with the Steering Groups 
response and recommended amendments to the Neighbourhood Plan is detailed in Appendix 1.     

 

15.    CONCLUSION 
 

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

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

  



APPENDIX 1: REPRESENTATIONS FROM REGULATION 14 PRE-SUBMISSION 
CONSULTATION 

 
1. RESIDENTS 

Regulation 14 comments from residents 
No. Respondent Comment Action 
1 Mr David 

Topping 
I do appreciate the time and effort of the Parish Council 
in producing the plan. I wish to record my agreement to 
the plan. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 

2 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Overall this document does not give a full flavour of 
Somerford. Details of various items are missing – the 
weak descriptions of green spaces and lack of any details 
in Local Building Materials spring to mind but there are 
others.  
The document could do with a map to show the 
placement of Somerford in relation to the wider area, 
including Cheshire East. There is no mention of the main 
roads through Somerford, including the A54. 
All figures, diagrams and photographs are not numbered 
and many are not titled.  – apart from one figure 4(but 
there are no figures 1 2 or 3) 
The references to the areas on a map on page27 are all 
incorrect. Also, this map should show the areas in a 
larger format to identify the boundaries. 
There is no mention of the many businesses in 
Somerford apart from an oblique mention of equestrian 
use of land. There is no mention of the equestrian centre 
and its secondary businesses photography, café etc. 
Also, there is no mention of the machine hire company, 
animal feeds, small office block, home businesses, etc. 
and the number of people they employ. 
I also think there are incorrect facts about the number of 
houses at Loachbrook(is this number including the land 
south of Holmes Chapel Road? This figure of 270 should 
be substantiated by the planning application numbers). 
There is also an incorrect fact about the route of the only 
bus mentioned. 
There is a distinct lack of the history of Somerford apart 
from the mention of Somerford Hall.  There is no 
mention of this being used as a hospital in World War 
One and a camp for evacuees in World War 2. 
Somerford was mentioned in the Domesday book – this 
is missing. No mention of archaeological finds indicating 
early settlements. 

Comments noted, with 
thanks, but there is no 
requirement for specific maps 
to be included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan, nor how 
much detail should be 
provided about specific 
elements of Somerford.  It is 
considered that the plan is an 
appropriate length, with the 
correct split given between 
local context and policies.  No 
action. 
 
Action - It is considered that 
the maps and figures are 
correctly titled, and 
referenced, other than that 
detailing the local green 
spaces.  This will be amended 
– see response to comment 
25. 
 
Action – revise text to read 
update information regarding 
bus routes.  Insert (#42) in 
the exsiting text and add new 
text to reads ‘There is also 
another hourly service (#38) 
which runs along the 
southern boundary of the 
Parish along the Sandbach 
Road, which only easily 
services the residents of the 
new Loachbrook 
development.’ 

3 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P3. Map has no title The map is titled ‘Proposed 
Somerford Neighbourhood 
Area’.  No action. 



4 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P7 Dane river valley – doesn’t this mean River Dane 
valley 

It is considered that this is 
correctly phased – no action. 

5 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Blackfirs Plantation. Does this mean Blackfirs Nature 
Reserve that is mentioned elsewhere? 

It is considered that this is 
correctly phased – no action. 

6 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P8 Quoting increases from 2001 with no actual charts or 
data from 2001. 

Action – in the first paragraph 
under the ‘Socio – Economic 
Context’ replace the first 
sentence to read ‘In 2001, 
Somerford had a population 
of 343.  By 2011, this had 
risen to 430, and an average 
household size of 3 persons.’ 
 
It is not thought necessary to 
replicate all the charts and 
data from the evidence base 
Aecom Somerford Housing 
Needs Assessment – which is 
referenced in the document 
and information given where 
it can be accessed online.  No 
action. 

7 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P7 Strategic Context – “The character of the parish is 
defined by the concentrated linear development 
extending from Congleton, along Holmes Chapel Road 
and development around the Blackfirs Plantation.”  But 
then P9 Somerford has” some linear development 
mainly along Blackfirs Lane, Holmes Chapel Road and 
Chelford Road”. These are 2 different descriptions of the 
same thing. Which one is it? 

The two statements do not 
contradict each other – no 
action. 

8 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P9 most of the trees are protected with Tree Protection 
Orders.  This is a wild claim. Where is the evidence? 
Perhaps show a map of position of all trees and show a 
map of TPOs. 

Action – amend to read 
‘many of the trees’. 

9 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

270 houses at Loachbrook is this correct? Perhaps 
include the planning applications involved. 

The figures are considered 
correct – no action. 

10 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

The bus from Congleton to Crewe does not run along the 
A54 Holmes Chapel Road – it runs along Sandbach Road. 

Action - The text will be 
amended to clarify the bus 
routes. See point 2. 

11 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P9 Average price –what is the source of £500,000?? Action - in order to reflect the 
most up to date information 
– amend to read ‘an average 
market value of £482 253 
(Rightmove June 2017) 

12 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P10. And P65. Proposed Country Park adjacent to Back 
Lane Playing Field ( RSPB Land) should be Proposed 
Country Park (RSPB Land) adjacent to Back Lane Playing 
Fields. The current version claims RSPB owns the Playing 
Fields. 

Action - Agree – amend to 
read ‘the proposed country 
park (Royal Society 
Protection Birds land) 
adjacent to Back Lane Playing 
Fields. 



13 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P10 Local Green spaces – it does not include Ancient 
Woodlands. These should be included as they have a 
high level of protection, I think. 
It does not include the wide grass verges – on Blackfirs 
Lane, Chelford Road and Sandy Lane for example. 

Local Green Space is a specific 
designation that must meet 
specific criteria.  The sites 
mentioned are not proposed 
to be designated as Local 
Green Space.  No action. 
Verges are to be included in 
the design policy, see 
response to comment 89. 
 

14 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P14 – Large Estates unclear what this title means until I 
read the section. I initially thought it was referring to 
large estates of new houses as it follows existing 
driveway? Perhaps use a different heading maybe 
History of Somerford. 

It is considered that the 
accompanying paragraph and 
photograph clearly indicate 
the large estates that the title 
refers to.  No action. 

15 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Figure of hall – no title only its source. The photograph is labelled as 
Somerford Hall, Congelton – 
no action required. 

16 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P11- 14 Character and heritage assets does not include 
the very long, dressed, stone wall. Also, no mention of 
the SBI. Finally, there is no mention of the trig point on 
Sandy Lane is this within Somerford or over the border? 

It is considered that the local 
context descriptions of 
Somerford are accurate and of 
an appropriate length.  No 
action. 

17 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P16 Local Building materials – it has been previously 
mentioned that there are many different styles used in 
Somerford. It follows that there will be many different 
materials used. There are, to my small knowledge timber 
framed houses, distinct black and white features 
(Cheshire style ) added to many houses, individually built 
houses, modern houses with large expanses of glass, etc. 
Should there be a bigger sample than just orange/red 
bricks? I have seen orange/red bricks in most towns and 
villages – did this mean hand-made bricks. 

It is considered that the local 
context descriptions of 
Somerford are accurate and of 
an appropriate length.  No 
action. 

18 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P16 mentions Congleton Borough – this no longer exists. Action - Agree – amend to 
read ‘distinctive to the south 
of the former Congleton 
Borough’. 

19 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P18 SSSI mentioned but no map. A map of the SSSI is not 
considered necessary in this 
context.  No action. 

20 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P18 typo -  rivers exit should be river’s exit Action - Agree – amend to 
read ‘river’s exit’ 

21 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P22 Community Engagement Table (p22) or Community 
engagement process(p23). Which one is it.? 

It is not considered that there 
is any real confusion between 
the two.  The title of the table 
is ‘Community Engagement 
Process for Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan.  No 
action. 

22 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Has Cheshire Wildlife Trust been consulted on the 
neighbourhood plan aims, in particular allocating their 

It is considered that the 
consultation process has been 



land as a local green space. I could not find any evidence 
of them being consulted and their views on this, does 
the plan have evidence of consulting them? In fact, I 
could not find any evidence of landowners, who are not 
residents, being consulted. I found young people, 
primary schools, secondary schools and residents and 
businesses but no mention of landowners. 

comprehensive, and is 
detailed in the consultation 
statement that accompanies 
the submitted version of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  The 
consultation table in the 
Neighbourhood plan has been 
updated to include 
information regarding 
landowners questionnaires.  

23 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

There is no mention of consulting another landowner 
the RSPB even though it is stated that their land is to 
become a country park. How was this decision arrived 
at? Is the consultation chronicled in another document? 
If so it should be referenced here and also be 
summarised in this Community Engagement section. 
Plus, the RSPB should be given its full title once in the 
document. 

It is considered that the 
consultation process has been 
comprehensive, and is 
detailed in the consultation 
statement that accompanies 
the submitted version of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
Information regarding 
consultation with the RSPB 
has been added to the 
consultation table of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Agree re RSPB being given 
their full title.  See response 
to comment 12. 

24 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P26 the neighbourhood plan has commissioned - no it 
hasn’t, a body of people have. 

Action - Agree – amend to 
read ‘the neighbourhood plan 
steering group’ 

25 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P27 Maps 1 2 and 3 mentioned - there is only one map 
present and it does not have a number. 

Action - Agree – amend so 
that the numbers correlate 
with the one map included in 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
which details the Local Green 
Spaces. 

26 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

The proposed green spaces – should they all have 
photographs and a bit more description.  
e.g. Loachbrook sitting between a split in the 
watercourse Loach brook and covered in mature trees. 
Blackfirs Nature Reserve covered in many trees, a small 
pool present. Maintained by Reaseheath College and 
mention who owns it. 
Area along the River Dane is an SSSI plus a description. 
Area of land North of Blackfirs Lane ..……It should also be 
stated, perhaps, that its purpose is to provide a 
separation between Congleton and Somerford to 
maintain each parish/town’s distinctiveness.   

There are fuller descriptions in 
the appendix.  No action. 
 
 
 
 

27 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

5 is Goodwins Pool but Goodwins Pool is said to be Area 
3.  6 is Longbarrow but is said to be Area 4 
Blackfirs Nature Reserve is 4 but is referenced as Area 2 
Country Park is 3 but is referenced as Area 1 

Action - Amend the rationale 
section and the references as 
per response to comment 25. 



And finally Area along the River Dane is Referenced as 
Area 5. The references to all the sites on the map are 
incorrect. 

28 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Employment  - E1 Commercial and Industrial 
Development -  This seems very vulnerable to have many 
warehouses, business parks, factories etc. built as it 
stands. An action group SLAG fought against commercial 
development on Sandy Lane but this would be allowed 
with this policy as this would have no significant adverse 
impact on residential community as there are no houses 
along Sandy Lane. This policy needs better definition. 
Should this have specific places on a map or descriptions 
where new development is allowed. And a limit on size 
of new commercial and expansion of commercial. 
This states that CS44 allows for employment sites within 
Congleton  - does this mean no employment 
development within Somerford. This is saying that 
Cheshire East expects no employment sites within 
Somerford.  It is all very unclear. 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written with 
appropriate safeguards 
against inappropriate 
development.  No action. 

29 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

E4 Home Working – Should this have more definition. 
Such as number of commercial vans parked outside the 
home? Don’t really understand this policy. 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 

30 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

CF1 Community Facilities and Assets - A new primary 
school should have sufficient parking nearby to cope 
with the anticipated need. The new primary school 
should not be on a route used by large lorries driving 
into Radnor Park Trading Estate. This should somehow 
translate into a policy. Get this right up front before any 
development is started and future users of the school 
are put at risk. 
Is a new community hall to be provided? 
Is there to be a bowling green provided, as one land 
owner has offered some land for this – is this to be 
incorporated into the neighbourhood plan? 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written, with 
appropriate safeguards 
against adverse amenity, 
traffic and other adverse 
impacts.  The policy covers 
new community facilities.  No 
action. 

31 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

H1 New Housing  - I most definitely do not agree with 
this policy without an aggregate cap figure and/or a map 
of settlement zones. There is a masterplan provided by 
Cheshire East – why is this not included? 
I have included specific wording changes but only as a 
guide to what I meant not to be used as is. 
This housing policy should contain some evidence of 
numbers of new houses. 
Where are the figures that were obtained from the 
housing needs assessment? 
Where is the figure for the strategic site from the 
Cheshire East Local Plan? 
Where is the figure from the housing needs survey?  
Where is the figure that local residents said in the survey 
would be acceptable in total, I believe that was 50 from 
memory? 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  Housing 
will be permitted on the 
strategic sites and small scale 
infill development.   No 
action.   



All these figures should be quoted in this Housing 
section. There is no mention of any numbers. 

32 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

H1 – should not allow large scale development (over 5 
dwellings) until the Congleton Link road is 
commenced/half completed.  As this is the reason given 
in the Cheshire East Local Plan for the development in 
Somerford – to make contributions to the Congleton Link 
Road. Before this time any large development should be 
deemed premature. 

It is not considered 
appropriate to include this 
requirement in the policy.  
Permission has been granted 
already for development of 
part of the strategic sites.  No 
action. 

33 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

P49 Explanatory text:” the policy recognises the 
allocation of site PS400/CS44 and planning application 
13/2746C” To remove any future confusion this should 
read: “the policy recognises the allocation of site 
PS400/CS44 which includes planning application 
13/2746C”. Otherwise a higher figure could be 
calculated adding in site 13/2746C twice, once in the 
strategic site total and once on its own. 

Action - Agree – for clarity 
amend to read ‘which 
includes planning application 
13/2746C’ 

34 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Some confusion on P49 - There is a reference to strategic 
sites with a 17 referenced – this does not provide a link 
and I cannot find a17 within the document. I have a look 
in the Appendix and I am referred to the other website 
which contains a numbered list of other documents If I 
use this list and open the one numbered 17 I obtain a 
72-page document – I have now lost the will to look any 
further! Where are the strategic sites?  Am I reading this 
wrongly? How will future planners find this – I hope they 
have better luck than me? Why is there not just a map 
included of the relevant strategic site with description of 
totals? 

Action – Partly agree –clarify 
information regarding the 
footnotes earlier in the 
Neighbourhood Plan, to 
enable better understanding. 
 
Action – ensure that a link to 
the map of the strategic sites 
is working. 

35 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

H1-  should state that if the Congleton Link Road is built 
then the aggregate numbers built should not exceed the 
maximum of the following: 
• the figure in the Cheshire East Local Plan 
strategic site, CS44/SL6 (maximum of 750, but could 
have lower figure as this is shared with Congleton say 
600) or 
• the local needs figure (insert number) or 
• the figure consulted on (max 50) mentioned 
above  
AND until the Congleton Link Road is commenced/half 
completed the aggregate number should not exceed the 
maximum of the following: 
• the local needs figure (insert number) or  
• the figure consulted on, (maximum 50) 
mentioned above. 
 
From my lay persons reading of this whilst there is no 
map of development settlements (could use the 
Cheshire East one as a guide)  and no mention of an 
aggregate maximum figure – this reads as though 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  Housing 
will be permitted on the 
strategic sites and small scale 
infill development.   No 
action.   



development can go on and on in Somerford so long as 
the local green spaces are left. 

36 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

H3 Infill Housing - This mentions garden development 
but does not state it is not allowed.  Does this policy 
mean every house can be replaced with 3 houses? Not 
very clear intention. 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 

37 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

D1 Urban Design - not currently providing for extra 
green spaces, needs more definition. Previous consulted 
on objectives and policies have been removed.  
D1: 10.” Integrating car parking within the design and 
layout so as not to dominate the streets.” Perhaps to fit 
in with the local distinctive landscape” to include trees 
adjacent to parking to soften the visual impact of parked 
cars.” 
The policy previously consulted on with the public 
include: 
D1 - Extra point: Creating New Green Spaces: 
Developments should incorporate public open green 
spaces proportional to the scale of the development. For 
every 10 houses a small area of open green space must 
be provided to continue the open feel of the area and to 
provide a space for use by the public. These spaces 
should be planted with trees and will promote a feeling 
of community. Some open green space will be provided 
away from traffic to provide a safe play area for all ages 
including children. Developments should also provide 
green links to link to existing public rights of way and 
pathways.  
This is similar to the previous point made about local 
green spaces. Could the current D1.11 also include that 
“for every 10 houses built a small area of open green 
space for use by the public will be provided” 
 
Also, the objective previously Consulted on with the 
public was: 
 “To have all new developments built to a high standard 
using high design standards” 
The policy previously consulted on with the public also 
included: 
“All dwellings have a private outdoor amenity space” 
This does not seem to be anywhere in the current draft 
Neighbourhood plan. Could this be reinstated or even 
extended to ”all dwellings must have a front and back 
garden” as all current houses in Somerford do and in this 
way they would blend in with the local area. 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 
 
As a general point previous 
drafts of the plan were 
amended following responses 
from the public, discussions 
with Cheshire East, and 
professional advice.  The 
policies have been redrafted 
accordingly, taking into 
account comments received, 
and the redrafted policies put 
out for further consultation 
for Regulation 14. 

38 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

D2 Building Design - I thought that development was to 
be maximum 2 storeys to a house. This was the 
condition put on the development of the triangle 
between Blackfirs Lane and Chelford Road by Cheshire 
East strategic planning board – why is this not in here if 
it was important before? 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.   
Developments must reflect 
the heights of surrounding 
properties.   No action. 



39 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Nature Conservation  - N1 Green Network and Spaces   
The objectives consulted on with residents previously 
included: 
“To protect non-designated local landscape sites and 
areas of special value which are highly valued by local 
residents” 
This was commended by residents and a policy was 
written which included: 
Previous Policy N6: “Congleton Borough Local Plan 
describes the areas along the river Dane as an area of 
county value. The neighbourhood plan thus identifies 
this as a non-designated heritage asset. No building must 
be allowed on this area.” 
This policy was also consulted with residents who 
commended this policy. This policy is nowhere in the 
current draft version of the Neighbourhood Plan. This 
area should be included as a local green space as a 
minimum and an appropriately worded policy should 
offer it some protection if the consulted-on version was 
dropped because of incorrect wording.  
Previous Policy N6: “The Longbarrow to the south of 
Holmes Chapel Road should have an undeveloped band 
of 100 metres around it to retain its potential for future 
archaeology and to retain its special visual amenity” 
This policy was consulted on with residents but seems to 
be missing from the current draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
There is a proposed band to be left around Blackfirs 
Nature Reserve and archaeological finds have been 
located at the previously listed Longbarrow so why has 
this policy been removed? 
The objective on Local Green Spaces previously 
consulted with the public included: 
Objective: “To protect important existing Local Green 
Spaces around the parish and create new green spaces 
within and around new developments” 
The previous Policy consulted with the public was: 
Policy N2.3 “Developers should provide contributions to 
enhancing road side green spaces along new 
developments as well as creation of new green spaces 
within the development themselves.” 
Current draft neighbourhood Plan Policy D1.11 “include 
open spaces “should this be clarified as’ open green 
spaces with appropriate planting for use by the public’ 
and further enforced as having to be created for every 
10 houses that have been built. There is no mention of 
the creation of roadside green spaces to enhance the 
environment for residents and visitors – could this be 
added in some form in policy D1.11 
 
The ancient woodlands should also be given protection 
in this policy.  The wide grass verges should be given 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 
 
As a general point previous 
drafts of the plan were 
amended following responses 
from the public, discussions 
with Cheshire East, and 
professional advice.  The 
policies have been redrafted 
accordingly, taking into 
account comments received, 
and the redrafted policies put 
out for further consultation 
for Regulation 14. 
 
Verges are to be included in 
the design policy, see 
response to comment 89. 



protection in this policy.  The banks along the River Dane 
and Loachbrook should also be given protection in this 
policy. 

40 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

N2 Trees and Hedgerows  – suggestions for 
strengthening the policy 
P66 N2: Typo - Trees and hedgerows. ” Developments 
proposals” should be “Development proposals  
“must retain existing hedgerows and trees” could have 
added “such trees and hedgerows should be protected 
during development”.  
Maybe add – “Where an existing hedgerow is partly 
removed for access to a new development the hedgerow 
should continue into the development access for three 
times the length of hedge removed to maintain the 
appearance and continuity of the hedgerows in the 
parish.” 
 
Maybe also add – “As replacement trees would take a 
long time to provide the same biodiversity as a mature 
tree, perhaps should have’ if a tree is replaced it should 
be replaced by 2 or 3 trees’.” 
The objective previously consulted on with the public 
included: 
Objective “To maintain existing hedgerows and develop 
new ones in character of the current nature around new 
developments” 
Policy N3.2 “New development should incorporate the 
planting of new hedgerows in their design in keeping 
with local hedgerow varieties and character.” 
The policy in the draft Neighbourhood Plan N2 does 
include protecting current trees and hedges but makes 
no mention of developments planting new trees and 
hedgerows only in the explanatory text – is this 
sufficient? 

Action - Agree – amend to 
read ‘Development 
Proposals’. 
 
As a general point previous 
drafts of the plan were 
amended following responses 
from the public, discussions 
with Cheshire East, and 
professional advice.  The 
policies have been redrafted 
accordingly, taking into 
account comments received, 
and the redrafted policies put 
out for further consultation 
for Regulation 14. 

41 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

N3 Biodiversity – no real policy stated in this 
N3: must maintain and improve biodiversity. 
This policy does not state how this will be achieved. 
Perhaps should have: Preserve and create corridors 
between the proposed green spaces and open 
countryside for species to move from one area to 
another along the corridors. Protecting trees and 
hedgerows. Preserving wildlife habitats. Protecting and 
recovery of priority species. 
This biodiversity policy does not mention climate change 
or how promoting renewable energy will reduce the 
impact the development will have on climate change. 
Previous Policy consulted on with residents: 
N4: “Developers should make provisions to improve 
biodiversity within the parish. This can include the 
provision of new green spaces, new or extended wildlife 
corridors and the use of indigenous species in new 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 
 
As a general point previous 
drafts of the plan were 
amended following responses 
from the public, discussions 
with Cheshire East, and 
professional advice.  The 
policies have been redrafted 
accordingly, taking into 
account comments received, 
and the redrafted policies put 
out for further consultation 
for Regulation 14. 



planting.” This was consulted on but there is currently a 
policy on biodiversity but with no details – can this detail 
be added back into the policy on biodiversity?  
There is currently no mention of wildlife corridors in the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

42 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

N4 Landscape Character - I do not understand this policy 
at all. For example is it saying Area 6 the ribbon 
development is a sensitive area so new development will 
not be allowed. Or is it saying development will be 
allowed anywhere but the 9 identified areas.  I just don’t 
understand it – also the map is hard to read at the scale 
it is at – I cannot make out which are the areas listed and 
there  is no key/what are the arrows/is R5 River Valley 
part of Area 1 or separate – if so where is the border/ 
and the little pictures are unidentifiable etc. 
Also there is no mention of the ancient woodlands on 
the character map. 

Action – amend Policy N4: 
Landscape Character to read  
 
Policy N4: Landscape 
Character 
New development, subject to 
other policies within this 
Neighbourhood Plan, will be 
approved providing that 
there is no significant adverse 
impact on sensitive 
landscapes or statutory 
designations.  Development 
should reflect the 9 
landscape character areas 
identified in the Character 
and Landscape Assessment 
2016, which contribute to 
Somerford’s local 
distinctiveness and character. 

43 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

HA2 Archaeology - Should include a map of the HER site 
behind Chelford Road and any others that have been 
identified. 

It is not considered necessary 
to include a specific map, as 
the policy covers all sites with 
archaeological interest.  No 
action. 

44 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

Transport T1 Sustainable Transport, Safety and 
Accessibility - suggestion to improve the policy 
T1: 3. “provide a mixed approach to parking provision, so 
that the public realm is not dominated by car parking”. 
Perhaps to fit in with the local distinctive landscape add 
” to include trees adjacent to parking to soften the visual 
impact of parked cars.” 
I cannot believe there is no mention of the new 
Congleton Link Road that will roar through Somerford – 
do you not have any policies for this road and its access 
points? For example the access to Radnor Park should be 
a direct link(as in the initial design) that goes nowhere 
near to any proposed primary school as a combination of 
young children, parked cars, mothers with toddlers and 
babies and buggies and HGV traffic seems a bad idea 
dreamt up by people with maps at desks who have never 
done the school run. 

Action – Agree – T1, 3 after 
the words ‘car parking’ add, 
‘and where appropriate plant 
trees adjacent to parking to 
soften the visual impact of 
parked cars’  
  
The Congleton Link Road is a 
highways issue that has 
planning permission.  No 
action. 
 

45 Mrs Ruth 
Langhorn 

PS400/CS44  - CUE1 Infrastructure Requirements  
how many houses are you allowing on this site – you can 
state that in this part. At the very least it should have the 
750 figure stated by Cheshire East but this could be 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 



reduced to 600 for the number to be developed in 
Congleton. Your policy/description does not mention 
that this site straddles Somerford and Congleton. 

46 S Parker I am generally in favour of the Plan and agree with all 
the policies. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 

47 Mr & Mrs G 
Wakefield 

I am generally in favour of the Plan and agree with all 
the policies.  Great effort by all involved.  It is just a 
shame that so much development is already planned 
and approved.  In spite of this the Somerford 
Neighbourhood Plan should, hopefully, offer some 
protection to further unwanted and unwarranted 
development. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 

48 Matt Harnett I am generally in favour of the Plan and agree with all 
the policies.  Great effort on the part of the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 

49 Mrs J 
Crawford 

I would like to see changes to the plan.   No village 
should ever be increased in size by more than 100%.  
Somerford is already in excess of this and in five years 
time Somerford will no longer be a village. 

The strategic sites were 
allocated through the 
Cheshire East Local Plan and 
permission for parts of the 
site has already been 
approved.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan must be 
in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local 
Plan.  No action. 

50 Mrs J 
Crawford 

E1 – Commercial and Industrial Development – There 
should be enough employment opportunities to provide 
work for all the residents of Somerford who require 
work. 

The policy supports new 
commercial and industrial 
development which has no 
significant adverse impacts on 
residential amenity or the 
environment.  No action. 

51 Mrs J 
Crawford 

E2 – Design of Employment Sites – Houses should 
surround employment sites. 

Noted – this may not always 
be practical, depending on the 
type of employment and the 
site.  No action. 

52 Mrs J 
Crawford 

D2 – Building Design – Must blend in with existing 
houses 

Part 1 of the policies agrees 
that new development must 
complement the established 
character of Somerford.  No 
action. 

53 Mrs J 
Crawford 

Green Networks and Spaces, Trees and Hedgerows, 
Biodiversity and Landscape Character should be 
maintained as they are now.   

The policies are aimed at 
protecting and enhancing the 
natural assets of the Parish.  
No action. 

54 Mrs J 
Crawford 

CUE1 – Infrastructure Requirements – Considerably 
more is required to cope for the rapidly increasing 
population.  Doctors, hospitals and schools. 

The policy seeks to ensure the 
necessary infrastructure 
requirements.  No action. 

55 Mrs Julie 
Mason 

I am generally in favour of the Plan and agree with all 
the policies.  I totally agree with the Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

Noted, with thanks, no action. 



56 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

It is ridiculous to show a picture of the long-demolished 
Somerford Hall anywhere in the document, never mind 
as the first detail on the front page. This has no bearing 
whatsoever on the plan for Somerford, and gives an 
entirely inappropriate context for the document. 

Disagree – it is considered 
that the photograph details 
the historical context of 
Somerford.  No action. 

57 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

The plan is insufficiently detailed, giving typically only 
generic statements, and fails to address specific issues 
and wishes raised during the consultations with the 
public. In particular, the question of making detailed 
provisions for community needs such as identifying 
possible practical locations for a community centre, 
shops, medical facilities, hotel or pub (for example) is 
surprisingly absent. It has to be recognised that the 
number of dwellings in the parish will be increasing by 
possibly 500%, in other words from 150 as of 2 years ago 
to anything up to 900, and maybe more, so to omit these 
details is ill-advised.  The document repeatedly refers to 
‘the village’ but with no facilities this term cannot 
meaningfully be applied to Somerford. It is a fact that 
the only currently existing facility in this context is 
Somerford Chapel, and it is probably fair to say that the 
majority of residents have never even seen it, and my 
observation is that it is inaccessibly remote, and leaves 
one with a sense that one is trespassing if one tries to 
visit it. So not yet a village, I suggest. 

It was not considered 
appropriate to allocate sites 
for community and medical 
facilities and commercial 
enterprises without land 
ownership, the means for 
delivery, or necessary 
evidence that facilities would 
be developed by market 
forces.  The strategic sites will 
bring forward a number of 
community facilities.  No 
action. 

58 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

Employment   - E1 – you cannot state ‘will be approved’. 
That is the job of the council. You should state ‘will be 
supported’, or perhaps ‘will be encouraged’. This applies 
to several other instances of the use of the word 
‘approved’ in the document, including E4 & H1, for 
example. 

It is entirely appropriate to 
state ‘will be approved’.  The 
Neighbourhood plan will 
become part of the 
development plan framework 
used to determine planning 
applications.  Many other 
made Neighbourhood Plans 
use this term. No action. 

59 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

Community facilities - This section needs specific 
locations to be identified, with infrastructure 
requirements included. The need for a community 
centre, sensibly located (such as somewhere along 
Sandy Lane, assuming the Link Road is built) is vital, 
together with proposals for the effective and imaginative 
community usability for Sandy Lane is needed in the 
document. 

See response to comment 57 
above.  No action. 

60 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

Housing -   The reference to (17) for the strategic sites 
cannot be found. A map of where the development 
should be is needed in the document. 
 

See response to comment 34 
above. 

61 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 

There is no reference to the implications and 
consequences of the increase in the number of houses, 

It is considered likely that the 
number of new houses to be 



(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

such as the pressure on the existing infrastructure and 
how this should be responded to, therefore there needs 
to be, for example, a policy for the possible introduction 
of new street lighting and pavements – i.e. we don’t 
want them!   

developed on the strategic 
sites will require street 
lighting and pavements.  No 
action. 

62 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

Design - Urban design – this is not a town or city. This 
has to be about the rural nature of the parish. 
 
 

Action - Agree – rename 
policy D1 ‘Design’ and 
remove the word ‘urban’ 
from the first sentence of the 
policy.   

63 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

A policy requiring that new houses must to at most 2 
storeys needs to be included, as this is the case for all 
existing housing. 

Policy D2 states that new 
development should reflect 
the heights of surrounding 
properties.  No action. 

64 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

Policy D2 – ‘Compliment’ should be ‘Complement’. Action - Agree – amend the 
policy to replace 
‘compliment’ with 
‘complement’. 

65 Mr Pete 
Langhorn 
(comments 
received 
after 
deadline) 

PS400/CS44 - What does this mean? The introductory paragraph in 
the rationale to the policy 
explains that Site PS004/CS44 
(Congleton Urban Extension) 
is a strategic proposal 
allocated through the 
Cheshire East Local Plan 
Strategy, and the site extends 
mainly through Somerford 
Parish and Congleton Town.  
No action. 

66 Mrs J A 
Brown 

A neighbourhood plan would give Somerford Parish 
Council responsibility for large sums of public money, 
and it has recently demonstrated itself unfit to manage 
the same.  Thus the plan should be delayed or its 
acceptance made conditional on improvements in 
governance. 

Comments noted – no action. 

67 Mrs J A 
Brown 

CF1 – Community Facilities – People choose to live in 
Somerford for its lack of facilities.  To preserve the rural 
environment, only open space facilities should be 
allowed.  Schools, medical facilities should be placed in 
towns. 

Facilities are proposed to be 
developed as part of the 
strategic sites.  No action. 

68 Mrs J A 
Brown 

H1  - New Housing - Somerford is not a sustainable 
location.  Thus only limited housing development should 
be allowed. 

The policy seeks to ensure 
that new development will 
only be allowed on the 
strategic sites or on small 
scale sustainable locations.  
No action. 



69 Mrs J A 
Brown 

H2 – Housing Mix - Somerford is not a sustainable 
location and there is little need for affordable housing.  
This policy should clearly state the outcome of the HNA. 

Guidance and policies 
regarding affordable housing 
are set at national and local 
level.  No action. 

70 Mrs J A 
Brown 

D1 – Urban Design – Somerford is a ‘parish’ not a 
‘village’.  Streets should be designed for higher speeds 
whilst doing so safely.  E.g. segregate pedestrians and 
vehicles. 

Noted, no action. 

71 Mrs J A 
Brown 

N1 – Green Network and Spaces – What is a negative 
impact on surveillance?  I do not want to be overlooked 
whilst walking in the parish. 

Noted, no action. 

72 Mrs J A 
Brown 

N2 – Trees and Hedgerows – In addition, new 
development should be screened from the public 
highway and footpaths by dense planting. 

It is considered that this is 
covered in Policy D1 – no 
action. 

73 Mrs J A 
Brown 

N4 – Landscape Character – Needs explaining better.  All 
development should be screened from view, as 
comment above. 

Policy N4 has been redrafted -  
see response to comment 42. 

74 Mrs J A 
Brown 

HA1 – Local Heritage Assets – What about protecting the 
‘Longbarrow’ and ancient field system around the 
‘Triangle’.  Also the latter needs better definition for non 
–local reference. 

These sites are mentioned in 
the rationale.  No action. 

75 Mrs J A 
Brown 

HA2 – Archaeology – Archaeological investigations must 
not just be desk based.  Extensive pre-construction 
evacuation should be required. 

Noted, no action. 

76 Mrs J A 
Brown 

T1 – Sustainable Transport, Safety and Accessibility – 
What use is walking and cycling to our elderly/ disabled 
population?  We need good public transport.  Maintain 
existing speed limits and ensure safety by segregating 
pedestrians and vehicles. 

Speed limits are not in the 
remit of the neighbourhood 
plan.  Public transport is 
promoted through the policy.  
No action. 

77 Mrs J A 
Brown 

CUE1 – Infrastructure Requirements – Replace the 
Congleton Link Road with high quality public transport.  
Restore all speed limit reductions of last 5 years to 
improve traffic flow. 

This is outside of the remit of 
the Neighbourhood Plan.  No 
action. 

78 Mrs H 
Brough 

I am generally in favour of the Plan but would like to see 
some changes.  I am largely supportive of the Plan.  
Need to consider the impact of the Plan on wildlife/ 
protected species.  Cheshire East Council have had a 
significant adverse impact on the development of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, and this should be noted in its 
contents. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 

79 Mrs H 
Brough 

E2 – Design of Employment Sites – Additional wording to 
say that parking spaces built into the design need to 
remain in perpetuity. 

After consideration, it was 
decided that this would not 
be practical to ask as 
circumstances may change in 
the future.  No action. 

80 Mrs H 
Brough 

D1 – Urban Design – urban should be ‘rural’. Remove the word ‘Urban’ 
from the policy title, as per 
comment 62. 

81 Mrs H 
Brough 

T1 – Sustainable Transport, Safety and Accessibility – 
Link Road should read ‘proposed’. 

The Link Road now has 
permission.  No action. 



82 Mrs H 
Brough 

CUE1 – Infrastructure Requirements – I do not support 
development of this site, Somerford’s housing needs 
have been met with Loachbrook, and to contribute to 
the need of Congleton. 

The strategic sites were 
allocated through the 
Cheshire East Local Plan and 
permission for parts of the 
site has already been 
approved.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan must be 
in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local 
Plan.  No action. 

83 Mr J R  
Brough 

I am generally in favour of the plan and I would like to 
see changes to the plan.  A number of people have 
worked very hard and given of their time and energy to 
produce this plan.   Consideration must be made of 
residents’ comments.  The policies must be sound and 
robust, in order to protect our rural parish from 
inappropriate and unwanted mass development on good 
grade agricultural land in open countryside. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 

84 Mr J R  
Brough 

E1 – Commercial and Industrial Development – perhaps 
should read supported not approved. 

It is appropriate to state 
‘approved’.  The 
Neighbourhood plan will 
become part of the 
development plan framework 
used to determine planning 
applications.  Many other 
made Neighbourhood Plans 
use this term. No action. 

85 Mr J R  
Brough 

E2 – Design of Industrial Estates – Car parking must be 
adequate for the size of the industrial units and be kept 
as car parking for the life of the industrial estate. 

Action - Partly agree – in part 
1 of policy E2 insert the word 
‘adequate’ before the words 
‘car parking’.   
 
After consideration, it was 
decided that it would not be 
practical to ask for car parking 
to be kept in perpetuity, as 
circumstances may change in 
the future.  No action. 

86 Mr J R  
Brough 

E4 – should say ‘supported’ not ‘approved’.  I do not feel 
that the Somerford Neighbourhood Plan can approve 
applications, however, can support. 

It is appropriate to state 
‘approved’.  The 
Neighbourhood plan will 
become part of the 
development plan framework 
used to determine planning 
applications.  Many other 
made Neighbourhood Plans 
use this term. No action. 

87 Mr J R  
Brough 

CF1- As above re support not approve.  No support for 
additional primary school so close to others. 

The school is proposed as part 
of the development of the 
strategic sites, allocated by 



Cheshire East Council.  No 
action. 

88 Mr J R  
Brough 

H1 – Do not feel that Somerford should support such a 
large growth housing figure.  Inappropriate for rural 
area.  Housing needs assessment doesn’t support. 

The strategic sites were 
allocated through the 
Cheshire East Local Plan and 
permission for parts of the 
site has already been 
approved.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan must be 
in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local 
Plan.  No action. 

89 Mr J R  
Brough 

D1 – Somerford is a rural area, not urban.  This should be 
removed.  Our large grass verges should be preserved, 
not footpaths.   

Remove the word ‘Urban’ 
from the policy title, as per 
comment 62. 
 
Action - Agree – after the 
word ‘hedgerows’ in part 5 of 
Policy D1 add the words 
‘large grass verges’.  
Examples of the large grass 
verges can be seen in the 
photos on pages 12/13 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

90 Mr J R  
Brough 

N4 – New infill development should be supported 
providing it does not have an adverse impact on 
sensitive landscapes and protective species. 

It is felt that this is covered in 
policy H1 – no action. 

91 Mr J R  
Brough 

HA1 – Local Heritage Assets – wide grass verges should 
be preserved 

It is not felt that these can be 
classed as heritage assets – 
see response to comment 89 
above. 

92 Mr J R  
Brough 

T1 – should read ‘proposed’ link road The Link Road now has 
permission.  No action. 

93 Mr J R  
Brough 

PS400/CS44 – I do not support this site, causing 
saturation of an area, inappropriate in a rural area. 

The strategic sites were 
allocated through the 
Cheshire East Local Plan and 
permission for parts of the 
site has already been 
approved.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan must be 
in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local 
Plan.  No action. 

94 Mr J R Bough CUE1 – Footpaths should only be provided where 
appropriate and agreed with residents. 

Noted, no action.   

95 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

We are generally in favour of the plan and would like to 
see changes.  How about a community centre? 

Policy CF1 supports proposals 
for new community facilities – 
no action. 

96 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

E3 – In this day and age we have to work with an 
internet speed of less than 1mb. 

Noted – Policy E3 seeks to 
achieve broadband provision 
– no action. 



97 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

CF1 – The new ex RSPB site will be a great facility for the 
local community. 

Noted – no action. 

98 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

H1 – New Housing – Do we really need anymore houses 
in Somerford?  147 to 1106, an increase of 750+%. 

Noted, policy H1 allows for 
further small scale housing in 
sustainable developments.  
No action. 

99 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

H2 – No more social housing which will end up as buy to 
lets houses. 

As a general rule, affordable 
housing must remain as 
affordable housing in 
perpetuity.  Guidance and 
policies regarding affordable 
housing are set at national 
and local level.  It is not 
appropriate to have a blanket 
ban on social housing.  No 
action. 

100 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

D2 – A common theme should be insisted upon. It is considered that this 
would be too restrictive.  No 
action. 

101 Paul and 
Jane 
Crompton 

N1 – A park/play area near the new housing would be 
good. 

The new housing will need to 
provide adequate open space 
and play provision.  No action. 

101a N and L Bell The plan fails to recognise the huge changes that are due 
to occur in the Chelford Road / Black Firs Lane area of 
the parish, primarily as a result of the Congleton Link 
Road. In 2 - 5 years time, this area of Somerford will not 
look like it does now and the plan needs to reflect this. 
The plan conflicts with the Local Plan Strategy and so is 
at risk of being out of date as soon as the Local Plan 
Strategy is in place. 

The plan has considered the 
new development that is 
happening in the parish, and 
recognises that the area will 
look very different.  Policies 
CUE1 and CUE2 reflect this 
position.  No action. 

 

 

2. PUBLIC BODIES & OTHER ORGANISATIONS 

Regulation 14 comments from statutory bodies 
102 Sport 

England 
General non specific comments on preparing a 
Neighbourhood Plan 

No action 

103 Natural 
England 

Natural England does not have any specific comments on 
this draft neighbourhood plan. 

No action 

104 The 
Environment 
Agency 

We have no comments to make with regards to matters 
within our remit. 

No action 

105 Western 
Power 

Thanks for the email – this information has been looked 
at but requires no action by WPD. 

No action 

106 The Coal 
Authority 

I confirm that we have no specific comments to 
make on the Neighbourhood Plan. 

No action. 

107 Historic 
England 

Agree an SEA is not required and do not need to be 
consulted further prior to referendum. 

No action. 

 



 

3. LAND OWNERS – DEVELOPERS  

Regulation 14 comments from Developers and Landowners 
108 Emery 

Planning for 
Somerford 
Park Farm 

Policy E1: Commercial and Industrial Development 
- states that new build development or changes of use to 
create enterprise and employment accommodation will 
be approved, providing it has no significant adverse 
impact on residential amenity or the local environment. 
The policy states that this includes consideration of noise, 
disturbance, traffic movement, visual impacts, dust, 
vibrations and other impacts.  Somerford Park Farm has 
expanded considerably since planning permission was 
granted for the original equestrian centre in 1977 as a 
result of planning permissions granted by the borough 
council. We support the presumption in favour of 
commercial development set out in Policy E1 
and hope that the neighbourhood policy context will 
continue to support future proposals for 
sustainable development at Somerford Park Farm, in the 
same way the borough council policies have to date. 
Somerford Park Farm is of significant importance to 
the rural economy at local, regional and national level. 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 

109 Emery 
Planning for 
Somerford 
Park Farm 

Policy H1: New Housing- states that new housing 
development will be approved in sustainable locations. It 
goes on to state that these include only the strategic sites 
and small-scale development that  meets the 
requirements of Policy H3. We object to this policy. 
Policy PG6 of the emerging Local Plan sets the 
requirement for Congleton of 4,150 new homes, which 
equates to 208 dwellings per annum on average. Other 
settlements and the Rural Areas, within which Somerford 
falls, are expected to accommodate in the order 
of 2,950 new homes (148 per annum).  The SADPD will 
provide further detail on how the development 
requirements for other settlements and the rural area 
will be met. The SADPD Issues Paper indicates at tables 
2.3 and 2.4 that after completions and commitments, 
there are 1,250 homes to be provided for.  Paragraph 
2.10 of the SADPD Issues Paper comments on the 
strategy for other settlements and rural areas. It states: 
 “The villages that fall within this category are diverse in 
terms of their scale, the services and facilities they offer 
and their other characteristics. The Plan’s overall strategy 
to generally direct development to the places where they 
support sustainable development could mean as a 
starting point, that those villages which already offer a 
reasonable range of services should be the focus for 
additional growth. That said, it is expected that the scale 
of new development at any of these villages will be quite 
limited, reflecting their place in the settlement hierarchy. 

Somerford is indeed a small 
settlement with limited 
services, which is due to see 
an unprecedented amount of 
new housing through the 
strategic site allocations.  The 
policy recognises the 
development that is to occur 
at the strategic sites, whilst 
protecting the remaining 
landscape from uncontrolled 
expansion.  The Local Plan’s 
overall strategy is that those 
villages which already offer a 
reasonable range of services 
should be the focus for 
additional growth.  
Furthermore, it is not 
considered necessary to 
allocate further sites for 
housing in the Neighbourhood 
Plan – no action. 



A criteria based policy approach could be used to set out 
the type and scale of development that could be 
permitted, in principle, at particular villages. This could 
be linked to the level of existing services and facilities 
that the particular village offers. In addition, specific sites 
could be allocated through the SADPD and/or through 
Neighbourhood Plans.”   Whilst the SNP acknowledges 
the Congleton Urban Extension Strategic Allocation 
(PS400/CS44) it does not have regard to the housing and 
other development requirements for other settlements 
and the rural area which is to be established through the 
Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy and the emerging Site 
Allocations and Development Policies Document 
(SADPD).  Whilst Somerford is a small settlement with 
limited services, it has good links with Congleton. The 
NPPF recognises at paragraph 55 that where there are 
groups of smaller settlements, development in one 
village may support services in a village nearby. 
Somerford is one such settlement that could 
accommodate additional development in a sustainable 
manner and meet some of the need for other 
settlements and rural areas. It is also the case that once 
the link road is constructed, the character of this area of 
Somerford will change significantly presenting 
opportunities for sustainable development sites to come 
forward. Our clients land to the west of Chelford Road, 
Somerford is one such site. The restrictive approach set 
out in Policy H1 (and Policy H3) would preclude the 
development of sustainable sites that come forward 
during the plan period. 

110 Emery 
Planning for 
Somerford 
Park Farm 

Policy H3: Infill Housing- states that the development of 
small infill sites/redevelopment of existing sites and the 
refurbishment or replacement of existing buildings will be 
permitted provided that four criteria are met. We object 
to these criteria as follows: Criterion 1 
The first criterion is that it does not lead to the loss of 
existing employment, commercial equestrian or 
agricultural uses. There is no justification or evidence 
base for this criterion.  Policy EG3 of the emerging 
Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy does not prohibit the 
loss of existing employment. It states that “where it can 
be demonstrated that there is a case for alternative 
development on existing employment sites, these will be 
expected to meet sustainable development objectives…” 
Furthermore, the NPPF encourages the effective use of 
land by re-using land that has been previously developed 
(paragraph 111). Therefore there is no justification for 
the blanket approach to restricting the redevelopment of 
employment land. This may result in the underutilisation 
of previously developed land in circumstances where 
there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 

Action – Amend policy H3 to 
read  
 
Policy H3: Infill Housing, 
Redevelopment, 
Replacement Dwellings and 
Conversions 
 
Development of small infill 
sites/ redevelopment of 
existing sites, the 
refurbishment or 
replacement of existing 
buildings and conversions will 
be permitted, providing: 
1. it does not lead to the loss 
of existing employment, 
commercial equestrian or 
agricultural uses, unless it can 
be robustly demonstrated 
that the use is no longer 



employment use. Applications for alternative uses of land 
or buildings should be treated on their merits. 
Commercial equestrian is an employment use and the 
same principles should apply.  Similarly, there should be 
no blanket approach restricting the loss of agricultural 
uses and there is no justification for this. 
Criterion 2 - The second criterion is that the development 
is appropriately spaced and set back to maintain the 
character and appearance of the immediate 
neighbourhood. The wording of this criterion is vague. 
There may be instances where a set-back is not necessary 
depending on the development proposed and its 
location. We would suggest that this wording is amended 
to state: “it is appropriately spaced and maintains the 
character and appearance of the immediate 
neighbourhood.” 
Criterion 3 - restricts the size of developments to 3 
houses or less. This maximum limit is entirely 
arbitrary and without justification or evidential basis. We 
refer back to our response to Policy H1.  The limit of 3 
dwellings may prohibit the most suitable sites from being 
developed and allow less suitable sites to come forward. 
The proposed threshold could also severely hinder the 
delivery of affordable housing due to the changes by the 
Government to the threshold levels for affordable 
housing and Policy SC5 of the emerging LPS. Specifically 
Policy SC5 (amended at Main Modifications Stage) sets a 
threshold of 11 or more dwellings or 1,000 s m. 
Affordable housing will not be required in developments 
below those thresholds. 

commercially viable or is to 
be provided elsewhere; 
2. it is appropriately spaced 
and set-back to maintain the 
character and appearance of 
the immediate 
neighbourhood; 
3. infill development 
comprises 3 dwellings or less 
and relates well to the size of 
the site, so as to avoid the 
appearance of over 
development; 
4. conversions and 
replacement dwellings or 
redevelopments of existing 
sites respect the character, 
size and scale of any original 
buildings and the surrounding 
area; 
5. the developer carries out a 
visual impact assessment to 
demonstrate that the 
proposal meets criteria 2,3 
and 4. 
 
Criterion 2 – A characteristic 
of Somerford is that 
development, in general, is set 
back from the road.  This 
seeks to reflect the character 
of the area and is considered 
appropriate.  No action. 
 
Criterion 3 – The strategic 
sites will be delivering a large 
amount of affordable housing, 
to meet both local and wider 
affordable housing needs.  It is 
considered appropriate to 
limit infill development to 3 to 
reflect the rural nature and 
character of Somerford.  No 
action other than that stated 
above. 

111 Emery 
Planning for 
Somerford 
Park Farm 

Policy D1: Urban Design -sets out policy for the design of 
new development. Cheshire East Council has prepared 
and recently adopted a Design Guide and we consider 
that Policy D1 should set out general design principles 
and cross refer to national guidance (for example section 
7 of the Framework) and the standards in Cheshire East. 

It is entirely appropriate for a 
Neighbourhood Plan to have a 
design policy that it locally 
distinct.  The policy does not 
significantly deviate from local 
or national design standards, 



There is no evidence that the parish has any specific 
qualities that require any significant deviation from those 
design standards or those set out in the Design Guide. 

but rather complements them 
adding local distinctiveness 
relating to Somerford.  No 
action.    

112 Emery 
Planning for 
Somerford 
Park Farm 

Policy D2: Building Design - We would reiterate our 
comments in relation to Policy D1. 

It is entirely appropriate for a 
Neighbourhood Plan to have a 
design policy that it locally 
distinct.  The policy does not 
significantly deviate from local 
or national design standards, 
but rather complements them 
adding local distinctiveness 
relating to Somerford.  No 
action.    

113 Emery 
Planning for 
Somerford 
Park Farm 

Land to the west of Chelford Road which comprises 
approximately 2.5 hectares of greenfield, agricultural 
land is being promoted for residential development.  In 
the context of the link road, the development of this site 
for residential purposes is logical. The development of 
this land would assist in meeting the outstanding need 
for 1,250 homes in other settlements and rural areas as 
identified in the Issues Paper for the SADPD. 

It is not considered necessary 
to allocate further sites for 
housing in the Neighbourhood 
Plan – no action. 

114 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

In general, Dean Lewis Estates support the preparation of 
a Neighbourhood Plan, and commend the Parish Council 
for the progress to date. 

Noted, with thanks. 

115 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

Somerford is a village located to the north west of 
Congleton, and whilst not formally designated in the 
emerging Cheshire East Local Plan, it is acknowledged as 
falling within the Other Settlements and Rural Areas 
category of the hierarchy, as defined in the emerging 
Local Plan Strategy.  Somerford has a regular bus service 
from Holmes Chapel Road which provides services to 
Crewe and Congleton (Service number 42). In addition, 
Black Firs Primary School is within a 1.6km walk of the 
site promted, west of Chelford Road, as is Congleton High 
School (1.4km). The site is also within 2km of a shopping 
centre, which includes an Aldi foodstore. It is therefore a 
sustainable settlement that should rightly accommodate 
a proportion of the future development of Cheshire East. 
The above mentioned site comprises a parcel of 
unremarkable land to the rear of properties fronting 
Chelford Road. The site has defensible boundaries in the 
form of the proposed Congleton Link Road, which will 
essentially wrap around the site to the north and west, 
containing it entirely. 
It is understood from the recent consultation on the Site 
Allocations and Development Policies Document (SADPD) 
in Tables 2.3 and 2.4 contained in the Issues Paper that, 
after completions and commitments, there remain 1,250 
homes and 4 hectares of employment land to be 

Somerford is indeed a small 
settlement with limited 
services, which is due to see 
an unprecedented amount of 
new housing through the 
strategic site allocations.   It is 
not considered necessary to 
allocate further sites for 
housing in the Neighbourhood 
Plan – no action.  



provided for in the Other Settlements and Rural Areas, 
within which Somerford falls.  The amount of 
development to be attributed to each settlement is yet to 
be determined. However, the Issues Paper suggests that 
this will likely be related to the level of services provided 
in the relevant settlement. Whilst Somerford itself is a 
small settlement with limited services, it is physically well 
connected to the services of Congleton, and could 
accommodate development in a sustainable manner 
given its proximity to services elsewhere. This is 
supported by the National Planning Policy Framework 
(hereafter referred to as The Framework) at paragraph 55 
which notes that development in one village may support 
services in other nearby areas, thereby acknowledging 
that whilst many smaller settlements do not have their 
own services, if there are services available and 
accessible nearby then development can assist in 
supporting both settlement areas. 

116 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

H1 - This policy is not supported in so far as it seeks to 
restrict new housing development to the ‘strategic sites’ 
that are subject to allocation in the emerging Cheshire 
East Local Plan and to small-scale infill sites in accordance 
with Policy H3, which later defines such sites as of 3no. or 
less dwellings.  This is not considered to be an 
appropriate or justified strategy given that some 1,250 
additional homes need to be found in the Rural Areas, as 
noted above.  In addition, it is understood that a number 
of sites in the nearby area that have been granted 
planning permission, or are subject to a resolution to 
grant planning permission (pending a Section 106 
Agreement) seek to provide a lower percentage of 
affordable housing than that required by planning policy. 
As set out in Policy SC5 of the Local Plan Strategy 
Cheshire East require 30% of dwellings on sites to be 
provided as affordable housing. Recent applications, 
including Application Reference 17/1000C (Land between 
Manchester Road and Giantswood Road) and Application 
Reference 16/1824M (Land to the north of the existing 
Radnor Park, Land at Back Lane) only propose 17.5% 
affordable housing. These and other recent applications 
are proposing reduced affordable housing numbers on 
the basis that contributions to the Link Road are 
outweighing and impacting on the viability of schemes. It 
is apparent that the Council have accepted an 
independent assessment of the viability of sites in the 
North Congleton Area and negotiations with Developers 
have concluded that a reduced affordable housing 
percentage of 17.5% can be provided if contributions are 
being made to the Link Road. As a result of this, 
affordable housing delivery is likely to fall below required 
levels, and therefore additional housing sites should be 

The strategic sites will be 
delivering a large amount of 
affordable housing, to meet 
both local and wider 
affordable housing needs.  
Somerford is indeed a small 
settlement with limited 
services, which is due to see 
an unprecedented amount of 
new housing through the 
strategic site allocations.  The 
policy recognises the 
development that is to occur 
at the strategic sites, whilst 
protecting the remaining 
landscape from uncontrolled 
expansion.  The Local Plan’s 
overall strategy is that those 
villages which already offer a 
reasonable range of services 
should be the focus for 
additional growth.  
Furthermore, it is not 
considered necessary to 
allocate further sites for 
housing in the Neighbourhood 
Plan – no action. 



found to make up for any under-delivery, not only in 
market housing but also affordable housing. 
The land at Chelford Road, Somerford (Site PSS414) is in 
two ownerships, with both land owners being willing to 
facilitate development within the Plan period. The site is 
being promoted in Part 2 of the Local Plan as a non-
strategic site for residential development, circa. 150 
units. As such it should be considered for inclusion in the 
NP as a future housing allocation. 
The site at Chelford Road is located within an area west 
of Congleton where a number of other sites have been 
granted planning permission for residential development 
(some of the Strategic Sites referred to in Policy H1) and 
all have housebuilders and developers on board. It is 
therefore correct and reasonable to conclude that the 
site is viable for residential development in an area that is 
attractive to developers. 
Initial technical studies have reported no insurmountable 
issues or material considerations at the site and there are 
no technical constraints to development. 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the site is greenfield land, 
the SA Addendum Volume at paragraph 4.14 notes that 
all of the Option sites in Congleton for example, including 
those now proposed for allocation, would result in the 
loss of greenfield land. This is not therefore considered to 
be a factor against the development of this site over and 
above any other site. 
The site is located to the west of Chelford Road and is 
bounded by the route of the now approved Congleton 
Link Road which would form the western boundary of the 
site. The character and urban form of this part of 
Somerford is therefore due to change significantly once 
the Link Road is constructed, especially in the vicinity of 
this site. As such, and in this context, the development of 
this site for residential development would be entirely 
logical and appropriate. 
It is therefore requested that the Neighbourhood Plan 
should be altered to enable flexibility in Policy H1 in order 
that further development sites can come forward in the 
event that the Council are unable to demonstrate a five 
year supply, or that a development can be demonstrated 
to comprise sustainable development, regardless of the 
housing land supply position. 

117 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

Policy H2 Housing Mix - Whilst it is noted that the 
emerging Local Plan sets out that Neighbourhood Plans 
can play an important role in securing an appropriate mix 
of housing, it also notes that this should be based on local 
evidence. This policy should therefore be amended to 
state that “…at least 10% of housing suitable for the 
elderly, subject to local evidence to support this need.” 

Action - Agree – add ‘Where 
viable’ to the start of the 
policy H2 



Viability should also be a consideration in the application 
of this policy. If an applicant is able to demonstrate that 
the provision of 10% elderly housing would detrimentally 
affect the viability of a scheme then this should justify a 
reduction, or omission completely of this requirement. 

118 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

Policy H3 Infill Housing - As noted previously, it is not 
considered appropriate to limit infill sites to 
developments of a maximum of 3 no. dwellings. If a site 
can be demonstrated to be sustainably located and to 
meet the other criteria contained in this policy and 
development control policies contained elsewhere, then 
there is no reason to prohibit it from coming forward. 
The site at Chelford Road will in due course comprise an 
infill site between the existing built form of Somerford 
and the new Congleton Link Road. The site will be 
entirely contained by natural and defensible boundaries 
and will ultimately comprise an infill site. The sustainable 
location of this site (the site should be determined to be 
a sustainable location in much the same way recent 
housing sites have been at Black Firs Lane for example, 
reference 16/5156C), and its ability to contribute to the 
supply of housing land and actual delivery of housing all 
weigh in the favour of its development. Policy H3 should 
not impose an unjustified and unnecessary maxima 3no. 
unit development rule. This Policy is inefficient and 
unjustified and should be amended accordingly. 

A site proposing 150 dwellings 
cannot be considered as infill, 
defined in the Cheshire East 
Local Plan glossary as The 
development of a relatively 
small gap between existing 
buildings. It is considered 
appropriate to limit infill 
development to 3 to reflect 
the rural nature and character 
of Somerford.  No action, 
other than changes to H3 as 
detailed in response to 
comment 110. 

119 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

Policy D1 Urban Design - lists a number of principles that 
new development should adhere to in terms of design, 
whilst this policy is generally found to be appropriate and 
justified, it is considered that criteria 11 is overly 
restrictive and should be reworded as follows. 
Open spaces should be included in new development 
sites where this is justified and possible. Where there is a 
demonstrable need for open space and a proposed 
development is large enough to require an onsite 
provision then open space should be provided for. 
However, not all schemes are suitable for open space and 
indeed not all schemes create a need, or further demand 
for open space. 

It is not considered 
appropriate to reword the 
policy as suggested, as this 
would weaken the policy.  No 
action. 

120 Dean Lewis 
Estates c/o 
Hourigan 
Connolly 

In summary, the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan is 
supported, however this must be in line with the 
emerging Local Plan and meet the basic conditions set 
out in the NPPG. The emerging Local Plan has an 
outstanding need for 1,250 new homes in the rural areas, 
and the Neighbourhood Plan therefore needs to consider 
this and how it might assist in delivering this outstanding 
need. It has been set out that the NP’s failure to align 
with the Local Plan Strategy renders the NP contrary to 
the basic conditions ‘d’ and ‘e’ as set out in the NPPG and 
should therefore be amended to better reflect the 

It is considered that the 
Neighbourhood Plan meets 
the basic conditions.  It is not 
considered necessary to 
allocate further sites in the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  No 
action. 



content of the Local Plan Strategy and to pass the basic 
condition test. 
The site at Chelford Road comprises a sustainable 
location with no known technical constraints to 
development. Should the site at Chelford Road come 
forward for development it can provide access to the 
retained land further to the west and assist in the 
provision of the Congleton Link Road. With the assistance 
of Dean Lewis Estates the landowners have entered into 
an Option with Cheshire East Council that would facilitate 
the required access to the agricultural land to the west, 
which at present the Council would have to provide 
access to when the Link Road comes forward. This site 
will be entirely contained by the existing built form of 
Somerford and the Link Road once complete, it cannot 
therefore be said to encroach into the countryside or to 
have a negative impact on the landscape and visual 
character as it will be viewed in the context of the Link 
Road and the built village, it therefore comprises a wholly 
logical and appropriate site for development and it is 
respectfully requested that the site is included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan for allocation for future residential 
development. 

121 Richborough 
Estates 

The context of the Pre-Submission Plan includes the 
allocation of strategic development and the new 
Congleton Link Road, but fails in the main to 
acknowledge the significant benefits that will arise from 
these development opportunities. 

There is no requirement for 
the Neighbourhood Plan to 
acknowledge benefits from 
specific developments.  No 
action required. 

122 Richborough 
Estates 

In respect of organisational matters, there are various 
footnote numbers but there does not appear to be the 
corresponding actual footnotes. 

Agree – see response to 
comment 34. 

123 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy CF1: Community Facilities and Assets 
The plan on Page 43 suggests that Chelford Road and 
Sandy Lane are ‘community assets’ but it is difficult to 
understand how a section of highway can be an asset to 
the community, except that it allows people to travel 
from A to B. 

The plan refers to the letter 
boxes, not the roads 
themselves.  No action. 

124 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy H1: New Housing - Part 1 of the policy states that 
to be sustainable, new development must adjoin the 
existing built-up area.  The NPPF states that there are 
three dimensions to sustainable development – 
economic, social and environmental – and these roles 
should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are 
mutually dependent. Furthermore the NPPF is very clear 
that to achieve sustainable development, economic, 
social and environmental gains should be sought jointly 
and simultaneously through the planning system. 
Nowhere does the NPPF say that if a development 
proposal does not immediately adjoin a built-up area 
then it is not sustainable development. Indeed it is well 
established through the decisions of local planning 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  The policy 
seeks to prevent uncontrolled 
expansion into the 
surrounding landscape and 
rural setting.  No action. 



authorities, planning inspectors, the Secretary of State, 
and the courts that in assessing whether there is 
sustainable development a balancing exercise must be 
undertaken looking at the positives and negatives of that 
development. 

125 Richborough 
Estates 

Part 2 states that to be sustainable new development 
must not involve the loss of high grade agricultural land.  
We have two objections to this. Firstly, the Plan does not 
define what ‘high grade’ land is. Does the policy just 
apply to Grade 1 land or is it proposed that ‘high grade’ 
falls within the same planning definition as best and most 
versatile agricultural land?  Secondly, and more 
importantly, as noted above there are three strands to 
sustainable development and as with the point above 
about built-up areas, nowhere does the NPPF say that if a 
development proposal includes Grade 1, Grade 2 or 
Grade 3a agricultural land (i.e. best and most versatile) 
that it is automatically not sustainable development. 

High grade falls within the 
planning definition as best and 
most versatile agricultural 
land.  No action. 

126 Richborough 
Estates 

Part 4 of the policy refers to maintaining the rural 
character and setting of Somerford. Whilst it is true to 
say that certain parts of the Parish do have a rural 
setting, what Part 4 fails to acknowledge is that the 
combination of the strategic allocations and the 
significant road infrastructure associated with the 
Congleton Link Road will change the feel of the Parish 
where it abuts Congleton Town. In particular the 
engineering and bridge infrastructure associated with the 
new Link Road will have a significant urbanising affect in 
this location. 
If the Plan is to pass the ‘basic condition’ test of having 
regard to national policies then Part 1 needs to be 
amended; Part 2 should be deleted; and Part 4 altered to 
refer to the rural and urban character of the Parish. 

The community value the rural 
nature and character of 
Somerford, which 
development, including that 
on the strategic sites, should 
seek to maintain.   It is 
considered that the policy is 
clear as written.  No action. 
 
 
 

127 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy H2: Housing Mix - In respect of the requirement for 
sites over 5 dwellings to provide at least 10% housing for 
the elderly, it is difficult to understand where this precise 
requirement has come from. 
Although the Parish Council’s Housing Needs Assessment 
(AECOM: April 2016) indicates some need for older 
persons housing it does not appear to suggest any 
particular figure. Furthermore a review of the Parish 
Council’s Housing Needs Survey Report (Cheshire 
Community Action: January 2016) says that of the 15.4% 
of responses which said household members wished to 
form a new household, nobody requested a bungalow 
and only one response referred to sheltered/retirement 
accommodation.  We therefore question where the 10% 
figure is derived from. Without robust evidence it cannot 
be included and therefore should be deleted from the 
draft policy. 

The rationale for this policy is 
detailed in the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  It is considered that the 
current lack of housing choice 
for older people coupled with 
the ageing population justify 
that at least 10% of housing 
should be for the elderly.  No 
action, other than that in 
response to comment 117 
above. 



128 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy D1: Design - We have a number of issues with draft 
Policy D1.  Part 1 refers to complementing the 
established character of Somerford but this fails to fully 
consider the requirement in the NPPF to optimise the 
potential of sites to accommodate development. The 
draft Neighbourhood Plan mentions that houses and 
buildings around Somerford are typically set far back 
from the roadside and exhibit large front gardens with 
long driveways. This form of development also has lower 
densities and massing.  However, this style of built form 
is typical of its day and modern design principles do not 
tend to advocate such an approach. Whilst it is expected 
that new development will take influences from the 
existing character of the local area, these need to be 
interpreted into a new design process. It is also important 
to note that the NPPF is clear that planning policies 
should not prevent or discourage appropriate innovation; 
nor should they attempt to impose architectural styles or 
particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, 
originality or initiative through unsubstantiated 
requirements to conform to certain development forms 
or styles. 

One of the core principles of 
the NPPF is to always seek to 
secure high quality design and 
a good standard of amenity 
for all existing and future 
occupants of land and 
buildings.  Developments 
should respond to local 
character and history, reflect 
the identity of local 
surroundings and materials, 
while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate 
innovation.  This policy is 
considered to help deliver the 
key planning aim of requiring 
good design.  No action. 

129 Richborough 
Estates 

Part 5 requires the retention of tress and hedgerows, and 
whilst we do generally support this, it is not always 
possible to achieve this with new development. This is 
particularly true where a new vehicle or pedestrian 
access to development has to be provided. In line with a 
more common approach in other planning policy, Part 5 
should be reworded to say trees, hedgerows and other 
landscape features should be retained where possible. 

Disagree – it is considered that 
adding ‘where possible’ would 
weaken the policy.  No action. 

130 Richborough 
Estates 

Part 8 requires permeable surfaces for all hard landscape 
areas but this is not always practical due to ground make 
up. Overall new development will incorporate sustainable 
drainage systems but the exact components of this will 
depend on the specific site. For example some ground 
conditions are not suitable for soakaways whereas other 
are. Part 8 needs to be amended to say hard landscape 
surfaces should be permeable where possible. 

Disagree – it is considered that 
adding ‘where possible’ would 
weaken the policy.  No action. 

131 Richborough 
Estates 

Part 14 suggests that there should be secure and covered 
space for cycles. We consider this is difficult to monitor 
because once a property is occupied, unless the space is a 
garage or shed and therefore utilised for other things, the 
occupiers will undoubtedly remove it if they do not have 
a cycle. 

It is considered appropriate to 
provide space for cycles.  No 
action. 

132 Richborough 
Estates 

As well as the draft policy itself, we also have a comment 
on the Explanatory Text. This states that where sites are 
being phased a masterplan should be prepared for the 
entire site before an application is submitted for the first 
phase. Such an approach completely fails to understand 
how a new housing site is built out. If development is 
phased and reserved matters discharged at different 

The development of the 
strategic site provides a rare 
opportunity to ensure that 
development is coordinated 
and gives a real sense of place 
and community.  It is thought 
appropriate that a masterplan 



times the local planning authority will have control to 
ensure that the different phases work together. There is 
therefore no requirement for a site-wide masterplan 
before the first phase. 

for the site is prepared to 
ensure that development is 
not seen as piecemeal and 
uncoordinated.  No action. 

133 Richborough 
Estates 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan is proposing to identify 
land to the east of Black Firs Lane as Local Green Space. 
The emerging Plan says that this land is to be transferred 
from the RSPB to the Parish Council. 
The plan on Page 65 indicates the land in question and 
annotates it as area ‘4’. As the Parish Council is aware we 
are promoting land to the south of Back Lane for 
residential-led development and Cheshire East Council 
has now resolved to grant outline planning permission. 
Area ‘4’ includes a small section of our application site 
within the Local Green Space – the pedestrian footpath 
link between our main site and the Public Right of Way. 
We strongly object to our land being included within the 
proposed Local Green Space designation and it must be 
removed to reflect our development scheme and the 
decision of the Members of Cheshire East Council to 
approve our application. Furthermore, the plan on Page 
28 also shows the proposed Local Green Spaces and this 
includes even more of our residential site with the 
proposed designation. Again this must be amended, not 
only to reflect our planning application boundaries but 
also the mix of uses in the CS44 allocation from the soon 
to be adopted Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy. 
As a side point, the areas referred to in the text on Page 
27 do not match the actual plan on the following page. 

Action – Partly agree – the 
plan on page 28 will be 
amended to reflect these 
comments.  It is considered 
that the one on page 65 is 
correct, therefore no action. 
 
 

134 Richborough 
Estates 

In respect of the Explanatory Text, reference is made to 
new developments incorporating wide grass-verges 
between themselves and highway infrastructure, 
something the draft Plan says is in keeping with existing 
character. The reader is then referred to the Landscape 
and Character Assessment for Somerford. 
According to the Neighbourhood Plan website there is a 
document called ‘Character and Landscape Assessment 
Somerford Parish’ (Urban Vision 2016) and one called 
‘Landscape Assessment of Congleton Borough’ (Chris 
Blandford Associates 1999). Neither of these are called a 
Landscape and Character Assessment for Somerford; and 
neither is it readily apparent in either document that 
wide grass-verges are a common feature across the 
Parish, nor do they say that as a result new development 
also needs to incorporate such verges. 
Consequently the need to maintain wide verges should 
be removed from the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

Action - Agree - Amend  
‘Landscape Character 
Assessment’ to read 
‘Character and Landscape 
Assessment Somerford 
Parish’. 
 
Verges are to be included in 
the design policy, see 
response to comment 89. 

135 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy N4: Sensitive Landscapes - Draft Policy N4 states 
that new development should not have a significant 
adverse impact on sensitive landscapes, these being 

Agree - N4 is to be amended 
as per response to comment 
42. 



defined as those with designations or the 9 key areas 
identified in the Character and Landscape Assessment. 
Clearly specific landscape designations need to be 
respected. However, in respect of the 9 key areas, the 
Character and Landscape Assessment does not describe 
these as ‘sensitive’, rather it defines them as key visual or 
character zones with each displaying a particular 
character type or quality.  It is acknowledged that the 
Assessment does look at the sensitivity of these to 
change but that is not quite the same as saying they are 
all sensitive. In fact the Assessment concludes that Area 6 
(area of ribbon development along Chelford Road and 
Black Firs Lane) actually has a low sensitivity to change. 

136 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy HA2: - This policy is confusing archaeology and 
heritage. There is no need to undertake archaeological 
investigations on a site that has a medieval field system. 
This can be dealt with via a heritage assessment and the 
policy should be amended to say this. 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written. No action. 

137 Richborough 
Estates 

Policy T1: Sustainable Transport, Safety and Accessibility 
Part 2 of draft T1 says that applications for new 
development will demonstrate that there will be no 
significant adverse impact on safety or traffic congestion, 
including any measures for mitigation. 
This does not reflect the requirement of the NPPF, which 
is clear that development should only be prevented or 
refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe 
(Paragraph 32). This should be referred to in T1, 
particularly as having regard to national policies is one of 
the ‘basic conditions’ on which the Plan will be assessed. 

Action - Agree - in order to 
reflect NPPF guidance amend 
policy T1 (2) to read 
‘Demonstrating that the 
residual cumulative impacts 
of development are not 
shown to be severe.  Where 
appropriate, new 
development should 
contribute towards traffic 
improvements.’ 

138 Richborough 
Estates 

Site PS400/CS44 Policy CUE1: Infrastructure 
Requirements.  It is not really apparent as to why there is 
a need for detailed policy on the CS44 strategic allocation 
as this is covered in the Cheshire East Local Development 
Strategy.  However, if it is to be included it would be 
beneficial to the reader to show a plan of the allocation 
and the uses proposed. 
Before commenting on the policy itself, we wish to make 
an observation about the Objective of PS400/CS44. It 
refers to a rural setting but the Parish Council must now 
recognise that with the new Link Road infrastructure the 
setting will become urbanised and there will no longer be 
a predominantly rural feel to this part of the Parish. The 
allocation of CS44 needs to be seen in that context. 
Specifically in terms of CUE1, the second bullet point 
refers to avoiding adverse impacts on capacity and safety 
on the existing highway network. Again we draw the 
Parish Council’s attention to Paragraph 32 of the NPPF 
and that development should only be prevented or 
refused on transport grounds where the residual 

It is considered that the policy 
is clear as written.  No action. 
 
See response to comment 34. 



cumulative impacts of development are severe. Draft 
Policy CUE1 needs to make reference to this. 

139 Richborough 
Estates 

Site PS400/CS44 Policy CUE2: Responding to Context 
The first bullet point requires that proposals should be 
developed in accordance with a masterplan developed 
alongside the community. As the majority of the 
allocation now has planning permission we believe this 
requirement is unnecessary. 
The local community, however, has had the opportunity 
to be involved in the preparation of the Cheshire East 
Local Plan Strategy and has also been able to comment 
on individual planning applications. 
In view of the timing of the emerging Neighbourhood 
Plan and the planning applications, there is no need for 
the first bullet point. 
The second bullet point requires that new development 
opposite existing housing will reflect the size, scale and 
character of that housing. This is unnecessary and fails to 
reflect the NPPF policy that says planning policies should 
not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular 
tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or 
initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to 
conform to certain development forms or styles. 
The second bullet point therefore should also be deleted. 

The NPPF states that 
developments should respond 
to local character and history, 
reflect the identity of local 
surroundings and materials, 
while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate 
innovation.  Additionally, it 
states that early engagement 
has significant potential to 
improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the planning 
application system for all 
parties. Good quality pre-
application discussion enables 
better coordination between 
public and private resources 
and improved outcomes for 
the community.  No action. 

140 Richborough 
Estates 

Annex 1: Non-Planning Matters 
Annex 1 should be removed as it is not appropriate to 
have non-planning matters within part of the statutory 
development plan for Cheshire East. 

This section of the plan is 
clearly distinct from policies.  
Many Neighbourhood Plans 
have non-planning matters 
and action plans, often as 
appendices – an approach 
which has been endorsed by 
numerous Neighbourhood 
Plan examiners.  No action. 

 

 

4. CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 

 

141 Mr Tom Evans, 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Manager 
at Cheshire 
East Council 

The Borough Council congratulates the Parish Council 
on the way in which the Plan has been prepared, 
closely involving the local community.  The plan is 
notable for its distinct, and meaningfully specific 
polices and the Council congratulate the Qualifying 
Body and steering group for producing a document 
which strikes an important balance between 
recognition of significant local change at a strategic 
level, and the fine grained identification of the 
elements within Somerford that are locally valued and 
should be preserved and championed in new 
development. 

Noted, with thanks.  No 
action. 



142 Mr Tom Evans, 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Manager 
at Cheshire 
East Council 

The recent ministerial statement on neighbourhood 
planning and Housing White Paper, indicates a change 
in government policy on the tests to be applied when 
considering planning applications in locations with a 
neighbourhood plan that allocates development sites. 
Whilst the detail of this approach is yet to be 
publicised, consideration should be given to the 
benefits of allocating development sites in the 
neighbourhood area. Cheshire East Council will soon 
begin work on part two of the Local Plan, the Site 
Allocations and Development Policies Document 
(SADPD),via an issues and options consultation during 
which a call for small sites will be launched. Whilst little 
further residential development is required at 
Congleton, or in Somerford specifically, the benefits of 
small scale allocations may help deliver the aims of the 
plan, provide some flexibility in regard local housing 
supply and trigger the assessment criteria outlined in 
the ministerial statement and Housing White Paper. 
The Council hopes to work collaboratively with 
communities across the borough whislt developing its 
part two Local Plan, especially in locations that have or 
are preparing neighbourhood plans. In anticipation of 
this process the Parish Council may wish to consider a 
local site allocations process through the 
neighbourhood plan. The Council has prepared 
guidance to assist in a local site allocations process. 

It is not thought necessary to 
allocate further housing 
development in Somerford at 
this time, due to the large 
number of new houses that 
will be built through the 
allocation of the strategic sites 
through the Local Plan 
process.  Policies will allow for 
further appropriate small 
scale development. No action.  

143 Mr Tom Evans, 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Manager 
at Cheshire 
East Council 

Policy H1 - Part 1 of the policy may need further 
clarification. Given the strategic sites are at an 
advanced stage of allocation via the Local Plan and 
many are subject to extant permission, It appears the 
criteria can only apply to small scale infill development, 
If infill opportunities exist that are designated as open 
countryside, the policy as written may prevent delivery 
of the policy objective. Suggested amendment: 
1. Adjoin the existing built area and minimise 
encroachment into the Open Countryside. 

Action – agree – amend 
policy H1 to read ‘adjoin the 
existing built up area and 
minimise encroachment into 
the open countryside’. 

144 Mr Tom Evans, 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Manager 
at Cheshire 
East Council 
 
(Bold inserts 
from the 
steering group, 
for clarity). 

Policy N1 - For clarity the policy would benefit from 
bringing the named Local Green Spaces into the main 
paragraph, at bullet point 2. 
 -  Proposed area 1: This is an extensive area of land, at 
some distance from the community.  The area is also 
the subject of development consent and allocation for 
the development of the Congleton Link Road and 
therefore may conflict with the aims of the emerging 
9advanced) Local Plan Strategy. 
 -  Proposed area 2: The area appears consistent with 
the Local Plan Strategy and yet is at some distance 
from the community and may be considered an 
extensive tract of land. 

Action – agree – Amend 
policy N1, point 2 to read ‘not 
encroaching onto the Local 
Green Spaces designated in 
this Neighbourhood Plan.  
The Local Green Spaces are 
‘Longbarrow’ to the south of 
Holmes Chapel Road; 
Goodwins Pool; Blackfirs 
Nature Reserve and the 
Proposed country park 
adjacent to Back Lane Playing 
Fields.’ 
 



 -  Proposed area 3: The area is within an identified 
strategic allocation and intended to be reserved as 
public open space via the CELPS.  The principle of 
designation as Local Green Space would appear 
consistent with the Borough Council’s approach here 
however the extent of the land proposed would 
conflict with the residential allocation for site CS44.  
Therefore the extent of the proposal should be 
reviewed and brought into conformity with the 
proposals as per the Local Plan Strategy. (Proposed 
country park adjacent to Back Lane Playing Fields 
number 4 in policy N1) 
 -  Proposed area 4: Whilst the area is identified for 
residential development within the CELPS, planning 
application 13/2746C does not seek consent on the 
area identified.  Therefore the area is considered 
appropriate for Local Green Space designation as per 
the criteria set out in the policy. (Blackfirs Nature 
Reserve, number 3 in Policy N1) 
- Proposed area 5: The proposed area would seem to 
meet the tests. (Goodwins Pool –number 2 in Policy 
N1) 
-Proposed area 6: The proposed area would seem to 
meet the tests, although is at some distance from the 
community and it is unclear if the land is publicly 
accessible – an alternative designation may be more 
appropriate in regard its biodiversity value, rather than 
as a Local Green Space. (Longbarrow). 

There has been some 
confusion as within the draft 
Neighbourhood Plan there 
were different numbering 
systems and an inaccurate 
map for Local Green Spaces.  
This has been amended.  
There are now 4 Local Green 
Spaces, not 6, and these 
correlate with the proposed 
areas 3, 4 5 and 6 in CEC’s 
comments – which are 
numbers 4, 3, 2 and 1 in 
policy N1.  In relation to CEC’s 
comments, proposed area 3 
is Number 4 in the policy, 
‘Proposed Country Park’.  
Proposed area 4 is number 3 
in the policy, Blackfirs Nature 
Reserve. Proposed area 5 in 
number 2 in the policy, 
Goodwin’s Pool) and 
Proposed area 6 is number 1 
in Policy N1, Longbarrow. 
 
It is considered that the 4 
designated Local Green 
Spaces are appropriate – 
Longbarrow will be near to 
new housing which has 
permission, and it is 
considered that the map for 
the proposed country park is 
correct (see reposnse to 
comment 133).  No action. 
 

145 Mr Tom Evans, 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Manager 
at Cheshire 
East Council 

Policy N3 - The policy would benefit from a map 
identifying a 50m buffer around Black Firs nature 
reserve and an explanation of the specific reasons this 
is necessary and how it may be accommodated without 
compromising the sites ability to satisfy the strategic 
housing requirements in this location (as set out in the 
CELPS). 
The land in question is within strategic site CS44, the 
subject of consent under application 16/5156C with 
reserved matters/ conditions currently being 
considered under 17/2932D. 

No map is available but there 
is evidence on the 
Neighbourhood Plan website 
that gives the reason for the 
50m buffer - no action. 

146 Mr Tom Evans, 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Manager 

Policies CUE1 and CUE2 –  
As per above, progress on development of site CS44 is 
being made with the main application approved and 
conditions submitted for discharge. Many of the issues 

Noted – no action. 



at Cheshire 
East Council 

identified in the policy have been addressed either by 
the CELPS or within the application itself and the 
matter is likely to be fully resolved by the time the 
Somerford Neighbourhood Plan completes 
examination. Although the policy conclusions reached 
in the neighbourhood plan may be overtaken by 
events, The Council is encouraged that the locally 
identified criteria and principles of development are 
broadly consistent with the Councils own approach. 
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