
Alderley Neighbourhood Plan: Advisory Comments, pre-Reg 14 (12.09.19) 

General Recommendations: 

Cheshire East Council welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the draft 
Alderley Edge Neighbourhood Plan and is submitting comments in this format as the 
on-line survey does not offer a way to comment on the plan without indicating 
support (or otherwise) for a policy. There are many policies that the borough council 
would support but that would benefit from editing, and there is unfortunately no 
means to record this via the survey. 

Wherever possible, neighbourhood plans should seek to add value to the 
development plan by providing clear and specific guidance on important local matters 
that are not otherwise addressed by planning policy elsewhere. The neighbourhood 
plan successfully achieves this in a number of places with policies covering design 
guidance, the conservation area, local green space, the station gateway, community 
facilities, Chorley hall playing fields and additional parking at Festival Hall providing a 
policy direction that cannot be found in other parts of the development plan. These 
policies say something locally specific about Alderley Edge. These policies 
particularly could add value to Cheshire East Councils Development Plan, giving 
direction to decision making where only a more general set of rules is currently 
available for guidance. It is recommended that these policies are retained and refined 
to fully develop the value they can add to future decision making in Alderley Edge. 

In creating a plan, it is desirable, and inevitable that all current issues, planning and 
otherwise, are brought to the table for consideration. The value of neighbourhood 
plans is in far more than the policies produced and the plan-making process itself 
plays an important local capacity building for the long term. However, as the plan 
develops it is important to discern between those issues that are worthy of pursuit as 
planning policies and those that are either covered by planning policy elsewhere, or 
should be pursued by other means (perhaps through development 
projects/community activities and such like).  

The first draft of the Alderley Edge neighbourhood plan has successfully articulated a 
wide range of issues that affect the community, however by seeking to cover such 
breadth of material, the plan inevitably includes policies that are fully addressed by 
other parts of the existing development plan, and some matters that fall outside of the 
remit of planning. 

At paragraph 16 the NPPF sets out a series of requirements for development plans, 
including that they should ‘serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary 
duplication of policies that apply to a particular area (including policies in this 
Framework, where relevant).’  Whilst there are many policies that do serve a clear 
purpose in the draft AENDP, there are examples where local plan polices are either 
repeated or recreated in a way similar to the approach already set out in the 
Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy or emerging Site Allocations and Development 
Strategy.  Therefore the core recommendation here is to thoroughly review the 
AENDP against the existing development plan and identify where duplication may 
have occurred. 



This aside, the plan is a very well structured document with a succinct set of 
objectives that underpin a narrative which is easy to read. Visually it is attractive and 
well laid out and the careful design of the document is an expression of the care and 
attention paid to the matters covered in the plan. 

Below I provide some key comments on a limited range of policies that would either 
benefit from further attention or potentially raise a conflict with strategic matters 
identified in the boroughs development plan. 

Detailed Policy Comments: 

Policy Comment 

AE2 

To ensure the matters in the design code are fully tested by 
consultation and given the policy status necessary for decision 
makers to use in full, It is recommended to bring elements of the 
design code directly into the policy itself.  

AE2 (4A) 

Setting detailed prescriptive housing requirements is rarely 
successful at examination, if this approach is pursued it must be 
supported by a level of detailed evidence that justifies why this 
particular mix is the best approach over other options. 

AE2 (4D) 

The approach to affordable housing contributions is established 
in the CELPS (policy SC5) which allows contributions to be 
made in lieu of affordable housing provision. As written, the 
current policy would not be considered to be in conformity with 
the strategic policies of the local plan, a key test of examination. 

AE3 

Planning policies should not address matters covered by other 
legislation including matters addressed by building regulations. 
Many of the considerations listed in this policy are covered by 
existing building regulations and it is therefore recommended 
that the policy is reviewed to understand whether there are 
related design issues that could be addressed here as an 
alternative approach.  

AE10 

Local Green Space proposals must satisfy a series of tests in 
order to be adopted. LGS 3, 4 and 5 would benefit from 
additional description on how they are considered to be 
‘demonstrably special’ to inform an examiners view here. 

AE13 

The national planning policy framework makes no allowance to 
protect ‘views’.  It is a term that describes a field of vision across 
an undefined distance, potentially incorporating many objects, 
buildings and features of the landscape and given the 
unbounded nature of the term, it is deliberately ambiguous 
requiring  qualification to be made meaningful (a view of…the 
tree /  a view of…the woods).  It is therefore difficult to articulate 
the value of an entire view with out such qualification that would 
make the policy specific, and following from this difficulty, 



identifying where harm may arise to that view. However, the 
proposed policy is based in a recognition that the local 
landscape is of special significance and valued locally and 
therefore the policy may benefit from seeking to protect the 
valued features and characteristics of the local landscape which 
are more specifically identifiable, rather than a more ambiguous 
and wide ranging concept of a ‘view’. The following words could 
be used to inform a review of the policy: 
 
‘Development proposals must not significantly harm, individually 
or cumulatively, characteristic features within the local 
landscape. The characteristic features within the landscape 
are…(evidence should be provided to justify their status).’ 

 


