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Appendix 5:  Responses to Regulation 14 Public Consultation 
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Alderley Edge NDP – Regulation 14 Public Consultation - 27th January - 9th March 2020 
 

Consideration of Responses and Proposed Amendments to the Regulation 14 Draft NDP 
 

Table 1 - Comments from Cheshire East Council (Extracted from SurveyMonkey) 
 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

Q1 Draft Policy 
AE1: Alderley 
Edge 
Development 
Strategy 

RESPONSE 
 Skipped this question 
 

 No change. 

    

Q2 Draft Policy 
AE2: Design, 
Scale & Type of 
new Housing 

RESPONSES 
 None 

  

 In local service centres 
(of which Alderley Edge 
is one) schemes of 11 or 
more dwellings or a 
combined floor space of 
1000sqm are required to 
provide 30% Affordable 
Housing.  
 

Noted. 
 
Part D - This part of the policy was prepared 
in response to local peoples' concerns about 
the lack of affordable housing provision in 
Alderley Edge - the argument was that there 
is a particular issue in this area that needs a 
local response / policy.  The Steering Group 
and Parish Council would prefer to retain Part 
D and refer to this to the Examiner for 

Amend NDP. 
 
Amend AE2 Part D to refer to 11 dwellings to 
tie in with the Local Plan. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

Part D of the policy must 
comply with Cheshire 
East Councils Common 
Allocations Policy and 
the approach to 
allocation of affordable 
housing cannot be 
determined by a 
neighbourhood plan 
policy. As this matter is 
covered by the 
allocations policy, it is 
recommended part D is 
removed from policy and 
referred to in the 
supporting text.  
 

consideration.  The Policy should be amended 
to refer to 11 or more dwellings to tie in with 
the Local Plan. 
 
 

 It is not clear why part E 
of the policy is 
necessary. In market 
lead schemes the 
affordable housing 
element is often 
subsidised by market 
sales and delivery is 
achieved at agreed 

Accepted. 
 
Delete E. 

Amend NDP. 
 
Delete Part E.  
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

‘trigger’ points of 
development such as the 
sale of 50% of the 
homes. Such a 
requirement may render 
schemes undeliverable 
and there is little 
explanation here to 
understand whether this 
may arise dues to the 
policy approach.  

 Whilst it is important 
that viable schemes fully 
meet planning policy 
requirements, the 
supporting text at 6.23 
does not reflect the 
approach to viability in 
planning as set out by 
national planning 
practice guidance see 
paragraphs 007, 008 and 
009 in particular).  
 

Partially accepted. 
 
Insert additional text at the start of the 
paragraph referring to PPG. 

Amend NDP. 
 
Add to beginning of 6.23: 
 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out 
the Government's approach to viability and 
decision taking.  Paragraph 007 advises that 
'where up-to-date policies have set out the 
contributions expected from development, 
planning applications that fully comply with 
them should be assumed to be viable. It is up 
to the applicant to demonstrate whether 
particular circumstances justify the need for 
a viability assessment at the application 
stage.' Paragraph 008 goes on to say ' Where 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

a viability assessment is submitted to 
accompany a planning application this 
should be based upon and refer back to the 
viability assessment that informed the plan; 
and the applicant should provide evidence of 
what has changed since then.' 
 
Add to end of 6.23: 
 
PPG Paragraph 009 advises that 'plans 
should set out circumstances where review 
mechanisms may be appropriate' and Policy 
AE2  has been amended following advice 
from CEC during the Regulation 14 public 
consultation to include a paragraph on 
viability and review. 
 
 

  
To strengthen this 
element of the policy 
and ensure the full policy 
requirements of 
development can be 
achieved, the parish 
council should consider 

Accepted. 
 
Add a further part to the Policy under a sub 
heading 'Viability' as recommended. 

Amend NDP Policy AE2. 
 
Add further paragraph: 
 
'Viability and Review 
 
Where applicants demonstrate poor viability 
and secure reduced obligations for 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

introducing a policy to 
address viability. Where 
applicants demonstrate 
poor viability and secure 
reduced obligations on 
this basis, a 
neighbourhood plan 
policy could introduce a 
condition to require a 
review of schemes at 
specific points in the 
future and apply an 
‘overage’ payment 
(identified in any S106 
agreement), should 
viability improve.  
 

affordable housing on this basis, reviews of 
the scheme will be required at key points 
taking into consideration responses to initial 
marketing and promotional campaigns, take 
up and final house prices.   Such reviews will 
be required at the following times: 
- 6 months from the completion of the first 
phase of the scheme; and  
- 12 months from the completion of the first 
phase of the scheme; and 
- On completion of the scheme. 
 
Where viability improves, an ‘overage’ 
payment will be applied (as identified in any 
S106 agreement). 
 

Q3 Draft Policy 
AE3: Sustainable 
Housing Design 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Further advice on 
addressing climate 
change through  
neighbourhood planning 
policy is available from 
the Centre for 

Noted. 
 
The document Neighbourhood Planning In A 
Climate Emergency, Centre for Sustainable 
Energy, February 2020 
(https://www.cse.org.uk/projects/view/1343) 

Amend NDP. 
 
Amend para 6.25: 
 
Insert after first sentence: 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

Sustainable Energy, 
advice can be accessed 
here.  
 

has been reviewed.  Useful background 
information from the report could be added 
to strengthen the supporting text. 
 
 

Paragraph 148 goes on to advise that 'The 
planning system should support the 
transition to a low carbon future in a 
changing climate, taking full account of flood 
risk and coastal change. It should help to: 
shape places in ways that contribute to 
radical reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, minimise vulnerability and 
improve resilience; encourage the reuse of 
existing resources, including the conversion 
of existing buildings; and support renewable 
and low carbon energy and associated 
infrastructure.'  The Committee on Climate 
Change (CCC) advises in their 2019 report, 
‘UK housing: Fit for the future' (insert 
footnote ref:  
www.theccc.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/UKhousing- 
Fit-for-the-future-CCC-2019.pdf) 
“We will not meet our targets for emissions 
reduction without near complete 
decarbonisation of the housing stock. Energy 
use in homes accounts for about 14% of UK 
greenhouse gas emissions. These 
emissions need to fall by at least 24% by 
2030 from 1990 levels, but are currently off 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

track ... The technology exists to deliver 
homes that are low-carbon, energy efficient 
and climate-resilient, with safe air 
quality and moisture levels. The costs are not 
prohibitive, and getting design right from the 
outset is vastly cheaper and more feasible 
than having to retrofit later.”  This is noted in 
the Centre for Sustainable Energy's report 
Neighbourhood Planning In A Climate 
Emergency, published in February 2020 
(insert footnote reference 
https://www.cse.org.uk/projects/view/1343) 
which advises that 'The reality is that the 
homes we build today will be still be in use in 
2050. Therefore to achieve our carbon 
reduction targets cost effectively, new 
housing built today must be built to zero 
carbon standards as soon as possible.' 
 

Q4 Draft Policy 
AE4: Rear 
Garden & 
Backland 
Development 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Policy HOU8 of the 
publication draft SADPD 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

sets out a policy on 
Backland development 
that may be worth 
reviewing and 
incorporating if 
considered appropriate. 
 
Proposals for tandem or 
backland development 
will only be permitted 
where they: 1. 
demonstrate a 
satisfactory means of 
access to an existing 
public highway that has 
an appropriate 
relationship with existing 
residential properties; 2. 
do not have 
unacceptable 
consequences for the 
amenity of the residents 
of existing or proposed 
properties; 3. are equal 
or subordinate in scale to 
surrounding buildings, 

NDPs should not duplicate local plan policies 
and Policy AE4 is locally specific to Alderley 
Edge.  The Policy already addresses 
protection of local character and residential 
amenity in relation to Alderley Edge. SADPD 
HOU8 addresses access and scale and, once 
adopted, this policy would also apply.  
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

particularly those 
fronting the highway; 
and 4. are sympathetic 
to the character and 
appearance of the 
surrounding area 
through its form, layout, 
boundary treatments 
and other characteristics.  
 
 
 

Q5 Draft Policy 
AE5: Encouraging 
Entrepreneurship 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 None  
 

(Note - Respondent completed Q5 but the 
answer appears to refer to Policy AEP7 - see 
below.) 

No change 

Q6 Draft Policy 
AE6: Supporting 
existing 
businesses 

RESPONSES 
 None 

  

 None  No change. 

Q7 Draft Policy 
AE7: Encouraging 
Visitor support 

RESPONSES 
 None 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

for local 
businesses 

 As a policy requirement, 
demonstrating how the 
wider local economy will 
be ‘maintained and 
enhanced’ will be 
difficult to demonstrate. 
A simpler test may that 
proposals ‘make a 
positive contribution’ to 
the economy, for 
example by creating 
additional jobs or 
diversifying the range of 
services on offer in the 
neighbourhood area. 

Accepted, but taking into account the need to 
maintain a balance between an offer that 
appeals to visitors which supports local 
businesses and the needs/concerns of local 
residents.  
 
Amend Part 1 as suggested. 

Amend NDP Policy AE7. 
 
Delete 1 and replace with: 
 
1.  Proposals for tourism related 
development should demonstrate how they 
make a positive contribution to the local 
economy.  This could be evidenced by 
creating additional jobs, or by diversifying 
the range of services on offer in the 
neighbourhood area whilst maintaining a 
mix of shops, services and facilities for local 
residents. 
 

 Planning policy should be 
drafted to be clear and 
unambiguous and give 
the decision taker clear 
instructions on how to 
treat proposals. As 
written, part two of the 
policy leaves a degree of 
ambiguity in relation to 

Accepted. 
 
Amend Part 2 as suggested. 
 
Policies AE14 and AE15 provide more detail 
about accessibility and Policy AE7 could cross 
reference these policies. 

Amend NDP Policy AE7. 
 
Delete 2 and replace with: 
 
2.  New visitor accommodation development 
which is of a suitable scale and design will be 
encouraged within the settlement boundary 
where it has good pedestrian and cycle 
access to local facilities and visitor 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

terms that refer to 
‘appropriate locations’ 
and ‘close’ which leave 
considerable room for 
interpretation. 
 
If the policy is to be 
taken forward it should 
be re-drafted to be clear, 
unambiguous and 
specific.  

attractions (see NDP Policies AE14 and 
AE15). 
 
 

 Part 4 of the policy is 
unnecessary (all policy in 
the plan applies to 
applications, where that 
policy is material to its 
determination).  
 

Accepted. 
 
See also above - cross reference to AE14 and 
AE15. 

Amend NDP Policy AE7. 
 
Delete Part 4. 

Q8 Draft Policy 
AE8: Supporting 
a vibrant village 
centre 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 
 

The policy could be 
enhanced by identifying 
the ‘shopping area’ 
referred to on a map (if it 

Accepted. 
 
Refer to 'primary shopping area' as identified 
in the SADPD.  

Amend NDP Policy AE8 
 
Insert "identified primary" before "shopping 
area" in first sentence. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

is the same as the 
primary shopping area’ 
identified in the 
publication draft SADPD 
it would be helpful to be 
clear on this.  

 
Amend beginning of paragraph 7.21: 
Insert the following additional text in the 
first sentence after '… concentrated on': 
'the primary shopping area of London Road 
and adjacent streets from Davey Lane to 
Macclesfield Road (as identified on the 
Cheshire East publication draft SADPD 
Policies Map).' 
 
 

 Part 2b of the policy 
would benefit from 
consideration of the 
specific use classes being 
supported here. This 
could be referred to in 
the supporting text to 
add clarity to the policy.  

Accepted. 
 
Some temporary  D1 uses may be 
appropriate, eg crèches, art galleries (other 
than for sale or hire), museums, non-
residential education and training centres but 
also utilisation of 'meanwhile use' to 
temporarily turn vacant units into space for 
community use. 
 
 

Amend NDP Policy AE8 Part 2 B to: 
 
Temporary use of vacant units for 
appropriate cultural or community use 
(under Use Classes D1 and Meanwhile Use) 
will be supported. 
 
Add further text to supporting text after 7.28 
(new 7.29) and renumber others: 
 
'Vacant units impact adversely on the vitality 
and attractiveness of the centre.  Although 
this is not a significant problem at the 
current time, the PC will consider temporary 
'meanwhile use' for these units by non-
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

commercial occupiers that can contribute to 
the vitality of the centre.  The PC considers 
the following to be acceptable:  community 
group projects, art/cultural exhibitions and 
activities, school project displays, voluntary 
groups showcasing their work. 
 
Some of these changes of use form part of 
the general permitted development rights 
and are subject to prior approval, others 
have temporary permitted changes, and 
some require planning permission.' 
 

Q9 Draft Policy 
AE9: Landscape 
Character & 
Access 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 The policy refers to a 
green gap. The Green 
Belt provides significant 
constraint, and to 
prevent neighbouring 
towns from merging into 
one another (para 134 
NPPF).  
 

Not accepted. 
 
The protection of this part of the Green Belt 
and open area between the 2 settlements 
has been a concern of residents throughout 
the NDP consultation processes.  The Draft 
Policy was supported by a large majority of 
local residents who responded at Regulation 
14 and the Parish Council would prefer to 

Amend NDP Policy AE9. 
 
Add text to end of first paragraph: 
"as shown on Map 6." 
 
Add new Map 6 and renumber other maps. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

Reference to a green gap 
is difficult to apply in 
policy unless it is defined 
on a map, however given 
the purpose of the green 
belt is to prevent 
settlements merging into 
one another, the 
application of a formal 
green gap here would 
not seem necessary.  

retain this part of the Policy and to be 
considered as part of the examination 
process. 
 
The Policy could be strengthened by 
identifying the area protected by Green Belt 
on a new map. 
 

Q10 Draft Policy 
AE10: Local 
Green Spaces 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Many of the LGS listed 
are highway verges and 
the description of how 
they are demonstrably 
special is little more than 
a description of their 
location. Whilst verges 
can and do perform a 
character and 
biodiversity assets, they 
are addressed by other 
policies in the 

Not accepted. 
 
Only two of the five LGS (4 and 5) could be 
described as “verges” (defined as a road edge 
or border). These two LGS are both located at 
the same place - at a key gateway to the 
village, where they also screen the village’s 
sole Grade 1 listed site (Chorley Hall). They 
also border the Ryleys Lane site identified for 
housing in the SADPD, so their screening 
value will increase. 
 

Add further text to Figure 3 to strengthen 
justification. 
 
1: Add the following text to the column 
headed ‘Demonstrably Special’: ‘Located at 
key gateway on the main (previously A34) 
northern approach to the village and 
contributes significantly to the green setting 
of Alderley Edge. Adjacent to…etc’ 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

development plan and 
careful thought should 
be given as to whether 
they extent to which 
they are ‘special’, if so 
how that special quality 
can be described.  

The other three LGS (1,2 and 3) are grassed 
reservations in the centre of key junctions. Of 
these, two out of three (1 and 3)  are located 
at key gateways into the village (at the 
junction of Ryleys Lane and London Road; 
and on Heyes Lane) where the triangular 
greens and trees on them perform an 
important role in enhancing the approach to 
the village centre. The third (LGS2) is a square 
in the centre of the Bollin Fields 
development, which forms the focal point for 
that area. It has also been adopted by local 
residents, with the support of the Parish 
Council, for enhancement through 
landscaping and new planting. 
 
In summary: the identified Local Green 
Spaces all contribute to the special character 
of Alderley Edge and add to its general 
greenness and character.  Figure 3 sets out 
the justification for each, including how they 
are "demonstrably" special".  The Parish 
Council does not accept that they are little 
more than highway verges; 1, 3, 4 and 5 
contribute to the setting of heritage assets, 

2: Delete ‘(Alderley in Bloom)’ and add ‘who 
are developing proposals to further improve 
the landscaping of the square’ 
 
3: No change 
4: Move text currently under ‘Close 
Proximity to Community’ to the column 
headed  ‘Demonstrably Special’. 
Under ‘Close Proximity to Community’ add: 
‘Adjacent to Alderley Edge’s only Grade 1 
listed property and to long-established 
residential houses. Also adjacent to 
residential development proposed by the 
SADPD’ 
 
(5: Delete altogether) 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

while 3 has been adopted by a volunteer 
group. 
 
The Parish Council would prefer to retain 
these in the NDP for consideration through 
the examination process, however following 
consideration of the developer comments in 
relation to the proposed housing site off 
Ryley's Lane and access requirements it is 
proposed to delete 3 from the Submission 
Plan. 
 
The justifications in Figure 3 have been 
strengthened to reflect the above. 
 

Q11 Draft Policy 
AE11: Protecting 
and enhancing 
the Conservation 
Area and 
adjacent areas 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Skipped  No change. 

Q12 Draft Policy 
AE12: Local & 
Historic 
Character 

RESPONSES 
 None 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

 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 

Noted. 
 
This seems to duplicate the response to Q12 - 
see below. 
 
Policy AE12 does refer to important views in 
2D but the proposed wording by CEC has 
already been included in Policy AE9 2. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

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 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

within the local 
landscape. The 
characteristic features 
within the landscape are 
(evidence should be 
provided to justify their 
status).’  
 

Q13 Draft Policy 
AE13: Key views 
and townscape 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 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 

Noted. 
 
The identified important views were 
considered as part of the AECOM report 
providing Design Codes.  The policy has been 
supported by residents who responded to 
consultations including at Regulation 14 and 
the Parish Council would prefer to see 
references to important views retained and 
considered as part of the examination 
process. 
 
The proposed wording by CEC has already 
been included in Policy AE9 2. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

meaningful (a view 
of...the tree / a view 
of...the woods). It is 
therefore difficult to 
articulate the value of an 
entire view without 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 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

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).’  
 

Q14 Draft Policy 
AE14: 
Sustainable 
transport routes 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Skipped  No change. 

Q15 Draft Policy 
AE15: Promoting 

RESPONSES 
 None 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

accessibility to 
public transport 

 

 Skipped  No change. 

Q16 Draft Policy 
AE16: Supporting 
the provision of 
additional 
parking 
spaces at Ryleys 
Lane car park 
which is adjacent 
to the Park to 
improve car 
parking facilities 
in Alderley Edge 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 The site in question is 
owned by Cheshire East 
Council. The Council 
notes the ambition of 
the parish council and 
has not made any 
decision in regards 
disposal or development 
of this site. The Council 
will employ a 
transparent and fair 

Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

process should the 
disposal or development 
of the site be pursued in 
the future.  
 

Q17 Draft Policy 
AE17: Car 
Parking 

RESPONSES 
None 
 

  

 Skipped  No change. 

Q18 Draft Policy 
AE18: The 
Station Gateway 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Skipped  No change. 

Q19 Draft Policy 
AE19: Protecting 
and enhancing 
local community 
facilities 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 Skipped  No change. 

Q20 Draft Policy 
AE20: Chorley 
Hall Lane Playing 
Fields 

RESPONSES 
 None 
 

  

 The policy refers to 
‘renovation’ which 
implies retention of  

Accepted. 
 
Amend policy wording as suggested. 

Amend NDP Policy AE20. 
 
Delete C and replace with: 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and 
comments 

Steering Group and Sub-group consideration Agreed changes to the NDP 

the existing building. If 
there is an expectation 
that the building will be 
demolished and re-built 
the policy should reflect 
this.  
 

 
C Renovation and improvement of the 
existing changing block, or demolition and 
development of a replacement building, to 
allow for more varied use of facilities; and 
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Alderley Edge NDP – Regulation 14 Public Consultation - 27th January - 9th March 2020 
 

Consideration of Responses and Proposed Amendments to the Regulation 14 Draft NDP 
 

Table 2 - Comments from Consultation Bodies and Other Organisations 

 

Organisation 
Name and 
Reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / Policy 
Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup 
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

1. 
The Coal 
Authority 

    

1.1 All  Thank you for consulting The Coal 
Authority on the above. 
Having reviewed your document, I 
confirm that we have no specific 
comments to make on it. 
 
 

Noted. No change. 

2. 
Sport 
England 

    

2.1 All Government planning policy, within the 
National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), identifies how the planning 
system can play an important role in 
facilitating social interaction and 
creating healthy, inclusive communities. 
Encouraging communities to become 

Noted. 
 
The NDP has a strong emphasis 
on encouraging healthy 
communities and physical 
activity. 

No change. 
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Organisation 
Name and 
Reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / Policy 
Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup 
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

more physically active through walking, 
cycling, informal recreation and formal 
sport plays an important part in this 
process. Providing enough sports 
facilities of the right quality and type in 
the right places is vital to achieving this 
aim. This means that positive planning 
for sport, protection from the 
unnecessary loss of sports facilities, 
along with an integrated approach to 
providing new housing and employment 
land with community facilities is 
important.  
   
It is essential therefore that the 
neighbourhood plan reflects and 
complies with national planning policy 
for sport as set out in the NPPF with 
particular reference to Pars 96 and 97. 
It is also important to be aware of Sport 
England’s statutory consultee role in 
protecting playing fields and the 
presumption against the loss of playing 
field land. Sport England’s playing fields 
policy is set out in our Playing Fields 
Policy and Guidance document.  
http://www.sportengland.org/playingfi
eldspolicy  

The NDP protects existing open 
spaces and recreation facilities In 
Policy AE19 and these are 
identified on a map. 
 
Policy AE20 supports appropriate  
proposals for improvements in 
facilities at Chorley Hall playing 
fields which provides football 
facilities. 
 
Policy AE16 could lead to the loss 
of part of a public park for car 
parking but this is subject to re-
provision. 
 
The AENDP also includes a range 
of policies and proposals which 
encourage walking and cycling in 
the Access and Infrastructure 
section.  

http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy
http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy


29 
 

Organisation 
Name and 
Reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / Policy 
Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup 
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

   
Sport England provides guidance on 
developing planning policy for sport 
and further information can be found 
via the link below. Vital to the 
development and implementation of 
planning policy is the evidence base on 
which it is founded.   
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/planning-for-sport/forward-
planning/  
   
Sport England works with local 
authorities to ensure their Local Plan is 
underpinned by robust and up to date 
evidence. In line with Par 97 of the 
NPPF, this takes the form of 
assessments of need and strategies for 
indoor and outdoor sports facilities. A 
neighbourhood planning body should 
look to see if the relevant local 
authority has prepared a playing pitch 
strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports 
facility strategy. If it has then this could 
provide useful evidence for the 
neighbourhood plan and save the 
neighbourhood planning body time and 
resources gathering their own evidence. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
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It is important that a neighbourhood 
plan reflects the recommendations and 
actions set out in any such strategies, 
including those which may specifically 
relate to the neighbourhood area, and 
that any local investment opportunities, 
such as the Community Infrastructure 
Levy, are utilised to support their 
delivery.   
   
Where such evidence does not already 
exist then relevant planning policies in a 
neighbourhood plan should be based on 
a proportionate assessment of the need 
for sporting provision in its area. 
Developed in consultation with the local 
sporting and wider community any 
assessment should be used to provide 
key recommendations and deliverable 
actions. These should set out what 
provision is required to ensure the 
current and future needs of the 
community for sport can be met and, in 
turn, be able to support the 
development and implementation of 
planning policies. Sport England’s 
guidance on assessing needs may help 
with such work.  
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http://www.sportengland.org/planningt
oolsandguidance#  
 

2.2 AE19: Protecting 
and enhancing 
local community 
facilities 

It is noted that Cheshire East have an up 
to date Playing Pitch Strategy which was 
updated in June 2019.  As such, any 
recommendations therefore regarding 
playing fields should be informed by the 
councils adopted Playing Pitch Strategy.  
It is noted that Draft Policy AE19: 
Protecting and Enhancing Local 
Community facilities sets out the 
approach to community and recreation 
facilities. 

Sport England would prefer to see a 
separate sport policy that includes 
indoor and outdoor sport. It would 
ensure better definition of the role of 
sport (formal) and recreation (informal 
physical activity) and ensure sport 
related policies are appropriately 
implemented. Historically sport 
protection and provision has been 
encompassed within a generic open 
space/green infrastructure policy.  
However, it is Sport England’s 
experience that separate sport policies 

Accepted. 
 
Policy AE19 should be re-drafted 
to show clear differentiation 
between community and sports 
and recreation facilities. 

Amend NDP Policy AE19. 
 
Amend title to: 
 
Policy AE19:  Protecting and Enhancing 
Local Community and Sports and 
Recreation Facilities 
 
Retain the existing policy wording but 
amend so that this applies only to 
community facilities: 
 
1.  Amend to: 
1.  Protecting Existing Community 
Facilities 
 
Delete "and recreation" in first line 
under 1. 
 
Move current 2. to end to provide a 
new 3: 
3.  Improvements to Existing 
Community and Sports and Recreation 
Facilities and Provision of New Facilities 
 

http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance
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have delivered more sustainable 
facilities where required and led to the 
protection of facilities that might 
otherwise have been lost. 

It is noted that policy AE19 as drafted 
sets out that the change of use of 
existing facilities to other uses will be 
resisted unless an application can 
demonstrate:  

• The proposal includes 
alternative provision, on a 
site within the locality, of 
equivalent or enhances 
facilities.  Such sites should 
be accessible by various 
means of transport 
including walking and 
cycling and have adequate 
car parking, or  

• There is no longer a need 
for the facility, and this can 
be robustly demonstrated 
by the developer through 
public consultation.  

Insert a new 2: 
 
2. Protecting Indoor and Outdoor 
Sports and Recreation Facilities 
 
Indoor and outdoor sports and 
recreation facilities as identified on Map 
16 should not be built on unless: 
A. It is clearly demonstrated through a 
robust assessment that the provision is 
surplus to requirements; or 
B.  There would be replacement by 
equivalent or better provision in terms 
of quantity and quality in a suitable 
location; or 
C.  The development is for alternative 
sports and recreational provision, and 
the benefits clearly outweigh the loss of 
the current or former use. 
 
 
Amend old Map 15  (new Map 16): 
Change title to "Alderley Edge 
Community and Sports and Recreation 
Facilities" 
Change ‘Outdoor Sports Facilities in the 
key to just read ‘Sports Facilities’ 
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Sport England would strongly suggest 
that the policy is reworded to ensure 
consistency with paragraph 97 of the 
NPPF and Sport England’s Playing Field 
Policy with specific reference to where 
there is no longer a need for a facility, it 
is clearly demonstrated through a 
robust assessment that clearly shows 
the provision to be surplus to 
requirements.  Sport England would 
therefore not support the existing 
wording that sets out that where there 
is no longer a need for a facility, and 
this can be robustly demonstrated by 
the developer through public 
consultation.  

"Community Facilities" (blue circles) 
need adding to the key 

2.3 AE20 Chorley Hall 
Lane Playing 
Fields 

It is noted that the drafted policy AE20 
sets out a number of improvements to 
Chorley Hall Playing Fields.   The list of 
improvements should be informed by 
the latest evidence available (Playing 
Pitch Strategy and the associated Action 
Plan).  Sport England therefore suggest 
amending the policy to take into 
account the latest evidence base i.e. 
Playing Pitch Strategy.  A reference 
should also be added to ensure that the 

Accepted. 
 
Amend Policy AE20 to refer to the 
Playing Pitch Strategy and Action 
Plan. 

Amend NDP Policy AE20. 
 
Insert new sentence at the start of the 
Policy: 
 
'Investment in improved facilities at 
Chorley Hall Playing Fields will be 
supported to bring the site back into 
use, in line with the latest Playing Pitch 
Strategy and Action Plan.' 
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policy doesn’t limit the improvements 
to those listed.  

 Delete the sentence starting "proposals 
for the improvement…" and replace 
with: 
'Such improvements could include, but 
are not limited to, the following:' 
 
Amend supporting text. 
Add to the end of 10.7: 
'Chorley Hall is identified as ID Site 30 in 
the Cheshire East Playing Pitch Strategy 
& Action Plan, June 2019 (insert 
reference 
https://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/pdf/p
lanning/spatial-planning/playing-pitch-
strategy/cheshire-east-playing-pitch-
strategy.pdf ).  The Wilmslow Analysis 
Area – Action Plan (p109) sets out that 
the current status is:  
'A standard quality youth 9v9 pitch that 
is currently unused by the community 
and unavailable for lettings due to 
waterlogging issues. Demand exists for 
access so the Council are exploring 
options. Serviced by a basic pavilion and 
a small car park.'  The Recommended 
Action is 'To support the Council in its 
aspirations to bring the site back into 
use and seek to utilise spare capacity 
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through the transfer of demand from 
overplayed sites.' 

2.4 AE19 
 
AE3 
 

If new or improved sports facilities are 
proposed Sport England recommend 
you ensure they are fit for purpose and 
designed in accordance with our design 
guidance notes.  

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/tools-guidance/design-and-
cost-guidance/  

Any new housing developments will 
generate additional demand for sport. If 
existing sports facilities do not have the 
capacity to absorb the additional 
demand, then planning policies should 
look to ensure that new sports facilities, 
or improvements to existing sports 
facilities, are secured and delivered. 
Proposed actions to meet the demand 
should accord with any approved local 
plan or neighbourhood plan policy for 
social infrastructure, along with 
priorities resulting from any assessment 
of need, or set out in any playing pitch 
or other indoor and/or outdoor sports 

Accepted. 
 
Amend Policy AE19 to refer to 
guidance and advice and include 
additional clause relating to 
housing development and 
associated increased need. 
 
Policy AE3 already addresses 
walking, cycling and public realm 
improvements.  However it could 
be strengthened slightly by 
specific reference to active 
design. 

Amend NDP Policy AE19. 
 
Insert new paragraph 2: 
 
'Where appropriate, developer 
contributions from new housing 
development will be sought towards 
the provision of new sports facilities, or 
improvements to existing sports 
facilities, in line with the latest 
assessment of need, or as identified in 
the most up to date playing pitch or 
other indoor and/or outdoor sports 
facility strategy.' 
 
Existing para 2 becomes 3 and insert 
following new point E: 
 
'E.  Are fit for purpose and designed in 
accordance with Sport England 's design 
guidance notes (insert reference as 
footnote 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/tools-guidance/design-and-
cost-guidance/ )' 
 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
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facility strategy that the local authority 
has in place.  

In line with the Government’s NPPF 
(including Section 8) and its Planning 
Practice Guidance (Health and 
wellbeing section), links below, 
consideration should also be given to 
how any new development, especially 
for new housing, will provide 
opportunities for people to lead healthy 
lifestyles and create healthy 
communities. Sport England’s Active 
Design guidance can be used to help 
with this when developing planning 
policies and developing or assessing 
individual proposals.   

Active Design, which includes a model 
planning policy, provides ten principles 
to help ensure the design and layout of 
development encourages and promotes 
participation in sport and physical 
activity. The guidance, and its 
accompanying checklist, could also be 
used at the evidence gathering stage of 
developing a neighbourhood plan to 
help undertake an assessment of how 

 
Amend Policy AE3. 
 
Insert new 2 and renumber others: 
 
'2.  Developments should incorporate 
principles of Active Design (insert 
footnote with reference  Sport 
England’s Active Design Guidance: 
https://www.sportengland.org/activede
sign ) to help ensure the design and 
layout of development encourages and 
promotes participation in sport and 
physical activity.' 
 

https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
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the design and layout of the area 
currently enables people to lead active 
lifestyles and what could be improved.   

NPPF Section 8: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-
planning-policy-framework/8-
promoting-healthy-communities  

   

PPG Health and wellbeing section: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-
and-wellbeing  

 Sport England’s Active Design 
Guidance: 
https://www.sportengland.org/activede
sign  

 (Please note: this response relates to 
Sport England’s planning function only. 
It is not associated with our funding role 
or any grant application/award that 
may relate to the site.)   

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
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3. 
Homes 
England 

    

3.1 All I would firstly like to thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the 
Alderley Edge Draft Neighbourhood 
Development Plan. Homes England is 
the government’s housing accelerator. 
We have the appetite, influence, 
expertise and resources to drive 
positive market change. By releasing 
more land to developers who want to 
make a difference, we’re making 
possible the new homes England needs, 
helping to improve neighbourhoods and 
grow communities. Homes England 
does not have any land holdings 
affected by the consultation and 
therefore we do not propose to make at 
representations at this point. We will 
however continue to engage with you 
as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 

Noted. No change. 
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4. 
The Edge 
Association 

    

4.1 All The Edge Association welcomes the 
plan which will give guidance and 
direction in the future planning of the 
village. We look forward to the next 
stages of its approval process, however 
in the meantime we have some 
observations, comments and proposals 
that we trust are worth considering in 
subsequent revisions.  
 
(1) It is highly regrettable that Green 
Belt land will be used for new housing 
development and although this has 
been considered very carefully in order 
to accommodate housing needs in the 
area this could set a dangerous 
precedent. The Edge Association does 
not object to this decision, on this 
occasion, but we would be very 
concerned if this example were used in 
future to justify further development 
needs.  
In our opinion, use of brownfield sites 
(e.g. the County Hotel site) should 
always be prioritised and use of Green 

Noted. 
 
Decisions about removing sites 
from the Green Belt are being 
taken by Cheshire East Council 
through the SADPD. 
 
The NDP has to be in general 
conformity with the local plan 
and it cannot be used to 
undermine or object to CEC's 
strategic policies and proposals. 
 
Objections to proposed housing 
sites should therefore be 
forwarded to CEC. 
 
Policy AE1 supports proposals 
which are on brownfield 
(previously developed) sites or 
re-use existing buildings 
wherever possible. 

No change. 



40 
 

Organisation 
Name and 
Reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / Policy 
Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup 
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

belt sites should be an absolute last 
resort. We would like to see some 
legally binding assurances, in writing, 
that the use of Green Belt land will be 
on this occasion only and restricted to 
the sites already identified in the plan.  

4.2 All / General (2) We are disappointed to learn that, 
after all the work that has been put into 
the Neighbourhood Plan, it now falls to 
Cheshire East Council to determine the 
location of the sites for development. 
This already seems to be a moving feast 
with a site at Beech Road replacing 
Horseshoe Lane in the current version 
of the plan. The Neighbourhood Plan 
should have precedence over all past 
parish plans so that it is fully recognised 
and adhered to by developers and the 
relevant authorities especially Cheshire 
East Planning Department.  

Noted. 
 
The Parish Council has made the 
decision that the NDP will not 
include site allocations, and these 
will be determined through the 
SADPD process. 

No change. 

4.3 Para 8.31 and 
Appendix 3 

(3) Over the past few years we have 
seen extensive development in the area 
and planning applications have been 
approved that have led to properties of 
character that are on the “2007 List of 
Important Buildings” being demolished 
or seriously changed in character. We 
would like to propose that this list is 

Accepted. NDP will be amended 
to include a local list of non 
designated heritage assets. 
 

Amend NDP - add new Appendix 4 
 
Cheshire East Council Local List of 
Historic Buildings 
Supplementary Planning Document, 
Adopted October 2010  
(insert footnote with reference 
https://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/envir
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included in the final publication of the 
plan alongside the Appendix 3 in the 
report that covers “Listed Buildings in 
Alderley Edge Parish”  

onment/heritage_natural_environment
/conservation_listed_buildings/conserv
ation_listed_buildings.aspx ) 
 
Alderley Edge 
 
The Quinta Beechfield Road 
SK9 7AU 'Arts and Crafts' villa of the 
early years of the twentieth 
century, designed by Frank Mee of 
Manchester. Brick and 
roughcast under a Kerridge stone slate 
roof. 
 
Eastleigh & Greenside 
Brook Lane SK9 7QQ 
A large Italianate villa of the mid-
nineteenth century. Buff 
brick under a Welsh slate roof. 
 
Northleigh Brook Lane 
SK9 7QJ 
Imposing Gothic villa of the mid-
nineteenth century. Prominent from the 
road with strong street scene presence 
 
De Trafford Arms Congleton Road 
SK9 7AA 
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The first recording of the De Trafford is 
1802, named after the De Trafford 
family; the public house is a reminder of 
the extensive land holdings the family 
owned in Cheshire. The De Trafford pub 
retains the name of one of the oldest 
families in England. 
 
Summerhill Cottage Macclesfield Road 
SK9 7BG 
Summerhill Cottage is reputed to date 
back 400 years, consisting of a character 
thatched porch. Internal features 
include a 17th century fireplace. 
The property creates a positive aspect 
along Macclesfield Road. 
 
Sorting Office / Postmasters House 
Macclesfield Road SK9 7BG 
Alderley Edge Sorting Office closed in 
2007, constructed circa 1900. 
Postmasters house of 19th century 
origins. Creates a positive aspect along 
Macclesfield Road. 
 
The Meadows Ryleys Lane 
SK9 7BN 
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The Meadows appears on the 1870s 
Ordnance Survey map. Other than a 
double garage added in 1978 the 
building remains largely unchanged. 
 
1 & 2 Brookside Ryleys Lane 
SK9 7UU 
A pair of semi-detached Italianate villas 
of the mid nineteenth century. Buff 
brick under a Welsh slate roof. 
 
War Memorial Ryleys Lane 
SK9 7QD 
Designed by Sir Hubert Worthington, 
the memorial is roughly semi-circular in 
shape and opens face to the road. In 
the centre is an octagonal plinth 
surmounted by a column, on 
top of which is an angel with a sword, 
under a sculpted canopy. The memorial 
was unveiled in 1921 and publicly 
handed over to the people of Alderley 
Edge by Colonel W. Bromley Davenport. 
It contains the names of all those from 
Alderley Edge who fell in the First and 
Second World Wars. 
  
Festival Hall Talbot Road SK9 7HR 
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'The Regal' as the building was originally 
known was constructed in 1928 for the 
Alderley Edge Musical Festival. Later, 
Festival Hall became the Regal Cinema 
and Dance Hall in 1938. 
 
Whitebarn Lodge Whitebarn Road 
SK9 7AW 
Whitebarn Lodge features two date 
stones. One shows the original 
construction date of 1926, and the 
other shows the extension date of 2002. 
It is a handsome house in the Arts 
and Crafts style. 
 
Windy Howe Whitebarn Road 
SK9 7AW A fine Arts and Crafts House of 
the early 20th century. 
 
Amend supporting text. 
 
P65 at bottom. 
Change 'Appendix 4' to 'Appendix 3.' 
 
Add further text: 
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'The Local List of Historic Buildings in 
Alderley Edge is provided in Appendix 4.  
These are identified on Map 7.' 
 
Change title top of p65 - add  
and Locally Listed Buildings 
 

4.4 AE2 Design, Scale 
& Type of new 
Housing 

(4) There is reference in AE2 to 
“proposals for further provisions of 
houses of 5 or more bedrooms will be 
resisted”.  

We would like to express some caution 
on this issue as historically, and to this 
day, Alderley Edge is a very desirable 
location to settle for families. It is an 
aspirational goal to live here for many 
people dating back to the Victorian era 
and is still so today. This has been so 
because elegant, sizeable properties in 
generous plots close to the countryside 
are available. Putting artificial 
restrictions on the size of houses to be 
built could take the “Edge” away from 
Alderley Edge and its distinctive 
character and attractiveness could be 
lost forever. In conclusion, we believe 
that this proposal is a blunt instrument 

Noted. 
 
The proposed house sizes in 
Policy AE2 are recommended in 
the housing needs assessment 
which was commissioned as part 
of the NDP process. 
 
There is a need for more smaller 
dwellings to meet the needs of 
smaller households and there are 
already a large number of larger 
houses in the village. 
 
It is accepted that the text 
requires clarification.  It is 
suggested that "or more" is 
deleted from bullet point 3 in 3. 
Type. 

Amend NDP Policy AE2. 
 
Delete "or more" from 3rd bullet point 
in 3. Type and amend to read: 
'5%    4+ bedrooms’ 



46 
 

Organisation 
Name and 
Reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / Policy 
Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup 
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

and as such should be reconsidered. 
This proposal in AE4B is contradictory as 
on the one hand houses of 4 bedrooms 
and above are allocated as 5% of the 
total but those of 5 bedrooms are to be 
resisted!  

4.5 All (5) Alderley Edge is proud to have 4 
conservation areas within its boundary 
as well as parts being in green belt land. 
If the building programme proceeds we 
would like to give thought to the impact 
that this would have environmentally 
on our community. We suggest that for 
every new home built, trees should be 
planted in identified areas that 
contribute towards maintaining an 
environmental balance in air quality etc. 
by using Section 106 funds.  

Noted. 
 
Policy AE3 requires developments 
to protect and enhance wildlife  
and to use local species in 
landscaping schemes.  The Policy 
also seeks to protect mature 
trees and hedgerows and use 
mitigation planning in part 13. 
 
Policy AE9 also refers to local 
characteristic features including 
mature trees. 
 
If the group would like to suggest 
areas where tree planting would 
be appropriate, the Parish 
Council could consider these and 
perhaps promote them to CEC as 
part of negotiations with 
developers. 

No change. 
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4.6 AE18 The Station 
Gateway / AE20 
Chorley Hall Lane 
Playing Fields 

(6) The proposals in the plan to 
refurbish the approach to the station 
and enhance the usage of the sports 
field on Chorley Hall Lane are 
welcomed.  

 

Noted. No change. 

4.7 AE5 Encouraging 
Entrepreneurship 

Maintaining a selection of independent 
retailers in the high street is crucial for 
the long term prosperity of the village 

Noted. No change. 

4.8 AE9 Landscape 
Character & 
Access 

Maintaining the green belt gap between 
Alderley Edge and Wilmslow is also a 
top priority. 

Noted. No change. 

4.9 AE17 Car Parking (7) We would also like to see a clear 
proposal about the number of parking 
spaces approved for every newly 
approved development as well as 
precision on their location and 
accessibility.  

 

Noted. 
 
Car and cycle parking standards 
are set out in CEC's policies (see 
AE3 Part 4 and AE 17 Part 2 B). 

No change. 

4.10 AE2 Design, Scale 
& Type of new 
Housing 

It should also be clearer about the 
housing density on every individual plot 
as this is often abused in many planning 
applications. An existing and planned 
building footprint on the same scale for 

Noted. 
 
Density is addressed in AE11 and 
AE12 and is covered in more 
detail in the Design Codes. 

No change. 
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every planning application should be 
mandatory.  

 

5. 
Highways 
England 

    

5.1 All Highways England have no comments 
to make on this at this time.  

 

Noted. No change. 

6. 
Historic 
England 

    

6.1 All Historic England is the Government’s 
statutory adviser on all matters relating 
to the historic environment in England. 
We are a non-departmental public body 
established under the National Heritage 
Act 1983 and sponsored by the 
Department for Culture, Media and 
Sport (DCMS). We champion and 
protect England’s historic places, 
providing expert advice to local 
planning authorities, developers, 
owners and communities to help ensure 

Noted. No change. 
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our historic environment is properly 
understood, enjoyed and cared for. 

Thank you for consulting Historic 
England on the above document. At this 
stage we have no comments to make 
on its content. 

7. 
National Grid 

    

7.1 All National Grid has appointed Avison 
Young to review and respond to 
Neighbourhood Plan consultations on 
its behalf. We are instructed by our 
client to submit the following 
representation with regard to the 
current consultation on the above 
document.  

About National Grid  

National Grid Electricity Transmission 
plc (NGET) owns and maintains the 
electricity transmission system in 
England and Wales. The energy is then 
distributed to the electricity distribution 
network operators across England, 
Wales and Scotland.  

Noted. 
 
This would be addressed through 
the development management 
process. 

No change. 
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National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and 
operates the high-pressure gas 
transmission system across the UK. In 
the UK, gas leaves the transmission 
system and enters the UK’s four gas 
distribution networks where pressure is 
reduced for public use.  

National Grid Ventures (NGV) is 
separate from National Grid’s core 
regulated businesses. NGV develop, 
operate and invest in energy projects, 
technologies, and partnerships to help 
accelerate the development of a clean 
energy future for consumers across the 
UK, Europe and the United States.  

Proposed development sites crossed 
by or in close proximity to National 
Grid assets 
An assessment has been carried out 
with respect to National Grid’s 
electricity and gas transmission assets 
which include high voltage electricity 
assets and high-pressure gas pipelines.  
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National Grid has identified that it has 
no record of such assets within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area.  

National Grid provides information in 
relation to its assets at the website 
below.  

• 
www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/lan
d-and- development/planning-
authority/shape-files/  

Please also see attached information 
outlining guidance on development 
close to National Grid infrastructure. 

 

Distribution Networks  

Information regarding the electricity 
distribution network is available at the 
website below:  

www.energynetworks.org.uk  
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Information regarding the gas 
distribution network is available by 
contacting:  

plantprotection@cadentgas.com  

 

8. 
United 
Utilities 

    

8.1 AE3 Sustainable 
Housing Design 

With regards to policies within the 
Neighbourhood Plan, United Utilities is 
pleased to see the inclusion of surface 
water comments in Draft Policy AE3: 
Sustainable Housing Design and point 
6.30 of the Sustainability and Design 
section.   

Noted. No change. 

9. 
Natural 
England 

    

9.1 All Thank you for your consultation on the 
above dated 27 January 2020  

Natural England is a non-departmental 
public body. Our statutory purpose is to 
ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for 
the benefit of present and future 

Noted. No change. 
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generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development.  

Natural England is a statutory consultee 
in neighbourhood planning and must be 
consulted on draft neighbourhood 
development plans by the Parish/Town 
Councils or Neighbourhood Forums 
where they consider our interests 
would be affected by the proposals 
made.  

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

However, we refer you to the attached 
annex which covers the issues and 
opportunities that should be considered 
when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan.  

 

 

 

 

Alderley Edge NDP – Regulation 14 Public Consultation - 27th January - 9th March 2020 



54 
 

 
Consideration of Responses and Proposed Amendments to the Regulation 14 Draft NDP 
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1. 
Lichfields on 
behalf of 
Story Homes 
 

    

1.1 
 

All 1.1 The following representations 
have been prepared by Lichfields on 
behalf of Story Homes and their 
landowner client, in relation to the 
Alderley Edge Neighbourhood Plan 
Regulation 14 Draft [the 
Neighbourhood Plan]. 
 
1.2 The representations are made in 
the context of Story Homes’ land 
interests in Alderley Edge which 
extend to approximately 160 acres 
(65ha) of land to the north and 
south of Chelford Road. The 
Alderley Edge Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group [NPSG] will be aware 
that Story Homes is promoting land 

Noted. No change. 
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at Ryleys Farm for residential 
development and have sought to 
engage with the NPSG regarding the 
site. 
 
1.3 Story Homes has previously 
submitted representations to the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group in 
response to the Neighbourhood 
Plan Area Application in June 2016, 
the Emerging Policies Document in 
December 2018, and the First Draft 
in September 2019. 
 
1.4 The efforts made by the NPSG in 
preparing the Neighbourhood Plan 
are welcomed. However, we have 
concerns with the content of some 
parts of the document, which are 
set out in the representations 
below. 
 
1.5 In accordance with the 
transitional provisions of the 
Framework (February 2019) Annex 
1, the policies within the February 
2019 Framework apply for the 
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purposes of examining the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
1.6 The Framework [§29] states 
that: “Neighbourhood planning 
gives communities the power to 
develop a shared vision for their 
area. Neighbourhood plans can 
shape, direct and help to deliver 
sustainable development, by 
influencing local planning decisions 
as part of the statutory development 
plan. Neighbourhood plans should 
not promote less development than 
set out in the strategic policies for 
the area, or undermine those 
strategic policies” 
 

1.2 All 1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance 
1[Practice Guidance] states that 
only a draft Neighbourhood Plan or 
Order that meets each of a set of 
basic conditions can be put to a 
referendum and be made. The basic 
conditions are set out in paragraph 
8 (2) of Schedule 4B to the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 as 
applied to neighbourhood plans by 

Noted. 
 
The Basic Conditions Statement is one 
of the submission documents and will 
be published on the PC NDP website 
and CEC website.  This sets out how 
the AENDP meets each of the basic 
conditions. 
 

No change. 
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section 38A of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The 
basic conditions are:  
1 Having regard to national policies 
and advice contained in guidance 
issued by the Secretary of State it is 
appropriate to make the order (or 
neighbourhood plan). 
2 Having special regard to the 
desirability of preserving any listed 
building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or 
historic interest that it possesses, it 
is appropriate to make the order. 
This applies only to Orders. 
3 Having special regard to the 
desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or 
appearance of any conservation 
area, it is appropriate to make the 
order. This applies only to Orders. 
4 The making of the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) contributes to 
the achievement of sustainable 
development 
5 The making of the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) is in general 
conformity with the strategic 

The NDP will be tested at examination 
on how it meets each of the required 
basic conditions and the examiner may 
recommend further changes to policy 
wording prior to the NDP progressing 
to examination. 
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policies contained in the 
development plan for the area of 
the authority (or any part of that 
area). 
6 The making of the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) does not 
breach, and is otherwise compatible 
with, EU obligations. 
7 Prescribed conditions are met in 
relation to the Order (or plan) and 
prescribed matters have been 
complied with in connection with 
the proposal for the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) 

1.3 All 1.8 As the Neighbourhood Plan has 
now reached the formal 
consultation stage, we have 
considered these basic conditions in 
our responses to the document, in 
order to assist the NPSG in the 
preparation of the Neighbourhood 
Plan prior to the submission of the 
plan to Cheshire East Council. 
 
1.9 This report is structured to 
address the relevant sections and 
policies within the Neighbourhood 

Noted. No change. 
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Plan in the order set out in the 
document where possible. 
 
1.10 Where we are suggesting 
amendments to the wording of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, deletions to 
wording are shown as strikethrough 
text. Where additions to policy 
wording are being proposed these 
are shown as underlined text. 
 

1.4 Map 1 – 
Designated 
Alderley Edge 
NDP 
Area and Parish 
Boundary 
 
 

2.1  
Based on Planning Practice 
Guidance2 we consider that 
restricting the designated area to 
the Parish boundaries of Alderley 
Edge would not follow best practice, 
nor would it result in an optimal 
basis for creating a Plan which best 
serves the needs of Alderley Edge 
and its residents. 
 
2.2 We are disappointed not to see 
the boundary amended to reflect 
physical features such as Chelford 
Road for example, which would see 
the inclusion of land at Ryleys Farm 
within the Neighbourhood Plan Area 

Not accepted. 
 
It is common practice for 
neighbourhood areas to follow the 
boundaries of parish councils. The 
Parish Council applied for designation 
as a neighbourhood area and was 
designated in 2016 by CEC. 
 
Proposals for development sites are 
being taken forward through the CEC 
SADPD and site allocations and their 
boundaries may change over time until 
the SADPD is finally adopted.  It would 
be confusing and unnecessary for the 
neighbourhood area boundary to 
change to accommodate different 

No change. 
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optimising the Plans’ ability to 
implement a considerable number 
of the policy objectives and visions 
included within the emerging 
policies document. We would 
suggest that consideration is given 
to amending the boundary to allow 
this land to be included. 

development proposals at different 
times, particularly as these may not be 
the final adopted site allocations.  The 
Parish Council therefore does not 
intend to go back and apply for re-
designation for a different 
neighbourhood area boundary. 
 
However it is worth noting that the 
current proposed allocation and area 
of safeguarded land (ALD2 and ALD3) 
are both comfortably within the 
neighbourhood area boundary. 
 
CEC Council planning policies will still 
apply to all development proposals. 

1.5 3.0 Chapter 5 - 
Overarching 
Approach to 
Development 

3.1  We note from the 
Neighbourhood Plan [§5.13] that 
the NPSG is not proposing to 
identify new housing sites in 
Alderley Edge in the document, and 
that the Neighbourhood Plan is 
relying upon the Cheshire East Site 
Allocations and Development 
Policies Document [SADPD] to 
determine any strategic sites and 
any changes to the Green Belt 
Boundary. 

Noted. 
 
The AENDP refers to the SADPD 
throughout and proposed site 
allocations.  As the NDP moves 
forward through the process the 
supporting text may be updated to 
refer to the latest version of the 
SADPD. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 

No change. 
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3.2 On this basis the Neighbourhood 
Plan [§5.8] identifies the four 
allocated and safeguarded sites 
which are currently proposed at 
Alderley Edge in the Publication 
Draft SADPD (July 2019). 
 
3.3 We understand from Cheshire 
East Council including through 
discussions with Council policy 
officers, that the Council is still 
considering representations 
submitted to the Publication Draft 
SADPD. It is therefore unknown at 
present what changes to the SADPD 
will be made prior to the submission 
of the SADPD to the Planning 
Inspectorate for examination. The 
Council has also indicated that there 
may be a further round of 
consultation prior to the submission 
of the plan. As the Neighbourhood 
Plan is relying upon these 
allocations, it is essential that it 
aligns with the SADPD and accounts 
for any changes to these allocations 
that may be made in the SADPD. 

development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 



62 
 

Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

The implications of this upon the 
timing of the submission of the 
document to Cheshire East Council 
should be considered. 
 
3.4  We have provided below some 
useful background to the Ryleys 
Farm site and a summary of the 
proposals for the site by Story 
Homes for the benefit of the NPSG, 
and to demonstrate the wider 
benefits of the allocation of the site 
across all demographics and 
interests within the community. 

1.6 The Ryleys Farm 
Site 

3.5  Story Homes’ land interest at 
Ryleys Farm extends to 
approximately 160 acres (65ha) of 
land to the north and south of 
Chelford Road. 
 
3.6  Part of the land is allocated as 
Site ALD2 – Ryleys Farm, north of 
Chelford Road in the Publication 
Draft SADPD for around 45 new 
homes. To the north of the 
allocation, part of the land 
(approximately 2.7ha) is identified 
as Safeguarded Land ALD3. Figure 

Noted. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 

No change. 
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3.1 shows the boundaries of these 
sites. 
 
3.7  Story Homes supports the 
allocation and safeguarding of the 
Ryleys Farm site in the Publication 
Draft SADPD (2019) as it will help 
deliver much needed market and 
affordable housing to Alderley Edge. 
However, we consider that: 
• The housing requirement for 
Alderley Edge should be increased. 
• The Council has not identified 
enough land to meet the 
requirement for new homes in 
Alderley Edge. 
• The other allocations identified 
around Alderley Edge in the 
Publication Draft SADPD are not 
suitable for release from the Green 
Belt and allocation. 
• Additional land should be 
allocated at Ryleys Farm to address 
these matters. 
 
3.8  There is an opportunity for the 
allocation boundary of Site ALD2 to 
be amended in order to provide 
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more homes and we have made 
representations to the SADPD 
Publication Draft which seek to 
extend the size of the allocation to 
accommodate approximately 75 
homes (as was proposed in the First 
Draft SADPD). We also consider that 
there is an opportunity for further 
Green Belt release at Ryleys Farm, 
which would allow the provision of 
up to 100 new homes. We have 
provided further detail on these 
options below. Refer to map in 
Developers Document Page 34. 

1.7 Alternative 
Allocation 
Boundary to 
Ryleys Farm 

3.9  Story Homes has prepared a 
Sketch Layout (Appendix 1) based 
on a Technical Framework Plan 
(Appendix 2) to demonstrate how 
75 dwellings could be provided on 
an allocation at Ryleys Farm and 
how it would provide an attractive 
scheme which would assimilate with 
the existing landscape and 
complement the character of the 
existing urban area. Provision would 
be made for the future connection 
of the allocated site to Safeguarded 
Land ALD3 to the north. 

Noted. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 

No change. 
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3.10  In accordance with the 
Framework, the impact of removing 
the allocated and Safeguarded Land 
from the Green Belt can be offset 
through compensatory 
improvements to the environmental 
quality and accessibility of 
remaining Green Belt land. This 
would include the provision of 
allotments and informal paths to 
provide access to the Green Belt to 
the north and south of Site ALD2 
and to connect to the existing public 
footpath which runs to the south of 
the allocation enabling a footpath 
connection to and across Melrose 
Way/A34 Bypass (Footpath 
No.072/FP1/1). 
 
3.11 We consider that the proposed 
approach adopted by the Council in 
defining the current allocation 
boundary for ALD2 is not entirely 
robust and the allocation of 
additional land may also be 
necessary to comply with the 
Framework3 when defining Green 
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Belt boundaries. Green Belt land for 
release should be divided into 
parcels using strong physical 
boundaries such as main roads, 
railways and water courses. 
Boundaries should be physical and 
durable. There is an opportunity for 
the boundaries of Site ALD2 and 
Safeguarded Land ALD3 to be 
amended to fit more closely with 
the existing defensible boundaries 
present on site. These are easily 
identifiable on the Technical 
Framework Plan in Appendix 2. 
 
3.12  We consider that a stronger 
and more durable Green Belt 
boundary could be provided along 
the existing watercourse which runs 
through the site. This would provide 
a number of benefits and would not 
have an unacceptable impact upon 
the settlement or the character of 
the surrounding area. It would 
provide a useful and logical buffer to 
development, providing an 
attractive setting for the adjacent 
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footpath and retain the green 
approach to the settlement. 
 
3.13  It is considered that the 
boundaries of the Safeguarded Land 
should be amended to allow the 
provision of a larger allocation on 
Site ALD2 and to ensure that a 
strong permanent defensible 
boundary defines the northern 
boundary of the Safeguarded Land. 
The suggested northern boundary 
would follow the line of a well-
established hedgerow which would 
provide a long-term defensible 
boundary in this location. 
 
3.14  The Sketch Layout plan at 
Appendix 1 shows these proposed 
boundaries as part of a scheme for 
75 homes. 

1.8 Community 
Benefits of 
Ryleys Farm 

3.15  In addition to providing much 
needed market and affordable 
housing in Alderley Edge, the 
development of the site for 75 
homes as proposed above has the 
potential to deliver the following 
benefits for the local community: 

Noted. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 

No change. 
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1 A green buffer south of Haddon 
Close and along rear gardens of 
Wilton Crescent. 
2 Allotments and a car park within 
this green buffer with associated 
access road through the proposed 
Safeguarded Land. 
3 Upgrades and extension of the 
existing Public Right of Way to 
Melrose Way and up to the 
proposed allotments/Brook Lane. 
4 The provision of a visitor car park 
and designated drop-off and pick-up 
facility to service the Alderley Edge 
Community Primary School and 
Ryleys School. This will relieve on-
street parking in the area, 
particularly along Ryleys Lane. 
5 The site is located on a distributor 
road (Ryleys Lane) and will not 
funnel traffic through existing 
residential areas. 
6 The site has minimal impact on 
the Green Belt and is a logical site 
for further development. 
7 Linkages to the village centre will 
encourage travel by foot or cycle 
rather than private car. 

 
Proposed developments would be 
required to address the policies in the 
AENDP which cover most, if not all, of 
the proposed benefits. 
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8 Improved pedestrian linkages to 
the cemetery on Chelford Road. 
9 There is the potential to provide 
compensatory play/recreation space 
within the green buffer to help 
facilitate the extension of the 
existing car park at Ryleys Lane. 
10 There is also potential for a 
contribution to improving upgrades 
to Chorley Hall playing fields as 
suggested in the Neighbourhood 
Plan (subject to this contribution 
meeting the relevant Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) tests). 
 
3.16  The site is located within the 
designated Alderley Edge 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Area and Parish Boundary. The 
Parish Council will therefore receive 
25% of the relevant Community 
Infrastructure Levy [CIL] receipts 
(uncapped) generated through the 
development of the site and which 
can be used to support the 
development of the area. 
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3.17  A primary reason for the 
appointment of Story Homes by the 
landowner was due to our ability 
and willingness to provide a 
bespoke and quality development 
reflective of the local vernacular and 
dependent upon the scale of the 
allocation, divided into distinct 
character areas. 
 

1.9 Identification of 
Additional Land 
at Ryleys Farm 

3.18  Story Homes considers that 
there is scope to extend the 
allocation boundary for Site ALD2 
even further in order to meet any 
identified dwelling shortfall within 
Alderley Edge. In this instance, the 
Green Belt boundary could be 
extended further south with 
Chelford Road providing a longer 
term logical, firm and defensible 
boundary for the allocation in 
accordance with the Framework4. 
 
3.19  It is possible to extend the 
boundary in this manner without 
causing harm to the setting of 
surrounding heritage assets. This 
could capture the area to the south 

Noted. 
 
The Green Belt boundary and the 
extent of the proposed site allocation, 
if retained, will be determined by the 
SADPD process. 
 
The supporting text and associated 
maps in the AENDP may be updated as 
part of the examination process.  
 
It is noted on the CEC SADPD website 
that 'the Council received over 2,700 
responses and these are currently 
being carefully  considered. Because of 
the high volume of representations 
received, it is now expected that 
decisions about the  SADPD policies 

No change. 
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and southwest of the proposed 
allocation as far as the A34 subject 
to an adequate landscape buffer 
being provided along Chelford Road. 
 
3.20  This alternative option would 
ensure that: 
1 Up to 100 dwellings could be 
provided on the site (including 30% 
affordable dwellings) could be 
provided to meet acute affordable 
housing needs in Alderley Edge. 
2 A longer term defensible soft 
landscape edge can be provided to 
the south with additional off-set 
compensatory improvements to the 
environmental quality and 
accessibility of the remaining Green 
Belt. 
3 An adequate landscape buffer 
would be provided to protect the 
settings of the heritage assets in the 
immediate vicinity.  
4 A new car park for the cemetery at 
Chelford Road. 
 
3.21 Story Homes therefore 
considers that there is scope to 

and proposals will be made over the 
summer. If this results in any 
significant changes to the plan, then a 
further round of public consultation 
would be needed prior to its 
submission to the Secretary of State 
for examination. If this arises, it is 
anticipated that this consultation 
would take place in the autumn 
(2020).' 
 
It is proposed that work on the AENDP 
will continue in the meantime and 
submission is planned for Spring 2020. 
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provide a stronger, more definitive 
Green Belt boundary by defining the 
boundary along Chelford Road. 

1.10 Other 
allocations 
around Alderley 
Edge 

3.22  The SADPD Publication Draft 
(2019) proposes three allocations 
around Alderley Edge (see Figure 
2.1) 
 
3.23  In addition to Site ALD2 – 
Ryleys Farm the following sites are 
allocated: 
• Site ALD1 - Land adjacent to Jenny 
Heyes (around 10 new homes) 
• Site ALD4 - Land North of Beech 
Road (around 35 new homes) 
 
3.24  We consider that sites ALD1 
and ALD4 are not suitable to be 
allocated for new homes. Story 
Homes consider that there are real 
sustainability merits in delivering 
one comprehensive allocation in 
Alderley Edge rather than dividing 
the requirement across three sites. 
The Ryleys Farm site is capable of 
providing this comprehensive 
allocation. 

Noted. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 
 
The AENDP notes the proposed 
allocations in the Publication Draft of 
the SADPD (2019) but as noted in 1.9 
above, updates to the supporting text 
of the AENDP may be undertaken at 
later stages, including at examination.   
 
There is no intention to include site 
allocations in the AENDP.  The Parish 
Council considers it would be more 
appropriate to leave site allocations to 
CEC. 
 

No change. 
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1.11 Other 
allocations 
around Alderley 
Edge 

3.25  Turning firstly to the Jenny 
Heyes site (ALD1) the following 
issues are noted: 
 
1 The site extends to approximately 
0.47ha. However, a large portion of 
the site is unsuitable for 
development due to flood risk 
constraints. In the absence of any 
detailed flood risk assessment, it is 
not possible to assess exactly how 
much of the site would fall outside 
of Flood Zones 2 and 3 (where 
residential development is not 
normally acceptable) and whether 
this could accommodate the 10 
dwellings specified. It is estimated 
that the gross site area is reduced to 
0.23ha. The net developable area is 
therefore estimated to be o.17ha, 
equating to a net developable area 
for the delivery of 5-6 dwellings 
assuming 35 dwellings per hectare. 
We therefore question the 
deliverability of this site at the 
outset in meeting housing needs in 
Alderley Edge and have sought 
professional technical advice which 

Noted. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 
 
Site ALD1 lies outside the parish and 
neighbourhood boundary and is in 
Wilmslow and therefore AENDP 
policies would not apply.   

No change. 
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is attached at Appendix 3. Lichfields 
have witnessed first-hand at other 
Local Plan examinations where Local 
Plan Inspectors have removed 
housing allocations with flood risk 
issues. Flooding issues in the 
Borough and across the UK have 
been well documented in the press 
and providing housing on sites with 
known flood risk issues and no 
supporting delivery evidence is not 
good practice. 
 
2 The site is not currently served by 
a highways access and is located 
along an ‘S’ bend in the road which 
limits visibility. There is no certainty 
over whether a suitable access 
could be provided. The suitability of 
an access in this location is further 
questioned in the knowledge that 
Heyes Lane is culverted in this 
location over Whitehall Brook. In 
addition, this part of Heyes Lane is 
very narrow and there are existing 
residential access points opposite 
the site along its entire frontage. 
The opposite frontage also provides 
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access to the commercial property 
occupied by Emerson Management 
Services. As a result, any new access 
would be directly opposite the 
existing points of access causing 
potential conflict. 
 
3 It is not clear whether a suitable 
and safe pedestrian access to the 
site could be provided to the site. 
There is no footpath on the eastern 
side of Heyes Lane in the vicinity of 
the site (the footpath terminates 
approximately 30m to the south). 
Given the narrow width of the 
highway in this location, the 
potential to provide a footpath on 
the eastern side of Heyes Lane 
appears to be limited, further 
exacerbated by the culvert over 
Whitehall Brook presenting 
technical and legal difficulties, and 
may require land outside of the site 
and public highway boundary. The 
Alderley Edge Settlement Report5 
considers the ability to provide 
suitable pedestrian access to the 
site and concludes: 
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“The footpath along Heyes Lane 
crosses Whitehall Brook but then 
ends immediately afterwards. Heyes 
Lane is relatively narrow from this 
point on and provision of an 
extended footpath as far as the 
site’s vehicular access point may 
prove difficult, in which case a 
pedestrian access point at the far 
western tip of the site would be 
required in order to connect with the 
existing footpath”. 
 
Story Homes notes that the 
footpath referred to above runs 
along the western side of Heyes 
Lane. As visibility along the highway 
is limited given the bend in the road, 
it is not clear whether a safe 
crossing point could be provided 
from the site to this footway. 
 
4 Large parts of the site are covered 
by mature tree planting, much of 
which is likely to require removal in 
order to accommodate residential 
development and provide the 
appropriate visibility splays for 
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access if this is even feasible. Given 
the restricted developable area of 
the site, the opportunity to provide 
suitable replacement planting is 
likely to be limited. The small scale 
of the site also limits the 
opportunity to provide any 
complementary open space. 
 
5 The provision of 10 dwellings on 
the site would fall below the policy 
threshold for affordable housing 
provision set out in Policy SC5 of the 
Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 
[CELPS]. The allocation of the site 
would therefore be a lost 
opportunity for the Council to 
secure affordable housing in a 
settlement where the lack of 
available brownfield sites and Green 
Belt restrictions outside of the 
settlement minimises the 
opportunity for affordable housing 
provision on non-allocated sites. 
This is contrary to the objectives of 
the NDP which seeks to create a 
more sustainable and balanced 
community. 
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6 The distance of the site from 
public transport routes and town 
centre facilities means that it is 
significantly less well-suited to 
providing housing than Ryleys Farm 
and indeed the additional housing 
could be delivered at Ryleys Farm 
with considerably less impact. 
Whilst there are local shops, the site 
is greater distance from the village 
centre, increasing the likelihood of 
car use and thus increasing traffic 
impact. 
 
7 The site constitutes a 
disproportionate and illogical 
extension to the settlement 
boundary as it only adjoins the 
existing settlement on one side. 
 
8 The site is also located outside of 
the designated Alderley Edge 
Neighbourhood 
Development Plan Area and Parish 
Boundary. The Parish Council would 
not therefore qualify for 25% of the 
relevant Community Infrastructure 
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Levy [CIL] receipts which will be 
generated through the development 
of the site. 

1.12 Other 
allocations 
around Alderley 
Edge 

3.26  Turning secondly to the Beech 
Road site (ALD4) the following 
issues are noted: 
 
1 This part of the Green Belt plays a 
significant role in separating the 
settlements of Alderley Edge and 
Wilmslow to the north. When 
assessed in the Council’s Green Belt 
Assessment Update [GBAU] as part 
of Parcel AE04, the site was 
considered to make a ‘Major’ 
contribution to the Green Belt. 
2 The Alderley Edge Settlement 
Report6 re-assesses Green Belt 
contribution based on the removal 
of Site ALD4 only. In this assessment 
the overall contribution of the site 
has been downgraded to 
‘Significant’. Whilst it is recognised 
that Site ALD4 does not occupy the 
whole of Parcel AEo4, Story Homes 
considers that the removal of the 
site from the Green Belt will still 
have a ‘Major’ impact upon the 

Noted. 
 
It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 
 
 

No change. 
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Green Belt purposes. The Green Belt 
gap between these two settlements 
in this area has recently been 
significantly reduced following the 
removal of the Royal London site to 
the south of Wilmslow and the 
allocation of this land for residential 
and employment development in 
the CELPS. The removal of Site ALD4 
from the Green Belt would move 
the settlement boundary of Alderley 
Edge significantly further north (75-
100m) further reducing the gap 
between the two settlements. The 
Settlement Report recognises that 
the removal of the allocated land 
will narrow the gap between 
Alderley Edge and Wilmslow 
further. 
 
3 The proposed allocation boundary 
does not follow any readily 
recognised boundary to the north. 
Given the role this land plays in 
separating Alderley Edge from 
Wilmslow, the need to identify an 
existing permanent, defensible 
boundary is of critical importance to 
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ensure that the two settlements do 
not merge. 
 
4 The site is also subject to technical 
constraints which would severely 
limit its development potential. The 
Government’s Flood Map for 
Planning indicates that significant 
parts of the site fall within Flood 
Zones 2 and 3 where residential 
development would not normally be 
permitted. 
 
5 Whilst the site promoter has 
indicated that that 35 dwellings 
could be accommodated outside of 
Flood Zones 2 and 3 and also 
outside of the areas at risk of 
surface water flooding, the 
Settlement report does not record 
any response from the Environment 
Agency to indicate the use of the 
site for residential development 
would be acceptable and we 
provide professional advice on this 
matter at Appendix 4. This advice 
notes the following: 
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“…it is likely that there will be a 
proportion of the site set aside for a 
SuDS based surface water drainage 
system. Given the flood risk 
constraints on the site (SuDS 
features should not be located in 
areas of fluvial and pluvial flood risk) 
as well as the potential for shallow 
groundwater on the site it is unlikely 
that a suitable solution could be 
found without significant land take”. 
 
6 Given the constrains identified, 
there is no guarantee that the site 
can come forward to deliver the 35 
dwellings currently envisaged. This 
would threaten the deliverability of 
both market and affordable housing 
for Alderley Edge and may not fully 
meet the development needs of the 
area. The allocation of the site in the 
SADPD is therefore considered to be 
flawed when sequentially preferable 
sites (such as land at Ryleys Farm) 
are available for development. 
 
7 The Framework7 is clear that 
planning policies and decisions 
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should support development that 
makes efficient use of land. The site 
is 2.9ha in size and the development 
of 35 dwellings would result in a 
development density of 12 
dwellings per hectare. We consider 
that this would result in the 
wasteful use of land and it is not 
possible to justify the removal of 
such a large site from the Green Belt 
when its development potential is 
so poor. 
 
8 The landscape impact of the site is 
also acknowledged by the Council as 
being of significant concern in the 
Alderley Edge Settlement Report8 
as it only adjoins the settlement on 
one side. Whilst the Settlement 
Report suggests that appropriate 
design and landscaping could 
mitigate this impact, it is not clear 
how this would address the issue as 
its relationship with the existing 
settlement would remain the same. 

1.13 SADPD 
ALD2 
ALD3 

3.27  The provision of a larger 
allocation on the Ryleys Farm site 
would help meet any shortfall in 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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homes if these two sites are not 
allocated in the SADPD or if they are 
reduced in size. 
 
3.28  For the reasons set out above, 
we would encourage the NPG to 
continue supporting the allocation 
and safeguarding of the Ryleys Farm 
site, including the potential 
enlargement of the allocated Ryleys 
site southwards up to the 
watercourse as suggested above, as 
this would provide a significant 
number of benefits to the local 
community, including the provision 
of more affordable housing and the 
opportunity to provide a greater 
variety of dwelling types and 
potential other community benefits 
such as allotments and 
compensatory open space to help 
meet the needs of the community. 
It would also conform with the 
objectives of the NDP. 

It is recommended that comments 
relating to the promotion of 
development sites should be 
addressed to CEC as part of the 
consultation responses to the SADPD. 
 
The supporting text of the AENDP will 
be updated at key points to reflect the 
most up to date version of the SADPD. 
 
 

1.14 4.0 Draft Policy 
AE1: Alderley 
Edge 

4.1  Story Homes generally supports 
with changes the wording of Policy 
AE1 and agree that growth should 
be targeted to the most appropriate 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Development 
Strategy 

locations, where the highest levels 
of integration, sustainability, 
connectivity and design quality can 
be achieved. 
 
4.2  The Policy indicates that any 
site allocations identified in the 
Cheshire East SADPD will be 
supported and Story agree with this 
approach. However, areas of 
Safeguarded Land, which are 
treated as open countryside, given 
their Safeguarded status are not 
referred to in the policy. 
 
4.3  A housing target of 250 
dwellings in Alderley Edge is 
identified in the SADPD. The housing 
supply identified in the 
Neighbourhood Plan (75 housing 
completions, 87 commitments and 
90 dwellings on allocated sites 
based on figures provided by 
Cheshire East Council in November 
2019) only slightly exceeds this 
figure. Given this marginal supply, it 
may be the case that areas of 
Safeguarded Land identified in the 

The Publication version of the SADPD 
(2019) clearly states in relation to 
ALD3: 
 
'Safeguarded land ALD 3 
Ryleys Farm (safeguarded) 
Land at Ryleys Farm is designated as 
2.70 ha of safeguarded land. It remains 
in the open countryside and is not 
allocated for development at the 
present time.' 
 
It is appropriate for Policy AE1 to refer 
to site allocations but not to 
safeguarded land.  The Plan period is 
up to 2030 and it is not anticipated 
that areas of safeguarded land would 
come forward for development in that 
timescale unless a review of the Local 
Plan has taken place to allocate the 
land following an assessment of the 
need for development at that time, 
and the identification of the most 
appropriate locations for development 
to take place.' (See Policy PG4 below) 
 
Local Plan Strategy Policy PG 4 
Safeguarded Land sets out: 
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SADPD, such as the proposed 
Safeguarded Land ALD3 at Ryleys 
Farm, could come forward for 
development within the 
Neighbourhood Plan period, should 
a shortfall in housing supply occur. 
In order to ensure that the policy 
aligns with the Local Plan, we 
consider that the wording of Part 1 
should allow for the development of 
Safeguarded Land as well. 

'Safeguarded land is land between the 
existing urban area and the inner 
boundary of the Green 
Belt that may be required to meet 
longer-term development needs 
stretching well beyond the 
period of the Local Plan. 
1. Safeguarded land is not allocated for 
development at the present time. 
2. Safeguarded land is outside of the 
urban area and therefore policies 
relating to development 
in the open countryside will apply. 
3. Any development that would 
prejudice the future comprehensive 
development of safeguarded 
land will not be permitted. 
4. Development of safeguarded land 
for uses other than those appropriate 
in the open 
countryside will not be permitted, 
unless a review of the Local Plan has 
taken place to allocate the land 
following an assessment of the need 
for development at that time, and 
the identification of the most 
appropriate locations for development 
to take place.' 
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Comments referring to housing land 
supply should be forwarded to CEC as 
part of responses to the SADPD. 
 
It is likely, based on recent windfall 
figures that further windfall housing 
will come forward over the plan period 
in addition to the site allocations. 

1.15  Basic Conditions Test 
 
4.4 We consider that the 
Neighbourhood Plan fails to meet 
the Basic Conditions because: 
1 It is not in general conformity 
with the strategic policies 
contained in the 
development plan: The policy could 
undermine the strategic policies in 
the Cheshire East Local Plan by 
limiting the development potential 
of Safeguarded Land and therefore 
hampering the delivery of housing 
needed to meet the housing 
requirement. 
 
Recommended Change 

Not accepted. 
 
It would not be appropriate to refer to 
Safeguarded Land in Policy AE1 as at 
the current time policies relating to 
development 
in the open countryside will apply (see 
Local Plan Strategy Policy PG4 as set 
out above). 
 
If the proposed area of safeguarded 
land at ALD3 is deleted and instead  
comes forward as a site allocation 
through the SADPD, then AENDP Policy 
AE1 (and other NDP Policies) will 
apply. 

No change. 
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4.5 The following additional wording 
is suggested for Part 1 of Policy AE1: 
“Are located within the existing 
settlement boundary of Alderley 
Edge or currently identified as 
Safeguarded Land on the edge of 
the settlement (as shown on the 
most up to date adopted Local Plan 
proposals map)” 
 

1.16 5.0  Draft Policy 
AE2: Location, 
Design, Scale 
and Type of 
New Housing 

Part 1- Design 
5.1  Part 1 of the policy indicates 
that development will be supported 
where it adheres to the Cheshire 
East Borough Design Guide and the 
Village Wide Design Principles as set 
out in the Alderley Edge Design 
Codes. The Design Codes are 
provided in a separate Design Code 
document. 
 
5.2  Story Homes questions whether 
the Design Codes referred to in Part 
1 are necessary. Design matters are 
covered in significant detail in the 
Cheshire East Council Borough 
Design Guide SPD. This SPD 
considers the settlement character 

Not accepted. 
 
The preparation of Design Codes to 
support policies and proposals in NDPs 
is established good practice and is 
supported at a national level by the 
Government's Technical Support 
programme - see 
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/ab
out/technical-support/ . 
 
It is widely recognised that Alderley 
Edge has a unique character with a 
distinct identity.  The existence of 
conservation areas and other heritage 
assets, and the settlement's location in 
attractive Cheshire countryside close 
to Manchester are positive assets that 

No change. 

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/about/technical-support/
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/about/technical-support/
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of Alderley Edge and provides 
significant detail of working with the 
grain of a place, urban design, street 
design, green infrastructure and 
landscape design and sustainable 
design principles in different parts 
of Cheshire East, including Alderley 
Edge. In addition, it repeats some of 
the policy content, supporting text 
and diagrams within the 
Neighbourhood Plan in relation to 
matters such as Focus Areas, Key 
Views and Townscape. It is not 
therefore clear why an additional 
Design Code document is required 
to accompany the Neighbourhood 
Plan given the comprehensive 
nature of this document. 
 

are highly valued by local residents but 
these also contribute to significant 
development pressures. 
 
The AENDP's robust evidence base and 
strong emphasis on promoting high 
quality design in new development are 
key to its future success as a 
development plan document with 
'teeth'.   Successive public consultation 
process have demonstrated that local 
residents support this approach and 
would like to see new development 
that is sensitive to existing character, 
in addition to utilising more 
sustainable, energy and resource 
efficient building technologies. 

1.17 AE2 
Design Codes 

5.3  However, should the NPSG 
choose to retain the Design Code, 
we would ask that the comments 
below are taken into consideration. 
 
1 Some of the requirements of the 
Design Code go beyond what would 
normally be included in such a 
document and rather than being 

Not accepted. 
 
The Design Codes were prepared by 
consultants AECOM under the 
Government's Technical Support 
programme with the support and 
involvement of members of the NDP 
Steering Group.  The Design Codes are 
not planning policies but should be 

No change. AECOM are 
approved by Locality as a 
consultant provider for 
preparing Design Codes and 
funding was obtained for this 
specific purpose from Locality. 
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evidence to support the 
Neighbourhood Plan, they are 
essentially policy requirements 
which would normally be found in a 
Neighbourhood Plan itself. The 
Design Code should be reviewed 
and amended to address this 
matter. We expand further on this 
matter below.  
 
2 CODE GRN.  states that 
development should seek to provide 
net biodiversity gains. For the 
reasons set out in response to Part 
11 of Policy AE3 we consider that 
such a requirement does not meet 
the basic conditions tests. In 
addition, as this would essentially 
be a policy requirement, it would 
not normally feature in a Design 
Code document in any event. It also 
duplicates the requirements of 
emerging SADPD Policy ENV2 (which 
we have challenged the soundness 
of through representations to that 
document) and is not therefore 
necessary. The second sentence of 

considered as guidance to inform 
AENDP planning policies where 
appropriate. 
 
There is no intention to review and 
amend them at the current time.  
However if CEC consider it would be 
appropriate to adopt them as a SPD 
then they would be published for 
consultation.  
 
 

It was agreed to ask CEC to 
adopt the Design Codes as 
SPD.  
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CODE GRN.STT should therefore be 
deleted. 
 
3 Village Wide Design Code (SUST) 
states that: 
“A reduction in background noise 
and improvements in air quality 
should be achieved”. 
Both of these matters are 
essentially out of the control of 
developers as they are determined 
by external factors beyond the 
boundaries of an individual site, 
such as existing traffic and existing 
development. It would not 
therefore be possible to practically 
address this requirement. This text 
should therefore be deleted. 
 
4 For the reasons set out in our 
response to Part 9 of Policy AE3, 
higher standards of eco design 
should not be applied to sites that 
currently lie within the Green Belt as 
there is no justification for this and 
it fails to meet the basic conditions 
tests. In addition, as this would 
essentially be a policy requirement, 



92 
 

Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

it would not normally feature in a 
Design Code document. CODE 
SUST.GRN.BLT should therefore be 
deleted.  
 
5 Figure 4.1 of the Design Code and 
the accompanying text indicate that 
the proposed SADPD allocations 
would fall within the ‘Village 
Perimeter Area’. With regard to 
block structure the Design Code9 
States: 
“Alderley Edge has two main types 
of block arrangements which are 
acceptable in every location (village 
boundary and village perimeter as 
shown on Fig. 4.1), but 
developments within the village 
boundary should be dominated by 
formal arrangements, whilst 
developments on the village 
perimeter should be dominated by 
informal arrangements”. 
 
Story Homes notes that the 
proposed SADPD allocations are 
located in close proximity to parts of 
the village where development is 
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characterised by more formal block 
structures or a combination of 
formal and informal blocks. It is not 
therefore clear why the Design Code 
recommends the dominance of an 
informal arrangement in these 
locations. In addition, a more 
informal arrangement would result 
in a lower density of development 
being achieved and could result in 
development which does not make 
the most efficient use of land as 
sought by the Framework [§122].  
 
However, we also recognise that 
these sites will provide a transition 
between the existing settlement 
and Green Belt. Taking these factors 
into account, it is likely that the 
development pattern on the Ryleys 
Farm site would be a ‘semi-formal’ 
block structure, with a slightly 
looser pattern of development than 
the formal block structure example 
provided in Figure 4.36 of the 
Design Guide, to recognise the 
transition between the settlement 
and Green Belt land. We would 
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therefore suggest that the wording 
of part 4.6.2 ‘Block Structure’ in the 
Design Code is amended to allow for 
this type of block structure in the 
Village Perimeter Area. 

1.18 AE2 Basic Conditions Test 
5.4  Story Homes considers that Part 
1 of Policy AE2 fails to meet the 
Basic Conditions because: 
1 It does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development:  
The Design Code document does 
not provide any substantial 
additional guidance beyond that set 
out in Local Plan policy including the 
Cheshire East Design Guide SPD and 
an additional layer of guidance is 
considered to be unnecessary. It 
also includes requirements which 
fail to meet the basic conditions 
tests as we have established in our 
responses to the relevant policies in 
the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Not accepted. 
 
The Design Code document is a 
background document and part of the 
NDP evidence base.  It does not 
include planning policies which will be 
tested as part of the examination 
process. 

No change. 

1.19 AE2 Recommended Change 
 
5.5  References to the Design Code 
should be removed from Policy AE2 

Not accepted. 
 
The Design Codes should remain as a 
background document / supporting 

No change. 
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and any other Policies and Sections 
within the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
5.6  If the NPSG opts to retain the 
Design Code document going 
forwards, it is considered that the 
document should form an Appendix 
to the Neighbourhood Plan 
document as it will form a 
component against which 
accordance with various 
Neighbourhood Plan policies will be 
assessed including Policy AE2. The 
comments made above on the 
content of the document should 
also be taken into consideration if 
the document is to be retained. 

evidence for the AENDP.  There is no 
need for the document to form part of 
the NDP as an Appendix but it should 
remain accessible and available on the 
NDP website pages. 
The Parish Council intends to discuss 
with CEC whether the document 
should be adopted as a SPD. 

1.20 AE2 
2 

Part 2 – Scale 
5.7 Part 3 requires that “Schemes 
are appropriate to their site in scale 
and character and relate well to 
their context; plot density, height 
and massing should respond to 
adjoining residential areas and 
protect the amenity of neighbouring 
residents”. 
 

Not accepted. 
 
The AENDP has a strong emphasis on 
design and ensuring an appropriate 
scale in  new development is key to 
ensuring that new buildings do not 
overly dominate surrounding sensitive 
areas.  
 
 
 

No change. 
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5.8  We consider that a requirement 
for these design aspects to “relate 
well to their context” and “respond 
to adjoining residential areas” is 
both overly prescriptive and 
susceptible to subjective 
application. They could result in 
development which does not make 
the most efficient use of land as 
sought by the Framework [§122], if 
for example neighbouring 
development is of a particularly low 
density. 

1.21 AE2 
2 

Basic Conditions Test 
5.9  We consider that the 
Neighbourhood Plan fails to meet 
the Basic Conditions because: 
1 It does not have regard to 
national policies and advice: The 
policy could stifle the delivery of 
development in accordance with the 
Framework [§122] which requires 
policies to support development 
that makes efficient use of land. 

Not accepted - see below 1.21. No change. 

1.22  Recommended Change 
5.10 The following wording is 
suggested for Part 2 of Policy AE1: 

Not accepted. 
 
NPPF Paragraph 16 sets out that Plans 
should: 'd) contain policies that are 

No change. 
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“Schemes are appropriate to their 
site in scale and character and 
respect relate well to their context; 
plot density, height and massing 
should respect respond to adjoining 
residential areas and protect the 
amenity of neighbouring residents” 

clearly written and unambiguous, so it 
is evident how a decision maker should 
react to development proposals.' 
 
Terms like "respect" are considerably 
weaker than "relate well to" and 
"respond to" and would provide a 
lesser degree of certainty to decision 
makers when applying the policy to 
proposals. 
 

1.23 AE2 
3 A, B, C 

Part 3 – Type  
Parts 3(A), (B) and (C) 
5.11  Part 3(A) of the policy states 
that schemes should make provision 
for the recommended split of 
dwellings by bedroom number as 
follows: 
• 35% 1-2 bedroom 
• 60% 3 bedroom 
• 5% 4 or more bedrooms 

Noted. No change. 

1.24 AE2 
3 B 
3C 

5.12  Part 3(B) of the Policy states 
that proposals for further provision 
of houses of 5 or more bedrooms 
will be resisted. 
 
5.13  Part 3(C) states that the mix of 
housing should include a range of 

Noted. No change. 
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accommodation suitable for the 
increasing 65+ age range including 
bungalows. 
 

1.25 AE2 
3 

5.14  Story Homes objects to the 
policy as currently worded. We 
recognise the contribution that an 
appropriate housing mix can make 
to meeting the needs and always 
seek to deliver a range of home 
sizes when delivering new 
development. However, we 
consider that the Neighbourhood 
Plan should not be prescriptive 
when it comes to housing mix, as 
strict guidance may not adequately 
reflect likely market demand, 
resulting in it introducing a 
restriction on market choice. It 
would not therefore be consistent 
with national planning guidance and 
may not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development. 

Not accepted. 
 
This part of the Policy is informed by a 
recent housing needs assessment 
which was commissioned by the Parish 
Council as part of the NDP process.   
 
The policy also refers to "the most up 
to date local housing needs 
assessment" to allow for some 
flexibility in the future.  
 
However at the current time it is clear 
that the emphasis should be on 
providing more smaller houses to 
meet local needs and the policy as 
worded provides certainty for 
developers, setting out the proposed 
split  of different sized dwellings 
required. 

No change. 

1.26 AE2 
3A 

5.15 In addition, we note that Parts 
3(A) and (B) currently contradict 
each other as Part (A) makes 
allowance for the provision of 

Accepted. 
 
See Table 2 Ref 4.4 for proposed 
amendment to wording. 

Note – wording adjusted to 
read 4+ as set out in HNA. 
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dwellings with more than 4 
bedrooms whilst Part (B) resists 
dwellings of this size. It is not clear 
why Part 3(B) of the policy has been 
included as the Alderley Edge 
Neighbourhood Plan Housing Needs 
Assessment10 [the Housing Needs 
Assessment] also makes provision 
for 4+ bedroom dwellings in the 
housing mix suggested.  

 
   

1.27 AE2 
3A 

5.16  Alderley Edge is a settlement 
which is characterised by large 
properties.  
 
The Housing Needs Assessment11 
notes the higher proportion of 5+ 
bedroom properties in Alderley 
Edge in comparison to the Borough 
as a whole (12% against 6%). It 
notes12 that there has been steady 
growth of medium - large properties 
in the wider Borough over the inter-
Census period indicating market 
demand for these properties in the 
wider area. In the same period, the 
Housing Needs Assessment records 
a significant increase in the amount 
of smaller, more affordable homes 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.25 above. 
 
The housing needs assessment 
provides more detailed information in 
relation to  Alderley Edge than 
strategic housing needs assessment 
documents.  It is widely recognised 
that the settlement has a particularly 
high proportion of larger properties 
and the NDP aims to support a more 
balanced approach in new housing to 
promote a more sustainable local 
community in which local residents 
can access suitable housing which 
meets their needs in the future. 

No change. 
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in Alderley Edge indicating that 
development has come forward to 
help meet demand for smaller 
properties. The provision to meet an 
appropriate mix should not impact 
on the quantity of the general 
properties needed within the 
market, and any policy must be 
worded in a way that avoids this. 
Story Homes therefore consider that 
any Policy on mix should make 
allowance for the provision of 
dwellings in excess of 4 bedrooms. 
 
5.17 The housing mix identified in 
Policy AE2 has been partly informed 
by the results of Housing Needs 
Survey which are provided in the 
Housing Needs Assessment. We 
note that this survey is not 
representative of the entire 
Neighbourhood Area given the low 
response rate of 15%, and, as the 
Housing Needs Survey rightly 
notes13, these results need to be 
treated with caution. 
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5.18In addition, we note that the 
basic conditions require 
Neighbourhood Plans to be in 
general conformity with the 
strategic policies in the adopted 
Local Plan. With regard to this 
matter, we note that the housing 
mix suggested in Table 8.1 of the 
Publication Draft SADPD (which 
accompanies Policy HOU1) makes 
provision for 4 and 5+ bedroom 
dwellings (18%), recognising that a 
need for this size of dwelling exists.  
 
It also suggests a lower proportion 
of 1 and 2 bed dwellings (28%) and 
3 bed dwellings (53%). This is based 
on the Cheshire East SHMA which 
provides a strategic view of housing 
supply and demand in all housing 
sectors up to 2030. As any 
development within Alderley Edge 
will be serving a wider market, 
beyond the boundaries of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, greater 
flexibility should be provided in the 
housing mix sought. As Publication 
Draft SADPD Policy HOU1 already 
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sets out an indicative housing mix, it 
is not necessary to provide a 
separate housing mix in the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
5.19 The scope to provide bungalow 
development on sites of the sizes 
allocated in the emerging SADPD 
would be difficult as such dwellings 
require a significant amount of land 
take and therefore have a resultant 
impact upon the number of 
dwellings which can be delivered on 
a site. This could hamper the ability 
of these allocations to help meet 
the housing requirement identified 
for Alderley Edge in the SADPD. 
With regard to this matter, we note 
that the provision of a larger 
housing allocation at Ryleys Farm 
would allow for a more diverse 
housing mix to be provided. Story 
Homes has previously 
communicated this and has 
submitted several masterplans that 
provide for up to 100 units with a 
mix of housing tenures, including 
bungalows. 
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1.28 AE2 
A, B, C 

Basic Conditions Test 
5.20  We consider that Parts 3(A) 
and (B) of Policy AE2 fail to meet the 
Basic Conditions because: 
1 It does not have regard to 
national policies and advice: The 
wording of the policy could 
undermine housing delivery 
contrary to the aims of the 
Framework [§59] which is seeking to 
boost housing supply. 
2 It is not in general conformity 
with the strategic policies 
contained in the 
development plan: The emerging 
SADPD already suggests an 
indicative housing mix which 
includes 5+ bedroom dwellings 

Not accepted - see above. No change. 

1.29 AE2 
A, B, C 

The following amendments are 
suggested for Parts 3(A) and (B) of 
Policy AE2: 
A. Development must contribute to 
a mix of house types, sizes and 
tenures and meet local housing 
needs as identified in the most up to 
date local housing needs 
assessment. 

Not accepted - see above. No change. 
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Schemes should make provision for 
the recommended split of dwellings 
by bedroom number as follows: 
• 35% 1-2- bedroom 
• 60% 3 bedroom 
• 5% 4 or more bedroom 
B. Proposals for further provision of 
new houses of 5 or more bedrooms 
will be resisted. 
C. The mix of housing should include 
a range of accommodation suitable 
for the increasing 65+ age range 
including bungalows. Schemes 
should could also provide adaptable 
housing suitable for people with 
disabilities or special needs where 
there is evidence of need. 

1.30 AE2 
3D 

Part 3(D) 
5.22  Whilst on behalf of Story 
Homes we generally support the 
provision of affordable housing, we 
object to Part 3(D) which requires 
schemes of 10 or more houses to 
provide a suitable proportion of 
affordable housing, in line with 
CELPS Policy SC5, which requires a 
minimum of 30% of all units to be 
affordable in Local Service Centres. 

Refer to Table 1 CEC comments in 
relation to AE2 and update this table 
once discussed with CEC. 

Note: the policy wording has 
been  amended to 11 or more 
dwellings in accordance with 
the Local Plan. 
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Story Homes notes that 
developments of 11 or more 
dwellings in Local Service Centres 
are identified as the threshold for 
requirement in Policy SC5. Part 3(D) 
does not therefore align with CELPS 
Policy SC5. 
 
5.23 With regard to this matter the 
Practice Guidance14 states: 
“Plans should be prepared 
positively, in a way that is 
aspirational but deliverable. 
Strategic policies in the local plan or 
spatial development strategy should 
set out the contributions expected 
from development. This should 
include the levels and types of 
affordable housing required, along 
with other infrastructure. 
Neighbourhood plans may also 
contain policies on the contributions 
expected from development, but 
these and any other requirements 
placed on development should 
accord with relevant strategic 
policies and not undermine the 
deliverability of the neighbourhood 
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plan, local plan or spatial 
development strategy”. 
 
5.24  The Practice Guidance is 
therefore clear that affordable 
housing requirement should be 
dealt with through strategic policies 
in the Local Plan and any 
neighbourhood plan policies need to 
accord with relevant strategic 
policies. The approach taken in the 
Neighbourhood Plan does not 
therefore align with the Practice 
Guidance. In addition, no viability 
evidence has been provided to 
support a reduced threshold of 10 
or more houses. It has not therefore 
been demonstrated that the policy 
would not undermine the 
deliverability of the Neighbourhood 
Plan and the Local Plan, as required 
in the Practice Guidance. 
 
5.25Part 3(D) also states that where 
the most up to date local housing 
needs assessment identifies a need 
for a higher level of provision then 
development will be expected to 
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address this additional requirement. 
With regard to this matter CELPS 
policy SC5 states: 
“In future, where Cheshire East 
Council evidence, such as housing 
needs studies or housing market 
assessments, indicate a change in 
the borough’s housing need the 
above thresholds and percentage 
requirements may be varied”. 
 
5.26The CELPS therefore provides a 
greater level of flexibility to 
considering updated evidence and 
does not automatically require an 
increase in affordable housing 
provision. The approach taken in the 
Neighbourhood Plan is considered 
to be overly prescriptive. There are 
a range of factors which could make 
the provision of affordable housing 
above identified thresholds not 
possible, including site viability. By 
imposing an immediate requirement 
to address additional need, the 
Neighbourhood Plan policy fails to 
account for such eventualities. 
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5.27The provision of a larger 
allocation at the Ryleys Farm site 
would allow for a greater number of 
affordable homes to be provided on 
the site (and within the village 
boundary), applying the 30% 
requirement in CELPS Policy SC5. 
With regard to this matter, we note 
that the allocation of the Jenny 
Heyes site (Site ALD1) for 10 
dwellings would fall below the 
policy threshold for affordable 
housing provision set out in Policy 
SC5 of the Cheshire East Local Plan 
Strategy 
[CELPS]. This would be a lost 
opportunity for the Council to 
secure affordable housing in a 
settlement where the lack of 
available brownfield sites and Green 
Belt restrictions outside of the 
settlement minimises the 
opportunity for affordable housing 
provision on non-allocated sites. 
This is contrary to the objectives of 
the NDP which seeks to create a 
more sustainable and balanced 
community. 
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1.31 AE2  
3D 

Basic Conditions Test 
5.28 We consider that Part 3(D) of 
Policy AE2 fails to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It does not have regard to 
national policies and advice: The 
Practice Guidance is clear that 
affordable housing requirement 
should be dealt with through 
strategic policies in the Local Plan. It 
has not been demonstrated through 
viability testing that the policy 
would not undermine the 
deliverability of the Neighbourhood 
Plan and the Local Plan as required 
in the Practice Guidance. 
2 It is not in general conformity 
with the strategic policies 
contained in the 
development plan: The site size 
threshold identified in the policy 
does not align with the SADPD. 

Noted - see above. No further change. 

1.32 AE2 3D Recommended Change 
5.29 Part 3(D) should be deleted as 
follows: 
Schemes of 10 houses or more will 
be required to provide a suitable 
proportion of affordable housing in 

Noted - see above. Note wording amended to 11 
or more dwellings as Local 
Plan. 
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line with Local Plan Strategy Policy 
SCS Affordable Homes which 
requires a minimum of 30% of all 
units to be affordable in Local 
Service Centres such as Alderley 
Edge, or, where the most up to date 
local housing needs assessment 
identifies a need for a higher level of 
provision then development will be 
expected to address this additional 
requirement. 
This affordable housing provision of 
a minimum of 30% of all units 
should be provided on site or, as a 
first alternative where exceptional 
circumstances are demonstrated, 
built within the settlement boundary 
of the village in order to maintain a 
balanced community within the 
area. If it can be demonstrated that 
neither the policy requirement nor 
the first alternative are achievable 
due to exceptional circumstances, 
commuted sum payments by 
developers in lieu of 
provision of affordable housing on 
site or within the village, should 
contribute towards affordable 
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housing schemes within Alderley 
Edge village as a first priority. 
Affordable Housing should be a mix 
of affordable to rent and affordable 
to buy (Shared Ownership being the 
preferred model).  
 
 

1.33 AE2 
3E 

Part 3(E) 
5.30  Story Homes objects to the 
wording of Part 3(E) as it may not be 
possible to implement this 
requirement on some sites. 
 
5.31It is normal practice for 
affordable housing to be ‘pepper 
potted’ on a development site 
(i.e.spread throughout the site to 
assimilate and integrate with the 
market housing). It may therefore 
be the case that the occupancy of all 
of the affordable units cannot be 
prioritised, or brought forward at 
the same time as the majority of the 
market housing, in accordance with 
this policy if they are being brought 
forward in the later stages of 
development. 

Noted. 
 
Refer to Table 1 CEC comments. 
This has been deleted. 

Agreed to delete E. 
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1.34 AE2 
3E 

Basic Conditions Test 
5.32  Story Homes considers that 
Part 3(E) of Policy AE2 fails to meet 
the Basic Conditions because: 
1 It does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development: It may not be 
possible to implement this 
requirement on some sites and this 
could hamper the delivery of much 
needed market and affordable 
homes. 

Noted. No further change. 

1.35 AE2 
3E 

Recommended Change 
5.33 Part 3(E) should be amended as 
follows: 
“Affordable Housing should be fully 
integrated with market housing and 
should be prioritised for occupancy 
prior to, or at least at the same time 
as, the majority of market housing 
in the development scheme”. 

Noted. E has been deleted. 

1.36 Draft Policy 
AE3: Sustainable 
Housing 
Design 

Part 3 
6.1  Story Homes objects to Part 3 
of Policy AE3 which requires 
schemes to provide a high quality 
public realm in accordance with the 
Design Codes.  
 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.19 above. 

No change. 
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As noted in our response to other 
parts of the Neighbourhood Plan, 
Story Homes questions whether the 
Design Codes referred to in Part 3 
are necessary.  
 
Design matters are covered in 
significant detail in the Cheshire 
East Council Borough Design Guide 
SPD. This SPD provides significant 
detail on the provision of high 
quality public realm and road 
hierarchy. It is not therefore clear 
why an additional Design Code 
document is required to accompany 
the Neighbourhood Plan given the 
comprehensive nature of the SPD. 

1.37 AE3 
3 

Basic Conditions Test 
6.2 We consider that Part 3 of Policy 
AE3 fails to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development: It is not clear why an 
additional Design Code document is 
required to accompany the 
Neighbourhood Plan given the 
comprehensive nature of the 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.19 above. 

No change. 
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Cheshire East Council Borough 
Design Guide SPD. 

1.38 AE3 
3 

Recommended Change 
6.3  Part 3 of Policy AE3 should be 
amended as follows: 
“Schemes should promote a high 
quality public realm in accordance 
with the Design Codes, with a road 
hierarchy that prioritises 
pedestrians, cyclists and those with 
mobility impairments ahead of 
vehicular traffic, and includes shared 
spaces which promote opportunities 
for social interaction, rest and 
enjoyment”. 
 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.19 above. 

No change. 

1.39 AE3 
6 

Part 6 
6.4  Story Homes objects to Part 6 
of Policy AE3 which requires 
external charging points to be 
provided at a rate of one charging 
point per house within the garage or 
on the driveway in order to support 
the use of electric vehicles. 
 
6.5  No evidence has been provided 
to demonstrate the need for this 
level of requirement. In addition, 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to Table 1 CEC comments in 
response to Q3. 
 
The provision of ECV points for 
vehicles is a new and emerging 
requirement in planning policies.  The 
AENDP has responded to the need for 
new development to incorporate 
principles of sustainable design as part 
of measures to tackle the climate crisis 

No change. 
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there is no stated requirement in 
the adopted CELPS for such level of 
provision or in the emerging SADPD 
either. In addition, there is no 
national requirement for this level 
of provision. 
 
6.6  No viability evidence has been 
provided with the Neighbourhood 
Plan to demonstrate that this level 
of provision can be delivered. 

and move towards a low carbon 
economy.   The provision of one ECV 
charging point is not considered to be 
onerous. 
 
 

1.40 AE3 
6 

Basic Conditions Test 
6.7  We consider that Part 6 of 
Policy AE3 fails to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It does not have regard to 
national policies and advice: There 
is no national requirement for the 
level of provision sought. It has not 
been demonstrated through 
viability testing that the policy 
would not undermine the 
deliverability of the Neighbourhood 
Plan and the Local Plan as required 
in the Practice Guidance.  
 

Not accepted. 
 
See above. 

No change. 
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2 It is not in general conformity 
with the strategic policies 
contained in the 
development plan: There is no 
stated requirement in the adopted 
CELPS for such level of provision or 
in the emerging SADPD either. 

1.41  Recommended Change 
6.8  Part 6 of Policy AE3 should be 
deleted. 

Not accepted. 
 
See above. 

No change. 

1.42 AE3 
9 

Part 9 
6.9  Story Homes generally supports 
Part 9 of Policy AE3. 
 
6.10The benefits of reducing energy 
use and promoting renewable 
technologies are recognised. 
However, we consider that some 
minor amendments to Part 9 of the 
policy are required in order to clarify 
the standards to which the policy 
refers. 
 
6.11The Practice Guidance15 
provides advice on how a 
community should ensure its 
neighbourhood plan is deliverable. 
It states that plans should be 

Noted. No change. 
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prepared positively, in a way that is 
aspirational but deliverable. We 
consider that the changes suggested 
below are necessary to provide 
developers with certainty on the 
requirements of Part 9. 
 
 

1.43 AE3 
9 

Basic Conditions Test 
6.12  We are concerned that Part 9 
of Policy AE3, as currently worded, 
would fail to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It does not have regard to 
national policies and advice: The 
wording of the policy could 
undermine housing delivery 
contrary to the aims of the 
Framework [§59] which is seeking to 
boost housing supply. 
Recommended Change 
Part 9 of Policy AE3 should be 
amended as follows: 
“Housing Developments on land that 
was formerly Green Belt: all major 
schemes of 10 or more units should 
achieve a reduction in energy use 
compared to the minimum energy 

Accepted. 
 
Amend Policy AE3 Part 9 as suggested. 
 
 

Amend NDP Policy AE3 9 to: 
 
Housing Developments on 
land that was formerly Green 
Belt: all major schemes of 10 
or more units should achieve a 
reduction in energy use 
compared to the minimum 
energy performance 
requirements for standard 
new build construction as 
defined in Building 
Regulations Approved 
Document Part L1A (2013 
Edition incorporating 2016 
amendments). 
This is expressed as a 19% 
reduction in target emissions 
rate (TER) as calculated using 
the methodology set out in 
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performance requirements for 
standard new build construction as 
defined in Building Regulations 
Approved Document Part L1A (2013 
Edition incorporating 2016 
amendments). 
This is expressed as a 19% reduction 
in target emissions rate (TER) as 
calculated using the methodology 
set out in the Building Regulations 
Approved Document Part L1A. At 
least 50% of this reduction must be 
achieved through building fabric 
efficiencies, with the remainder 
achieved from renewable energy 
technologies”. 

the Building Regulations 
Approved Document Part L1A. 
At least 50% of this reduction 
must be achieved through 
building fabric efficiencies, 
with the remainder achieved 
from renewable energy 
technologies”. 

1.44 AE3 
11 

Part 11 
6.13  The need to protect 
biodiversity and other ecosystem 
services provided by the natural 
environment is recognised. 
However, Story Homes objects to 
Part 11 of the policy as currently 
worded. There is no requirement in 
the Framework for all development 
proposals to deliver net gains for 
biodiversity. With regard to this 
matter, the Framework16 states 

Noted. 
See below. 

No change. 
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that plans should: “Promote the 
conservation, restoration and 
enhancement of priority habitats, 
ecological networks and the 
protection and recovery of priority 
species; and identify and pursue 
opportunities for securing 
measurable net gains for 
biodiversity” 
 
6.14  Whilst pursuing opportunities 
for securing net gains in biodiversity 
is encouraged, the Framework does 
not therefore set a blanket 
requirement for all developments to 
achieve this aim. In addition, there 
is no Government legislation in 
place for the provision of 
biodiversity net gain and an 
appropriate mechanism to calculate 
gain has not been confirmed. 
 

1.45 AE3 
11 

Basic Conditions Test 
6.15  We consider that Part 11 of 
Policy AE3 fails to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It does not have regard to 
national policies and advice: There 

Noted. 
See below. 

No change. 
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is no requirement in the Framework 
for all development proposals to 
deliver net gains for biodiversity and 
no Government legislation is 
currently in place for the provision 
of biodiversity net gain. 
 

1.46 AE3 
11 

Recommended Change 
6.16  It is considered that the first 
sentence of Policy AE2, Part 11 
should be amended as follows: 
“Developments should conserve 
protect and enhance wildlife, 
biodiversity, and other ecosystem 
services provided by the natural 
environment and demonstrate how 
schemes contribute to biodiversity 
net gain. 

Partially accepted. 
 
Insert "where appropriate" after "and" 
to provide greater flexibility. 
 

Amend NDP Policy AE3 part 
11. 
 
Amend first sentence to read: 
 
Developments should 
conserve protect and enhance 
wildlife, biodiversity, and 
other ecosystem services 
provided by the natural 
environment and, where 
appropriate, demonstrate 
how schemes contribute to 
biodiversity net gain. 

1.47 7.0 Draft Policy 
AE8: Supporting 
a Vibrant 
Village Centre 

7.1  Story Homes supports Policy 
AE8. Ensuring the vitality and 
viability of Alderley Edge is of vital 
importance to the long-term 
economic success of the area. The 
Framework sets out that planning 
policies and decisions should 

Noted. No change. 
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support the role that town centres 
play at the heart of local 
communities, by taking a positive 
approach to their growth, 
management and adaptation [§85]. 
 
7.2  As outlined in the Framework 
[§85(f)], it is important that the 
Neighbourhood Plan recognises that 
residential development often plays 
an important role in ensuring the 
vitality of centres, and residential 
development should be encouraged 
on appropriate sites. This is of 
importance in regard to the site at 
Ryleys Farm, which is identified as a 
draft allocation (Site ALD 2 – Ryleys 
Farm, north of Chelford Road) with 
land to the north safeguarded for 
future development needs (ALD 3 
Ryleys Farm) in the emerging 
SADPD. 

1.48 8.0 Draft Policy 
AE9: Landscape 
Character and 
Access 

8.1  Story Homes strongly supports 
the maintenance of a green gap 
between Alderley Edge and 
Wilmslow to the north and north 
west. This land comprises Green 
Belt which provides a visual and 

Noted. 
 
Refer to Table 1 CEC comments in 
relation to Q9. 
 

No change. 
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physical separation between the 
two settlements and serves an 
important function in preventing 
the two settlements from merging 
into one another and checking the 
unrestricted sprawl of the built-up 
area. 
 
8.2  With regard to this matter, the 
SADPD Publication Draft (2019) 
proposes the allocation of land 
North of Beech Road (Site ALD4) for 
residential development of around 
35 new homes. We note that the 
allocation of this site does not 
appear to align with the aspirations 
of Policy AE9 as it would contribute 
to the erosion of the green gap 
between the built-up areas of each 
settlement. This is further 
exacerbated given the approval of 
Royal London site, bringing the two 
settlements closer together. A 
suitable gap is necessary and should 
be retained 

Comments regarding proposed site 
allocations on the SADPD should be 
referred to CEC. 

1.49 9.0 Draft Policy 
AE10: Local 
Green Spaces 

9.1  Policy AE10 identifies a series of 
small pieces of land which are 

Accepted. 
 
Delete 5 as suggested. 

Amend NDP. 
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protected as Local Green Spaces. 
This includes: 
“5. Green space and trees alongside 
the layby to left of Ryleys Lane on 
approach to village”. 
 
9.2  The Framework [§100] states 
that Local Green Space designation 
should only be used where the 
green space is: 
1 in reasonably close proximity to 
the community it serves; 
2 demonstrably special to a local 
community and holds a particular 
local significance, for example 
because of its beauty, historic 
significance, recreational value 
(including as a playing field), 
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; 
and 
3 local in character and is not an 
extensive tract of land. 
 
9.3  In relation to the third of these 
tests the justification for this piece 
of Local Green Space (in Figure 3 of 
the Neighbourhood Plan) states: 

Delete proposed Local Green 
Space 5. 
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“Area of grass with mature trees. 
Provides an attractive row of mature 
trees which mark entry to village 
from south west and will help screen 
proposed new housing development 
to the north west”. 
 
9.4  The justification therefore 
recognises the proposed SADPD 
allocation at Ryleys Farm to the 
north west [Site ALD2]. In order to 
provide safe and convenient access 
from the proposed allocation onto 
Ryleys Lane, it will be necessary to 
provide an access road and 
associated pedestrian footways 
through part of this piece of land. 
 
9.5  The Framework [§99] states 
that designating land as Local Green 
Space should be consistent with the 
local planning of sustainable 
development and complement 
investment in sufficient homes, jobs 
and other essential services. Story 
Homes is concerned that the policy 
as currently worded may hamper 
the delivery of the proposed Ryleys 
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Farm allocation as it does not 
currently make provision to 
accommodate this proposed access. 
This would be contrary to the aims 
of emerging SADPD policy, which is 
seeking to deliver much needed 
market and affordable housing 
thorough this allocation. 
 
9.6  The Framework [§101] also 
states that policies for managing 
development within a Local Green 
Space should be consistent with 
those for Green Belts. This would 
involve applying the “very special 
circumstances” test to any 
development on Local Green Spaces 
judged to be inappropriate 
development. An access road would 
fall into this category of 
inappropriate development. As this 
is the only suitable point of access 
to the allocation, it would be 
unreasonable for it to be subjected 
to a test of this nature, and this 
could have a detrimental impact 
upon the ability of the site to be 
accessed. 
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9.7  Story Homes advises that only a 
small section of this green space 
would be required in order to 
accommodate the proposed access 
and the impact upon it would 
therefore be minor in any event. 

1.50 AE10 Basic Conditions Test 
9.8  We consider that Policy AE10 
could fail to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It is not in general conformity 
with the strategic policies 
contained in the 
development plan: The policy as 
currently worded could hamper the 
delivery of the draft SADPD 
allocation at Ryleys Farm by 
restricting access to the site. In 
addition, it would unnecessarily 
subject the access of a proposed 
allocation to a very special 
circumstances test. 
2 It does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development: The 
policy could hamper the delivery of 
a proposed residential allocation in 

See above See above 
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the SADPD and thus have a 
detrimental impact upon to delivery 
much needed market and 
affordable housing in Alderley Edge. 
 

1.51  Recommended Change 
9.9  Part 5 of Policy AE10 should be 
deleted. 

See above See above 

1.52 10.0 Draft Policy 
AE12: Local and 
Historic 
Character 

10.1  Story Homes generally 
supports Policy AE12 but question 
whether the Design Codes referred 
to in Part 1(A) are necessary. As 
noted in our response to other 
policies in these representations, 
design matters are covered in 
significant detail in the Cheshire 
East Council Borough Design Guide 
SPD. This SPD considers the 
settlement character of Alderley 
Edge and provides significant detail 
of working with the grain of a place, 
urban design, street design, green 
infrastructure and landscape design 
and sustainable design principles in 
different parts of Cheshire East, 
including Alderley Edge. It is not 
therefore clear why an additional 
Design Code document is required 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.16. 1.17 and 1.19 above. 

No change. 
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to accompany the Neighbourhood 
Plan given the comprehensive 
nature of this document. 
 
 

1.53 AE12 
1A 
 

Basic Conditions Test 
10.2  We consider that Part 1(A) of 
Policy AE12 fails to meet the Basic 
Conditions because: 
1 It does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable 
development: The 
Design Code document does not 
provide any substantial additional 
guidance beyond that set out in 
Local Plan policy including the 
Cheshire East Design Guide SPD and 
an additional layer of guidance is 
considered to be unnecessary.  

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.16. 1.17 and 1.19 above. 

No change. 

1.54 AE12  
1A 

Recommended Change 
10.3 It is considered that Part 1(A) 
of Policy AE12 should be amended 
as follows: 
“Development proposals should 
demonstrate how they have 
considered the distinctive 
characteristics of the relevant Focus 
Area in which they are located, or 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.16. 1.17 and 1.19 above. 

No change. 
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which they adjoin, and show how 
they have used the Design Codes to 
inform their detailed approach to 
design. This should include 
consideration of the context in terms 
of height, density, materials, land 
scape, and building line and the 
overall contribution to maintaining 
the village character”. 

1.55 11.0 Draft Policy 
AE13: Key Views 
and 
Townscape 

11.1  Story Homes recognises the 
importance of development 
minimising impact upon key views 
that make an important 
contribution towards local visual 
amenity on Alderley Edge’s 
townscape, setting and character. 
As noted in the policy, any impact 
on key views can be assessed 
through an appropriate landscape 
and visual assessment to ensure 
that schemes are designed and sited 
sensitively and appropriately. 
 
11.2  Key View No.4 shown on Map 
9 which accompanies Policy AE13 
shows a ‘long view’ across the 
eastern part of the Ryleys Farm site 
onto St Philip and St James Church. 

Noted. No change. 
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As noted in these representations, it 
is considered that any key views 
across the land at Ryleys Farm, 
including this long view, can be 
retained through the use of 
appropriate landscape buffers and 
plot orientation. On this basis, Draft 
Policy AE 13 is supported. 

1.56 12.0 Draft Policy 
AE14: 
Sustainable 
Transport 
Routes 

12.1  Draft Policy AE14 which 
encourages development proposals 
to include linkages to existing 
footpaths and cycle routes is 
supported. As part of the 
development of the Ryleys Farm 
site, connections would be provided 
to the existing public footpath which 
runs to the south of the allocation 
enabling a footpath connection to 
Melrose Way/A34 Bypass (Footpath 
No. 072/FP1/1). This existing public 
right of way would be retained were 
any future development to take 
place in this part of the site. It is also 
proposed to extend the public right 
of way northwards through the 
site’s western boundary providing 
accessibility to Brook Lane. 

Noted. No change. 
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1.57 13.0 Draft Policy 
AE15: 
Promoting 
Accessibility 
to Public 
Transport 

13.1  Story Homes supports Policy 
AE15 in relation to transport in new 
development, which requires that 
proposals for new residential 
development in Alderley Edge 
should demonstrate that they are 
located in sustainable locations with 
good access to services and public 
transport facilities. In this respect, it 
is considered that the Ryleys Farm 
site performs well as it is located 
within 800m of such facilities 
including the village centre, bus 
stops and Alderley Edge railway 
station. 
 
13.2  The proposed development of 
the site at Ryleys Farm would 
ensure integration of the 
development with existing 
sustainable transport routes. Any 
development will seek to enhance 
connectivity with surrounding areas 
including footpath connectivity to 
Chelford Road and onto Melrose 
Way. 

Noted. No change. 
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1.58 14.0 Draft Policy 
AE16: 
Supporting the 
provision of 
additional 
parking spaces 
at Ryleys Lane 
car park which 
is adjacent to 
the Park at 
Ryleys Lane to 
improve parking 
facilities in 
Alderley Edge 

14.1 The principle of providing 
additional parking in Alderley Edge 
is supported and Story Homes 
recognise that a shortage of public 
car parking spaces in and around 
the village centre is one of the most 
important issues for the local 
community and the local economy. 
 
14.2 The provision of additional 
parking at the Park at Ryleys Lane to 
improve parking facilities in Alderley 
Edge village by this policy is 
supported. Policy AE16 notes that 
this would be subject to the 
relocation of the existing recreation 
facilities to a suitable and accessible 
new location within or adjoining the 
boundary of Alderley Edge. As noted 
in these representations, there is 
the potential to provide 
compensatory play/recreation space 
within the green buffer to the north 
of the proposed SADPD allocation 
and Safeguarded Land at Ryleys 
Farm to help facilitate the extension 
of the existing car park at Ryleys 
Lane. Story Homes control a total of 

Noted. No change. 
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160 acres in this area which has 
previously been subject to detailed 
masterplanning on community 
benefits (including a new primary 
school) as well as recreational and 
leisure open space. We welcome 
feedback and suggestions on how 
this land can provide compensatory 
open space. 

1.59 15.0 Alderley 
Edge 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Site 
Assessment 
Report 

15.1 Whilst the Neighbourhood 
Plan is not currently proposing to 
allocate any sites for new homes, it 
confirms that AECOM has been 
commissioned to prepare an 
independent Site Assessment17 that 
analyses all the sites within the 
Parish Boundary that were put 
forward in the CEC Call for Sites, as 
well as the site at Jenny Heyes 
identified in the SADPD [§3.14]. The 
stated purpose of the assessment is 
to inform the Parish Council and 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 
team of the merits or otherwise of 
the potential development sites put 
forward through the SADPD process, 
using an agreed set of criteria 
including Context, Suitability, 

Noted. 
 
This does not form part of the NDP. 

No change. 
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Environmental and Heritage 
Considerations and effect on 
Community Facilities. The report is 
informed by background evidence in 
the following SADPD evidence base 
documents: 
• Green Belt Assessment Update 
(2015) 
• Alderley Edge Settlement Report 
(2018) 
 
15.2 Story Homes notes that an 
updated version of the Alderley 
Edge Settlement Report (June 2019) 
was subsequently produced to 
inform the Publication Draft SADPD. 
15.3The AECOM report 
recommends that Land at Jenny 
Heyes (Site 301) and land to the rear 
of Congleton Road and south of 
Lydiat Lane (Site 400) should be 
considered first. Whilst the Jenny 
Heyes site is identified as a draft 
allocation in the publication draft 
SADPD, we note that Alderley Edge 
Parish Council and the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Committee have objected to the 
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allocation of the site in 
representations to that document. 
For the reasons set out in these 
representations and our 
representations to the SADPD 
Publication Draft, we also consider 
that the Jenny Heyes site is 
unsuitable for allocation. We also 
note that the site is located within 
Green Belt Parcel AE06 in the Green 
Belt Assessment Update (2015) and 
is assessed as making a ‘Major’ 
contribution. However, the AECOM 
Assessment18 records the 
contribution from this 
document as ‘Significant’. The 
AECOM assessment of Jenny Heyes 
is therefore flawed as it is not based 
on the correct baseline evidence. 
 
15.4   Land to the rear of 
Congleton Road and south of Lydiat 
Lane has not been proposed for 
allocation in the emerging SADPD. 
The later version of the Alderley 
Edge Settlement Report prepared as 
part of the Publication Draft SADPD 
evidence base19 suggests that this 
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is due to a combination of factors 
including the impact of the site 
upon the Alderley Edge 
Conservation Area, the greenfield 
nature of the site and lack of access 
to employment opportunities. It 
identifies a higher impact upon 
heritage than the 2018 Settlement 
Report (a score of ‘Red’ rather than 
‘Amber’). The AECOM report does 
not appear to have considered the 
impacts identified in this more up to 
date version of the Settlement 
Report. 
 
15.5Two further potentially suitable 
sites are identified should the above 
sites not be capable of meeting the 
housing requirement for Alderley 
Edge. These are land east of railway 
and west of Whitehall Brook (Site 
130) and Ryleys Farm, north of 
Chelford Road (Site 404). The 
AECOM report is therefore 
supportive of the allocation of the 
Ryleys Farm site. 
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15.6The Whitehall Brook site 
includes the area of land identified 
as draft allocation ALD4: Site at 
Beech Road in the Publication Draft 
SADPD. For the reasons set out in 
these representations and our 
representations to the publication 
draft SADPD, we consider that the 
Beech Road site is unsuitable for 
allocation. 
 

1.60 15.0 Alderley 
Edge 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Site 
Assessment 
Report 

15.7 With regard to the Ryleys 
Farm site, the AECOM report 
concludes: 
“The assessment of the potential 
area of land to be released shows 
that it makes a ‘significant 
contribution’ to Green Belt 
purposes and although in the Green 
Belt, there are no other sites that 
make a lower contribution to Green 
Belt purposes that could be released 
instead. 
However, there are sites that make 
an equal contribution to Green Belt 
that could be released as an 
alternative 

Noted. 
 
This does not form part of the NDP. 

No change. 
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- The site is within close proximity to 
a number of heritage assets, such as 
Chorley Hall to the south east of the 
site; therefore mitigation is likely to 
be required. 
- Site has suitable existing access 
along Chelford road/Ryleys Lane. 
- The whole site lies in flood zone 1. 
- The Western part of the site is of 
high landscape sensitivity, some 
mitigation could be possible in this 
location, with the rest of the site 
being medium landscape sensitivity. 
- Site would not relate well to 
existing village due to the scale of 
the site but would have clear 
boundaries provided by the railway 
and Chelford Road to the east, 
south and west. The site is 
considered potentially suitable 
(amber) for allocation subject to 
identified constraints being resolved 
and developable area of site being 
redefined. A parcel of this site (the 
northern part) could be potentially 
suitable if the constraints are 
mitigated and a clear boundary 
could be identified”. 
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15.8 As a general comment, we 
note that the Ryleys Farm site 
assessed in the AECOM report 
covers a wider area than the site 
currently identified as draft 
allocation (Site ALD2) and 
Safeguarded Land (Site ALD3) in the 
Publication Draft SADPD. This area is 
shown on Figure 15.1. 
 
15.9 For the reasons identified in 
these representations, we consider 
that the Ryleys Farm site is capable 
of expansion beyond the Publication 
Draft SADPD allocation of 45 
dwellings, could be appropriately 
mitigated to address any potential 
landscape, heritage and other 
impacts, and would provide a 
permanent and defensible Green 
Belt boundary. 
 
See map in developer response 
document page 33. 
15.10 We therefore consider that 
the evidence provided in the 
AECOM report supports the 
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proposed allocation of land at 
Ryleys Farm and consider the site to 
be suitable, available and 
achievable. 

  Appendices - see pdfs of developer 
responses. 

  

   
 

  

2.0 
Turley on 
behalf of 
David 
Wilson 
Homes 
North West 

    

2.0 All We are pleased to provide 
comments on behalf of David 
Wilson Homes North West 
(hereafter referred to as ‘DWH’) in 
relation to the Alderley Edge 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 
(AENDP) (Regulation 14 Draft Plan) 
which has been published for a 
period of public consultation until 
09 March 2020. 
 
This follows previous 
representations that were made to 

Noted. No change. 
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the AENDP Emerging Policies 
Document (October 2018) and the 
AENDP First Draft Consultation 
(September 2019) (Enclosure 1). 
 
As set out within DWH’s response to 
the First Draft Consultation, DWH is 
part of Barratt Developments PLC, 
the UK’s largest housebuilder, and 
has a track record of working with 
local communities to deliver high 
quality developments which benefit 
those living and working in the area 
in which they are provided. 
In Alderley Edge, DWH is the 
promoter of ‘Whitehall Meadow’, a 
high quality residential development 
opportunity at Wilmslow Road (‘the 
Site’). The proposals for the site 
include the construction of a car 
park to be gifted to the Parish 
Council and which is aimed at 
addressing a major local shortfall in 
parking in and around the village 
centre. DWH therefore welcomes 
the opportunity to comment on the 
Regulation 14 Draft AENDP which 
has been published for consultation. 
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2.1 Regulation 14 
Draft AENDP 
2020 – 2030 

The majority of the comments 
raised in DWH’s response to the 
AENDP First Draft Consultation 
(September 2019) remain relevant 
to the current draft. Table 1 below 
provides an overview of where the 
comments raised in DWH’s previous 
representation should still be 
considered in the ongoing 
preparation of the AENDP, 
highlighting where matters have 
changed within the Regulation 14 
Draft AENDP. 
It is acknowledged that the main 
change within the Regulation 14 
Draft AENDP is the deletion of 
previously drafted Policy AE21 
which identified an area of 
allotments at Heyes Lane to provide 
an additional 40-50 public car 
parking spaces adjacent to the 
Festival Hall and Medical Centre. 

Noted. No change. 

2.2 General 
background 
about company 

Enclosure 1: DWH Representations 
to the Alderley Edge 
Neighbourhood Plan First Draft 
(September 2019) 
 
Page 1 

Noted. No change. 
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Dear Sir/ Madam 
ALDERLEY EDGE NEIGHBOURHOOD 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN - FIRST DRAFT 
FOR CONSULTATION 
Introduction 
We are pleased to provide 
comments on behalf of David 
Wilson Homes North West 
(hereafter referred to as 
‘DWH’) in relation to the First Draft 
Alderley Edge Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (‘AENDP’) which 
has been published for a period of 
public consultation until 12 
September 2019. 
 
This follows previous 
representations which were made 
to the AENDP Emerging Policies 
Document in October 
2018. 
 
DWH is part of Barratt 
Developments PLC, the UK’s largest 
housebuilder, and has a track record 
of working with local communities 
to deliver high quality developments 
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which benefit those living and 
working in the area in which 
they are provided. In 2017 DWH 
delivered 572 new homes in the 
North West, meeting local and 
general housing needs, providing 
around 1,600 direct and indirect 
jobs and almost £100m increase in 
Gross Value Added (GVA) 
throughout the region. 
 
An infographic summarising the 
north-west socio-economic 
footprint of DWH is enclosed at 
Enclosure 1. 
 
DWH is currently building houses at 
a number of sites in the borough 
including Bollin Park and 
Stanneylands in Wilmslow. Both of 
those sites comprise a range of 
attractive and spacious new family 
homes, including affordable 
dwellings, but also provide 
additional facilities which address a 
range of outstanding issues in the 
local community. 
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At Stanneylands, the development 
includes the construction of a new 
bridge over the Rive Dean for use by 
cyclists and pedestrians, as well as a 
large area of public open space, well 
in excess of policy requirements. 
The development at Bollin Park has 
contributed over £500,000 to 
improve the local park and play 
facilities at Browns Lane. The 
masterplan for improvements to the 
park was unveiled last year and 
includes the introduction of a 
multiuse games area, play 
equipment for all ages, a shared 
cycle and foot path, enhanced pond 
and drainage system, timber 
seating, new fencing and landscape 
planting. 
 

2.3 Table 1: 
Overview of 
DWH’s 
Representations 
to the AENDP 
First Draft 
Consultation 

Vision and Objectives  
 
DWH’s previous comments remain 
relevant - See Page 2 
of Enclosure 1 
 
Enclosure 1 Page 2 
 

Noted. 
 
The ANDP does not include site 
allocations. 
 
Comments in relation to proposed site 
allocations should be forwarded to 

No change. 
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(September 
2019) 
 
Vision and 
Objectives 

In Alderley Edge, the BDW proposals 
include the construction of a car 
park to be gifted to the Parish 
Council and which is aimed at 
addressing a major local shortfall. 
Further detail is provided within 
these representations. 
 
DWH is the promoter of ‘Whitehall 
Meadow’, a high quality residential 
development opportunity at 
Wilmslow Road, Alderley Edge (‘the 
Site’). A Vision document is 
provided at Enclosure 2 which 
identifies how sustainable 
development can be achieved on 
the site, making an important 
contribution towards meeting the 
specific housing needs for Alderley 
Edge and the Borough’s overall 
housing requirement. 
 
DWH welcome the opportunity to 
comment on the draft policies 
within the emerging AENDP, as 
follows. 
 
 

CEC in response to consultations on 
the SADPD. 
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Vision and Objectives 
DWH broadly support the AENP 
vision: 
“To promote the evolution and 
growth of Alderley Edge, whilst 
preserving our unique village 
culture, identity and character and 
protecting the quality of life and 
well-being of the residents, 
employers, employees, and other 
stakeholders.” 
 
It is positive that there are several 
objectives which seek to address the 
specific elements of the overarching 
vision; two of which are particularly 
supported by DWH which seek to 
support new housing development 
that will meet local needs and 
support a balanced community 
(Housing Objective), as well as 
aspiring to address local parking 
constraints (Access and 
Infrastructure Objective). 
DWH is able to contribute towards 
Alderley Edge achieving its overall 
vision, through the promotion of 
land at Whitehall Meadow which 
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will be able to provide new homes 
immediately, and delivery of an area 
of public parking at the southern 
end of the site, accessed from 
Wilmslow Road. 
 
 

2.4 Section 5 
AE1 

Section 5: Overarching Approach to 
Development 
 
Draft Policy AE1: Alderley Edge 
Development Strategy 
 
In order to meet the specific 
development needs and to support 
sustainable growth of Alderley Edge, 
additional land is required around 
the settlement and as such Green 
Belt release is needed, as has been 
identified within the emerging 
Cheshire East Council (‘CEC’) 
Publication Draft Site Allocations 
and Development Policies 
Document (‘SADPD’) (2019). 
 
The emerging neighbourhood plan 
presents an opportunity to the local 
community to shape the 

Noted. No change. 
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development and growth of their 
local area. The Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) seeks to establish 
the benefits of the neighbourhood 
planning and states1: 
“Neighbourhood planning provides 
the opportunity for communities to 
set out a positive vision for how 
they want their community to 
develop over the next 10, 15, 20 
years in ways that meet identified 
local need and make sense for local 
people. They can put in place 
planning policies that will help 
deliver that vision or grant planning 
permission for the development 
they want to see.” 
 
The PPG also seeks to define the 
role of neighbourhood planning and 
states2: 
“Neighbourhood planning gives 
communities direct power to 
develop a shared vision for their 
neighbourhood and shape the 
development and growth of their 
local area. They are able to choose 
where they want new homes, shops 
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and offices to be built, have their 
say on what those new buildings 
should look like and what 
infrastructure should be provided, 
and grant planning permission for 
the new buildings. 

2.4 Draft Policy AE1 
‘Alderley Edge 
Development 
Strategy’ 

DWH’s previous comments remain 
relevant - See Pages 2/3 of 
Enclosure 1 
 
Enclosure 1 
Page 3 
 
Neighbourhood planning provides a 
powerful set of tools for local 
people to plan for the types of 
development to meet their 
community’s needs and where the 
ambition of the neighbourhood is 
aligned with the strategic needs and 
priorities of the wider local area.” 
(emphasis added) 
 
However, Paragraph 5.13 of the 
AENDP establishes that the 
neighbourhood plan will not identify 
new housing sites and that the 
SADPD process will determine the 

Noted. 
 
The AENDP does not include site 
allocations. 
 
Comments in relation to proposed site 
allocations should be forwarded to 
CEC in response to consultations on 
the SADPD. 
 
References to the SADPD have been 
updated to refer to the most recent 
draft - the Publication Draft Plan.  
Further updates may be required as 
the NDP moves forward through the 
process, such as at examination - see 
1.9 above. 

No change. 
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strategic sites, and any changes to 
the Green Belt boundary. 
 
DWH are of the view that this 
represents a missed opportunity for 
the AENDP Steering Group to take 
control of development within the 
parish and shape development in 
the way envisaged by the PPG. 
 
The current development strategy is 
also appears flawed given that the 
CEC SADPD has not yet been 
adopted and as such is susceptible 
to change. Consequently, the First 
Draft AENDP refers to a version of 
the SADPD that has 
been superseded and there are 
discrepancies between the 
considerations of land. 
 
Later sections of this letter will 
consider the inconsistencies 
between the AENDP and the 
Publication Draft SADPD 
(2019) (specifically in relation to 
housing and key views) and the 
following sub-section will set out 
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DWH’s recommendation to the 
AENDP Steering Group for an 
alternative development strategy. 
 
In accordance with national 
guidance, the allocation of land 
within the AENDP should reflect the 
community’s preferred locations for 
growth within the local area, one of 
which is Whitehall Meadow, as 
identified following the 
Questionnaire in 20173. 
 

2.5 Alternative 
development 
strategy 

Alternative Development Strategy 
 
As set out within DWH’s response to 
the First Draft SADPD (October 
2018) (Enclosure 3) DWH disagree 
with the proposed spatial 
distribution of housing across the 
Local Service Centres (LSCs) within 
the borough, as proposed by 
CEC within the SADPD. 
 
Despite assessing various options 
for the spatial distribution of 
housing, CEC concluded4 that 
preferred Option 7, 

Noted. 
 
Comments about the SADPD should be 
referred to CEC as part of the public 
consultation process. 

No change. 
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which is for a Hybrid approach that 
combines a blend of the other 
options, is to be selected. For 
Alderley Edge this 
results in a requirement to 
accommodate 250 dwellings. 
DWH has previously set out that 
Option 7 would result in a highly 
unbalanced distribution between 
the northern and southern 
settlements of the Borough. This is 
clearly articulated within the 
Council’s own evidence base which 
states that the option encourages 
the majority of development to be 
accommodated within the south of 
the Borough (63.4%), with just 
36.6% of the overall dwelling 
requirement being apportioned to 
the north of the Borough (including 
Alderley Edge)5. 
 
The development strategy of the 
AENDP should therefore seek to re-
balance the significant imbalance 
that already exists within the LSCs 
and aspire to achieve sustainable 
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patterns of growth, supporting the 
vitality and vibrancy of 
the northern communities. This 
would be best achieved through the 
allocation of additional land within 
the AENDP, recognising the 
sustainability of the settlement, as 
summarised within Enclosure 4. 

2.6 AE1 Draft Policy AE1 should therefore be 
amended so that it allocates the 
most sustainable and suitable sites 
for development, including 
Whitehall Meadow. This approach 
would reflect one of the  
community’s preferred locations for 
growth within the local area, and 
provide a balanced mix of new 
homes to respond to local needs, 
including the provision of affordable 
homes. 

Not accepted. 
 
The Parish Council has made the 
decision that the NDP will not allocate 
sites and that site allocations will be 
determined through the SADPD. 

No change. 

2.7 Draft Policy AE2 
‘Location, 
Design, Scale 
and Type of 
New Housing' 

DWH’s previous comments remain 
relevant – See Page 4 of Enclosure 1 
 
Enclosure 1  
Page 4 
 
Section 6: Housing 

Not accepted. 
 
The NDP supporting text and maps 
have been updated to refer to the 
most recent version of the SADPD, the 
Publication version, 2019. 
 

No change. 
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As set out above, DWH do not 
support the proposed development 
strategy within the AENDP given 
that it currently relates to a 
superseded version of the CEC 
SADPD. As such, paragraph 6.13 and 
Map 3 ‘Proposed Housing Sites, 
SADPD August 2018’ of the AENDP 
do not reflect the current site 
allocations within Alderley Edge. In 
particular, the AENDP does not 
consider the Land north of Beech 
Road which is the subject of a draft 
allocation for around 35 new 
homes within the Publication Draft 
of the SADPD. 
 
DWH will provide a separate 
response to the Publication Draft 
SADPD, which has been published 
for consultation until 30 September 
2019. However, the Steering Group 
for the AENDP should be aware that 
the assumptions used by CEC in 
applying the site selection 
methodology for allocating sites 
within the SADPD is currently 
unsound and as such this should not 

The PC has commissioned a technical 
site assessment process and this will 
be used to inform future responses to 
consultation on the SADPD and 
proposed site allocations. 
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form the development strategy for 
the AENDP. 
 
For instance, DWH is able to 
demonstrate that the Alderley Edge 
Settlement Report6 details how the 
Green Belt contribution that certain 
sites make to the Green Belt have 
been re-assessed and re-evaluated 
in an inconsistent manner. This has 
directly impacted on the sifting of 
sites in stage 1 of the site selection 
methodology and the removal of 
sites from further assessment. This 
has resulted in potential 
development sites such as the land 
at Whitehall Meadow not being fully 
assessed for allocation within the 
SADPD. 
 
Based on a review of the evidence 
base for the SADPD, it is clear that 
the AENDP should undertake its 
own assessment of sites for 
allocations, acknowledging the 
preferred sites that were identified 
by the local community, 
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including the land at Whitehall 
Meadow. 
 
 

2.8 AE2 Draft Policy AE2: Location, Design, 
Scale and Type of New Housing 
 
DWH is generally supportive of 
providing a range and choice of 
homes to meet the needs of the 
local area given there is a 
recognised need for smaller houses, 
bungalows, and opportunities for 
existing residents to downsize. 
Specifically, the availability of 
affordable housing is extremely 
limited within Alderley Edge which 
presents a severe barrier to the aim 
of retaining and attracting young 
people and families to the 
settlement to support the local 
economy, facilities and services. 
 
DWH also recognise that the 
population in Alderley Edge is 
ageing and without suitable new 
housing stock to retain and attract 
young new families, the average age 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.25 - 1.27 above. 

No change. 
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of the population will consequently 
continue to rise and the 
proportion of working age people 
will decline further. 
 
The Draft Policy could be improved 
to ensure it provides a more flexible 
approach, specifically, Point 4 of the 
Draft Policy should acknowledge 
that local needs will vary across 
each site within Alderley Edge and 
as such prescriptive requirements 
should not be provided which may 
stall the delivery of development. It 
is therefore suggested that 
Point 4 of Draft Policy AE2 is 
reworded as follows: 
 
“4. Type 
A. Development must contribute 
towards a mix of house types, sizes 
and tenures and meets local 
housing needs as identified in the 
most up to date local housing needs 
assessment. Schemes should make 
provision 
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for consider the recommended split 
of dwellings by bedroom number as 
follows…” 
 
In accordance with the general 
principles of Draft Policy AE2, the 
proposed development at Whitehall 
Meadow will seek to accommodate 
a broad housing mix, to meet the 
local needs, providing affordable 
homes and in particular 
an increased proportion of 
bungalows and smaller properties 
which will provide opportunities for 
existing residents to downsize. 

2.9 Draft Policy AE3 
‘Sustainable 
Housing Design’ 

DWH’s previous comments remain 
relevant – See Page 5 of Enclosure 1 
 
Enclosure 1  
Page 5 
 
Draft Policy AE3: Sustainable 
Housing Design 
DWH generally support the principle 
of Draft Policy AE3 which will ensure 
that new housing developments will 
demonstrate best practice in terms 
of sustainable design. However, 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to paragraph 6.23 in the NDP. 
 
The wording has been slightly 
amended - see 1.43 above. 

No further change. 
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DWH is concerned that Point 9 
within Draft Policy AE3 does not 
accord with any guidance 
established within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (2019). It 
is therefore suggested that Point 9 is 
removed from Draft Policy AE3 
which currently requires major 
housing developments on land that 
was formerly Green Belt to achieve 
a reduction in energy use compared 
to standard new build construction. 
 
The requirement for developments 
on land that was formerly Green 
Belt to incorporate additional eco-
design measures is unjustified, 
contrary to national policies and as 
such the current draft of the AENDP 
would not meet the basic conditions 
which are required to be satisfied in 
order for the neighbourhood plan to 
proceed to referendum. 

2.10 Draft Policy AE9 
‘Landscape 
Character and 
Access’ 

DWH’s previous comments remain 
relevant – See Page 5 of Enclosure 1 
 
Enclosure 1  
Page 5 

Noted. No change. 
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Section 8: Character and Landscape 
Draft Policy AE9: Landscape 
Character and Access 
 
DWH acknowledge the importance 
of protecting landscape character 
and access within Alderley Edge. As 
such, supporting evidence has been 
collated to demonstrate that the 
landscape and visual effects of 
residential development at 
Whitehall Meadow would be limited 
and acceptable. 
 
Specifically, the enclosed Vision 
Document identifies how the site is 
contiguous with the existing urban 
area and is enclosed by mature 
landscaping and existing roads. The 
development of Whitehall Meadow 
would ‘round off’ the 
settlement and not result in any 
coalescence between Alderley Edge 
and Wilmslow to the north. As such, 
the scale of the development 
represents a logical and controlled 
expansion of the existing settlement 
that will not harm its character or 
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urban form. Specifically, through the 
adoption of suitable landscaping, 
new development can create a 
‘softer edge’ to the north of 
Alderley Edge, providing an 
appropriate transition from the 
wider rural area to the built form of 
the settlement. 
 

2.11 Draft Policy 
AE13 ‘Key Views 
and Townscape’ 

DWH’s previous comments remain 
relevant – See Page 5 of Enclosure 1 
 
Enclosure 1 
Page 5 
 
Draft Policy AE13: Key Views and 
Townscape 
 
There are a number of key views 
within and surrounding Alderley 
Edge, all of which DWH 
acknowledge will need to 
be considered when identifying 
future development opportunities. 
As identified in Section 8.38 and 
Map 9 ‘Key Views’, the AENDP 
considers there to be 13 Key Views 
within the neighbourhood plan 

Noted. No change. 
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boundary area, one of which (Key 
View 1) relates to the land allocated 
by CEC for development within the 
Publication Draft of the SADPD 
(2019) (Site Ref. CFS130b ‘Land 
north of Beech Road). 
 
Draft Policy AE13 considers that the 
identified Key Views make an 
important contribution towards 
local visual amenity and Alderley 
Edge’s townscape, setting and 
character. As such, DWH 
recommend that the AENDP seeks 
to allocate its own development 
sites, and not to rely on allocations 
within the Cheshire East SADPD, 
given that it seeks to allocate land 
within an area that the local 
community recognise as ‘an open 
view onto the rural landscape’. 
Notwithstanding, Whitehall 
Meadow is considered to be ‘the 
village ‘edge’ seen when 
approaching Alderley Edge’ 
(Key View 7). However the Vision 
Document successfully 
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demonstrates how this 
characteristic of the site can be 
retained to the north of the 
proposed development, following 
the provision of additional planting 
to create a soft edge to the north of 
the settlement. 

2.12 Draft Policy 
AE16 
‘Supporting the 
Provision of 
Additional 
Parking at the 
Park on Ryleys 
Lane to Improve 
Car Parking 
Facilities in 
Alderley Edge’ 

See sub-section ‘Car Parking’ below Noted. No change. 

2.13 Draft Policy 
AE17 ‘Car 
Parking’  

See sub-section ‘Car Parking’ below Noted. No change. 

2.14 Car Parking As set out within each draft of the 
AENDP to date, the acknowledged 
shortage of car parking spaces in 
and around the village centre 
(specifically in close proximity to the 
rail station) continues to be one of 
the most important, if not the most 

Noted. 
 
Refer to para 10.22 in the NDP. 
 
The PC made the decision that it was 
too risky to include former Draft Policy 
AE21 in the Draft Plan due to a 

No change. 
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important, issue for local residents 
and local businesses. 
 
Despite the issue of car parking 
being highlighted within the AENDP, 
DWH notes that due to the 
responses received to the previous 
First Draft consultation (from 
residents, allotment holders, as well 
as groups and individuals from 
outside of Alderley Edge), the 
Steering Group has deleted Draft 
Policy AE21 which previously sought 
to allocate additional car parking for 
the medical centre and Festival Hall 
at the Heyes Lane Allotments. It is 
noted that the Regulation 14 Draft 
of the AENDP does not seek to make 
any further provision for increased 
parking provision within the village. 
 
The Regulation 14 Draft of the 
AENDP does not therefore seek to 
respond to the wider concerns of 
the community in this respect. DWH 
considers that this is a significant 
missed opportunity which fails to 
respond to the purpose of 

number of objections.  Such 
controversy could put the whole NDP 
in jeopardy if the Plan proceeded to 
Referendum. 
 
The PC acknowledges that the issue is 
far from being resolved and hopes to 
pursue improvements to car parking 
and accessibility through other means. 
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neighbourhood planning, which 
seeks to ‘give communities direct 
power to develop a shared vision for 
their neighbourhood and shape the 
development and growth of their 
local area’1. The current draft of the 
AENDP has removed a policy which 
sought to alleviate the longstanding 
issue of car parking within Alderley 
Edge and cannot therefore be 
considered to meet the 
acknowledged community’s needs. 
 
DWH do not support the 
methodology adopted by the 
Steering Group whereby at 
Paragraph 10.22 of the current 
consultation document it states: 
“…Taking into consideration the 
need for the NDP to secure a Yes 
vote in a local referendum in order 
to be used to help determine 
planning applications, the Steering 
Group recommend the deletion of 
former Policy AE21 since there was 
no clear majority in favour of any 
one option.” 
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This approach is contrary to 
Planning Practice Guidance which 
states: 
“There should be a positive and 
constructive dialogue about the 
planning ambitions of the 
community and any wider planning 
considerations that might influence 
the neighbourhood planning process 
if the outcome of that process is to 
be a neighbourhood plan or Order 
that meets the basic conditions for 
neighbourhood planning.”2 
 
As currently drafted, the AENDP 
does not positively respond to wider 
concerns of the community and the 
Steering Group should therefore 
review alternative options for car 
parking. DWH is able to contribute 
towards the village’s aspiration for 
an overarching strategy to alleviate 
the issue of car parking within 
Alderley Edge, through the 
allocation of land at Whitehall 
Meadow. 
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The provision of a 50-space public 
car park at the southern end of the 
Site would help meet the village’s 
current and future all-day parking 
requirements, and provide a long 
term economic benefit to the 
community, as has previously been 
supported by the Parish Council3. 
The social and economic benefits of 
additional parking within Alderley 
Edge are also of particular 
importance to Cheshire East 
Council, whereby it is 
acknowledged: 
“…that the availability of car parking 
in the village can be an issue with 
competing needs of residents, 
workers and shoppers. Alderley Edge 
Parish Council has carried out a car 
parking review and is seeking to 
provide additional capacity and to 
manage existing provision through a 
car parking strategy.”4 
DWH therefore encourages the 
AENDP Steering Group to 
acknowledge the significance of the 
car parking issue within the village 
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and seek to identify additional 
suitable land for such provision. 
Whitehall Meadow is a suitable and 
available site for the provision of a 
50-space publicly accessible car 
park, to be gifted to and managed 
by the Parish Council. The adoption 
of such a policy would address 
existing issues within the village 
which are identified by the local 
community as something that needs 
to change for the future. 
Ultimately, the proposed parking 
spaces at Whitehall Meadow will 
complement the operation of car 
parking in both the village centre 
and at the Railway Station, 
alleviating constraints upon local 
businesses and the village centre, in 
accordance with Draft Policy AE17 
‘Car Parking’. 

2.15 Summary This letter has been prepared on 
behalf of DWH and has 
predominantly reiterated the main 
matters raised within the 
representations submitted in 
September 2018 in relation to the 
AENDP First Draft. DWH continue to 

Noted. No change. 
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recommend that the Steering Group 
act on the following key 
recommendations to improve the 
emerging AENDP and to benefit the 
wider community: 
• The AENDP Steering Group 
(including the local community) 
must take back control of the 
proposed housing allocations for the 
local area, as Government guidance 
in the PPG allows for, and which was 
the original intention; and 
• The AENDP Steering Group should 
accept the opportunity to deliver 
much needed additional car parking 
provision, for which there is an 
identified need, by allocating the 
site at Whitehall Meadow. 
We trust you find these 
representations useful and DWH 
welcomes the opportunity to liaise 
further with the Steering Group to 
further discuss the contents of this 
letter and the forward strategy for 
the land at Wilmslow Road, Alderley 
Edge.  
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3.0 
Jones 
Homes 
 

    

 
3.0 

General / 
Background 

From its Head Office in Alderley 
Edge, Jones Homes, the residential 
arm of the Emerson Group, has 
become one of the largest privately-
owned housebuilders in the country 
and has a longstanding history of 
housebuilding in the village and 
wider area. The Group employees 
over 200 staff from its Head Office 
which directly benefits the village, 
particularly, in terms of local 
expenditure in the village’s shops 
and services. 
 
As with our representations to the 
pre-regulation 14 consultation, this 
letter is intended to assist the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Sub Groups in the preparation of 
the next stages of the plan process. 
Jones Homes has been involved in a 
number of Neighbourhood Plans in 
Cheshire East and the comments are 
based on our experience of the 

Noted. 
 
See detailed responses below. 

No change. 
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modifications made during the 
examination of other 
Neighbourhood Plans both in the 
Borough and wider North West 
area. In this regard, the 
representations have been made to 
support the work of the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Sub Groups and assist with making 
sure the basic conditions are met. 
 
Jones Homes is pleased to see that a 
number of modifications have been 
made to the Draft Neighbourhood 
Development Plan which has 
addressed a number of our earlier 
concerns. 
 
However some of our more 
substantive points still remain and, 
as a result, these representations 
largely reiterate these issues. In 
many instances, it appears that the 
residents support to the 
questionnaire is the justification for 
the policies rather than a strong 
evidence base. As we pointed out in 
our last representations, we felt 
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that agreeing with some questions 
in the survey didn’t necessarily 
translate to the wording of the 
policy, a point shared by others, and 
therefore these should not 
necessarily be relied upon. 
 
As previously noted, the Draft 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 
is very comprehensive and sets out 
in great detail how it has evolved 
through consultation with the local 
community, research and other 
work undertaken for the Steering 
Group. However, as a general point, 
there is still repetition with both 
national guidance and Cheshire East 
Local Plan Strategy (CELPS) policies. 
Whilst this is sometimes necessary 
to provide some context, there are 
instances where the repetition 
could be removed to help 
streamline the document and make 
it more user friendly. The NPPF 
advises on the requirements for 
development plans and stipulates 
that they should avoid unnecessary 
duplication of policies. As a result, 
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any duplication is often removed by 
examiners, as has recently been the 
case for the Wilmslow 
and Poynton Neighbourhood Plans 
where a number of policies were 
deleted, particularly, where they 
repeated elements contained within 
the CELPS. 

3.1 Draft Policy 
AE1: Alderley 
Edge 
Development 
Strategy 
 
1 
 
 

Jones Homes is pleased that the 
policy now makes reference to the 
site allocations that will be made 
through the Cheshire East Site 
Allocations and Development 
Policies Document (SADPD). It is also 
pleased to note that criterion 1 has 
been amended to refer to the 
settlement boundary rather than 
the existing defined built up area 
and that a definition of small to 
medium sites under criterion 3 has 
been provided.  

Noted. No change. 

3.2 3. However, there is no national or 
local policy that seeks to restrict 
major development and each 
application should be determined 
on its own merits. In addition, 
paragraph 123 of the NPPF sets out 
that where there is a shortage of 

Not accepted. 
 
Major development in Alderley Edge is 
most likely to be provided through site 
allocations in the SADPD.  The Policy 
aims to promote small and medium 
windfall sites which are considered to 

No change. 



175 
 

Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

land for meeting identified housing 
needs, it is especially important that 
planning policies and decision 
makers avoid homes being built at 
low densities, and ensure that 
developments make optimal use of 
the potential of each site. 
Restricting development to smaII-
medium size could undermine this 
objective. 

be more appropriate to the built up 
area but major development is 
supported where an element of 
affordable housing is provided. 

3.3 AE1 
3 

Jones Homes still remains 
concerned that criterion 2 is seeking 
to introduce a sequential test of 
prioritising previously developed 
land for development before other 
land. This approach is not provided 
for in national guidance or in the 
strategic policies of the Local Plan 
and, therefore. this criterion should 
be deleted. Similar policies were 
deleted during the examination of 
the Wilmslow and Poynton 
Neighbourhood Plans. 
 

Not accepted. 
 
The Policy does not set out a 
sequential approach but encourages 
use of previously developed sites 
wherever possible in line with the 
NPPF. 
 
The NPPF in Supporting a prosperous 
rural economy, sets out in paragraph 
84 that ' The use of previously 
developed land, and sites that are 
physically well-related to existing 
settlements, should be encouraged 
where suitable opportunities exist.' In 
Section 11. Making effective use of 
land paragraph 117 sets out that  

No change. 
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'Strategic policies should set out a clear 
strategy for accommodating 
objectively assessed needs, in a way 
that makes as much use as possible of 
previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ 
land.' 
 
The Parish Council would prefer to 
leave this criterion in and for the 
examiner to recommend any required 
amendments. 

3.4 AE1 
3 

In terms of affordable housing, the 
policy does not seem to appreciate 
that CELPS Policy SC 6 allows for 
affordable housing to be permitted 
as an exception to other policies 
concerning the countryside, 
providing it is to meet locally 
identified affordable housing need.  
 
Therefore, affordable housing does 
not necessarily need to be provided 
for within the settlement boundary 
of Local Service Centres to comply 
with the development plan and 
national guidance. 

Accepted. 
 
However the NDP policies are targeted 
at the built up area and the Plan aims 
to not duplicate national or CEC Green 
Belt policies which will apply to 
development outside the settlement 
boundary. 

No change. 

3.2 Draft Policy 
AE2: Design, 

Jones Homes acknowledges that the 
policy has been amended to address 

Not accepted. 
 

No change. 
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Scale and Type 
of New Housing 
 
2 and 3 
 

some of the previous points raised. 
However, some of our more 
pertinent concerns remain.  
 
Criteria 2 and 3 lack the clarity 
necessary for effective development 
management and do not 
complement one another.  
 

Part 2 is clearly worded. 
 
Part 3 has been amended slightly - see 
Table 2 4.4. 
 

3.3 AE2 
2 

Criterion 2 sets out a range of 
requirements including for plot 
density, height and massing to 
relate to adjoining residential areas 
and to protect the amenity of 
neighbouring residents. 

Noted. No change. 

3.4 AE2 
3 

Criterion 3 requires development to 
contribute towards a mix of 
house types, sizes and tenures and 
meet local housing needs. It then 
sets out a highly prescriptive 
development mix with 95% 
comprising 1, 2 and 3 bedroomed 
properties. However, as pointed out 
previously, if a scheme adjoins 4 and 
5 bedroomed properties set in 
spacious grounds, it will not be able 
to meet the requirements of 2 
without contravening the 

Not accepted. 
 
Good design should be able to respond 
to the local context successfully whilst 
providing for the house types and sizes 
needed in the locality.   
 
The NDP does not support an 
approach to provide more larger 
executive type housing in the village 
when there is a clear need for more 
smaller dwellings.  Creative and 
innovative design solutions which 

No change. 
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requirements of 3 and vice versa 
nor would it be good planning to do. 
 

address local context and character 
whilst providing the house types 
needed locally will be encouraged 
through the NDP's various policies. 

3.5 AE2 
3D 

With regards to mix, Jones Homes 
remains concerned that this is 
overly prescriptive and lacks 
flexibility to deal with changing 
market conditions. It is suggested 
that the wording is amended to 
include ranges rather than being so 
precise. We note that Cheshire East 
Council’s response shares the view 
that setting out detailed prescriptive 
housing requirements is rarely 
successful at examination. Indeed. it 
should be noted that similar policies 
have been deleted from other local 
Neighbourhood Plans. 

Refer to CEC's comments in Table 1. Agreed to retain wording as it 
stands with minor change to 
4+ bedrooms to accord exactly 
with HNA. (1-4-20) 

3.6 AE3 
3B 

Criterion 3.B still seeks to resist the 
further provision of houses with 5 or 
more bedrooms. 
 
Presumably this does not apply to 
proposals for replacement dwellings 
as there would be no further 
provision, however, this should be 
clarified in the policy.  

Not accepted. 
 
The Policy has been amended to refer 
to 5+ bedrooms in line with the HNA.  
The Policy wording clearly states that 
this refers to new houses and 
conversions. 

No change. 
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In addition, the Steering Group 
should consider how this policy sits 
alongside other policies and how it 
will respond to changing market 
conditions. For example, Draft Policy 
AE11 includes details about plot 
density where smaller dwellings 
could look out of place. In light of 
the above, it is suggested that this 
criterion is deleted. 
 

3.7 AE2 
3D 
3E 

As pointed out previously. criterion 
3.D relates to affordable housing 
and sets out that schemes of 10 
houses or more will be required to 
provide a suitable proportion of 
affordable housing in line with 
CELPS Policy SC 5. CELPS Policy SC 5 
states that in developments of 11 or 
more dwellings in Local Service 
Centres at least 30% of all units are 
to be affordable; Therefore, this 
criterion, along with 3.E should be 
deleted as it repeats CELPS policy SC 
5. Alternatively, it needs amending 
to refer to 11 dwellings which will 
ensure that it meets the basic 

Refer to CEC's comments in Table 1. Changed to 11 or more 
dwellings, E deleted 
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condition of being in general 
conformity with the strategic 
policies contained within the 
development plan for the area. 

3.3 Draft Policy 
AE3: Sustainable 
Housing Design 

Whilst building to higher standards 
should be welcomed and 
encouraged, this policy could be 
introducing an overly onerous 
burden upon development. Other 
than the previous questionnaires 
highlighting that “eco-housing” was 
desired, there does not appear to be 
any justification or viability testing 
to ensure that the requirements of 
Draft Policy AE3 can be achieved.  
 
Whilst there was strong support for 
this policy, there needs to be robust 
evidential justification to ensure 
that it does not place an overburden 
on development. 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to Table 1 CEC comments in 
response to Q3. 
 
In addition see above - some further 
changes may be made in response to 
detailed comments from developers 1 
and 2. 
 

No further change. 

3.4 AE3 
1 

Criterion 1 sets out that 
developments on any future 
allocated green field site should 
include measures for building at 
lower densities. Each application 
should be determined on its own 
merits and this may not be 

Not accepted. 
 
Developers should be able to provide 
suitable designs which take account of 
a sensitive transition between the built 
up and rural area.  Higher density 
development could be provided closer 

No change. 
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sustainable as it is not using land 
efficiently. As well as potentially 
wasting land, when combined with 
Draft Policy AE2, this could result in 
some unintended consequences, 
such as small properties set in very 
large gardens. 

to the existing built up area for 
instance. 

3.5 AE3 
4-7 

Criteria 4 to 7 are generally covered 
by existing Local Plan policy. The 
requirement to provide electric 
charging points at the rate of one 
per house may not always be 
feasible and there may be instances 
where communal charging points 
are more suitable. Therefore, 
sufficient flexibility should be built 
into this policy. 
 

Not accepted. 
 
These criteria have been prepared in 
consultation with the local community 
and the policy is also largely 
supported, subject to some minor 
changes by other landowners and 
developers.  

No change. 

3.6 AE3 
8 

Criterion 8 is very prescriptive and 
covers a number of matters that 
would usually be addressed through 
building regulations. Therefore, it is 
recommended that this criterion is 
deleted. 
 

Not accepted. 
 
The criterion requires developments to 
consider the various options.  There is 
a need to address the Climate 
Emergency and this policy will support 
a move towards a lower carbon 
economy.  
 

No change. 
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The examiner may suggest changes if 
required to Policy AE3. 
 

3.7 AE3 
9 

Criterion 9 is considered to be 
overly onerous and should be 
deleted to avoid preventing 
development from coming forward. 
 

Not accepted. 
 
Some amendments have been made 
to this criterion - see 1.43 above. 

No further change. 

3.8 AE3 
13 

Criterion 13 should refer to 
settlement boundary. It is also not 
clear how a development would be 
expected to retain and enhance the 
green character of residential areas, 
or indeed whether it could. 
 

Partially accepted. 
 
Change "existing built up area" to 
"settlement boundary". 
 
The criterion provides detailed advice 
on how this could be achieved. 

Amend NDP Policy AE3 13: 
 
Change "existing built up 
area" to "settlement 
boundary" in the first 
sentence. 
 

3.9 AE3 
14-16 

Criterion Criteria 14-16 are not 
unique to Alderley Edge and are 
largely covered by other guidance 
and legislation. Therefore, it is 
recommended that they are 
deleted. 

Not accepted. 
 
These criteria have been prepared in 
consultation with the local community 
and the policy is also largely 
supported, subject to some minor 
changes by other landowners and 
developers.  16 is also supported by 
United Utilities - see Table 2. 

No change. 

3.10 Draft Policy 
AE4: Rear 
Garden and 

The wording of this policy seeks to 
restrict development opportunities 
when this type of site could provide 
a valuable source of housing land, 

Not accepted. 
 
The character of parts of Alderley Edge 
have been eroded by inappropriate 

No change. 
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Backland 
Development 

particularly, when there is precious 
little brownfield land available in the 
village. This policy has the 
opportunity to make a valuable 
contribution to housing in Alderley 
Edge and the Steering Group needs 
to make sure that it does not limit 
development opportunities. 
Without maximising the efficiency 
of these important, inherently 
sustainable windfall sites, it is likely 
that further Green Belt loss will be 
required in order to meet the 
housing needs of the village. 
 
It is considered that the policy is 
overly restrictive and too detailed to 
provide sufficient flexibility. 
Reference to openness in the policy 
should be removed as this is 
generally a Green Belt planning 
term and could lead to some 
confusion. There is no national 
planning guidance or local 
justification to maintain openness 
outside of the Green Belt. 

and insensitive development of 
gardens and backland sites.  This Policy 
seeks to address this. 
 
Refer also to Table 1 Q4. 

3.11 Draft Policy 
AE9: Landscape 

With regards to the objective of 
protecting the green gap between 

Noted. 
 

No further change. 
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Character and 
Access 

the built—up area of Alderley Edge 
and the neighbouring town of 
Wilmslow, as mentioned previously, 
it may be useful to identify the 
extent of the gap that the Steering 
Group wants to protect on one of 
the maps. 

Refer to Table 1 CEC Comments. 

3.12 Draft Policy 
AE11: Protecting 
and Enhancing 
the 
Conservation 
Area and 
adjacent areas 

The policy text appears to relate to 
development in the Conservation 
Area and therefore Jones Homes 
considers that “and adjacent areas’ 
should be deleted from the policy 
title. 
 
Draft Policy AE12 deals with Local 
and Historic character and will 
provide a suitable means of 
controlling development in the 
adjacent areas. 
 
The policy is too prescriptive 
containing numerous requirements 
relating to building heights, external 
materials, doors and windows, 
density, plot sizes and landscaping 
which may conflict with Draft Policy 
AE3 which aims to encourage eco 
housing and Draft Policy AE12 which 

Partially accepted. 
 
Delete "and adjacent areas" from the 
title. 
 
The Policy is not too prescriptive and 
underpinned by the design guidelines 
for new development in the 
Conservation Area Appraisal (see 8.28 
in the NDP). 

Amend NDP Policy AE11. 
 
Delete "and adjacent areas" 
from the title. 
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supports contemporary designs of 
exceptional quality. Rigidly applying 
this policy to development 
proposals could stifle innovation 
and may lead to poor pastiche 
designs. In addition, there are 
numerous buildings within the 
Conservation Area that are greater 
than 2 storeys and therefore this 
criterion should be deleted with 
proposals instead being determined 
on their own merits. 
 
The policy also deals with 
extensions and requires them to be 
secondary in character to the 
existing and for the materials and 
external joinery detailing to match 
those used in the original building. 
As previously stated, providing a 
contrast between old and new can 
be a method of ensuring any 
extension is secondary in character 
and can often be a more desirable 
way of responding to heritage 
interests. It is recommended that 
the material requirement is deleted 
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to provide flexibility and allow for 
innovative design.  

3.13 Draft Policy 
AE12: Local and 
Historic 
Character 

Draft Policy AE12 seeks to safeguard 
the local and historic character and 
sets out a range of design 
considerations.  
Criterion 2.D expects schemes to 
preserve the setting of the village 
and Conservation Area. This should 
be deleted as it conflicts with CELPS 
Policy SE 7 which sets out that new 
development should seek to avoid 
harm to heritage assets and make a 
positive contribution to the 
character of Cheshire East’s historic 
and built environment. There may 
be cases where harm is unavoidable 
but can be justified and this is not 
reflected in the policy. 
 

Accepted. 
 
Amend AE12 2 (C and D) as suggested. 

Amend NDP Policy AE12  
Part 2. Historical Character 
 
 
Insert new sentence to 
beginning of  
C: 
 
New development should 
avoid harm to the 
Conservation Areas, and 
wherever possible, make a 
positive contribution to their 
character and setting. 
 
Amend D to: 
 
Schemes will be required to 
protect important views and  
respect the village grain. 

3.14 AE12 
E 

Criterion 2.E sets out that only the 
highest level of design quality, 
which is in keeping with the overall 
traditional character of the village 
will be acceptable. Jones Homes 
considers that this is overly onerous 

Not accepted. 
 
AENDP seeks to achieve the highest 
design quality possible. 

No change. 
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and prescriptive and should be 
deleted to ensure that the policy 
meets the basic conditions. 

3.15 AE12 
D 

This policy aims to protect certain 
views deemed important to the 
local community. Whilst Jones 
Homes does not doubt the 
importance of some of these views, 
it is considered that the policy and 
accompanying map lack the detail 
necessary for effective development 
management. Furthermore, national 
guidance makes no provision for the 
protection of views 
of such widespread nature and, 
therefore, it is considered that the 
policy should be deleted. 

Not accepted. 
 
The important views were identified as 
part of the work on design codes and 
provide an important and valued 
contribution to local character. 

No change. 

3.16 Section 9 — 
Access and 
Infrastructure 

Figure 3 has already been used on 
page 59 to describe the Justification 
for Proposed Local Green Spaces so 
this should be amended. 

Accepted. Amend NDP  
 
Change Figure 3 on p74 to 
Figure 4. 

3.10 Summary We trust the Neighbourhood Plan 
Sub Groups and volunteers find 
these representations useful and we 
look forward to our continuing 
involvement as the plan progresses. 
 
 

Noted. No change. 
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4.0 
Avison 
Young 
On behalf of 
Sims Family 
 

    

4.0 All  We act on behalf of Mr and Mrs 
Sims (the family) and are responding 
to the opportunity to submit 
representations to the emerging 
policies of the Alderley Edge 
Neighbourhood Plan as set out 
within Regulation 14 Consultation 
Draft.  
 
These comments are submitted in 
relation to Mr and Mrs Sims land 
holding ‘Land to the North of Beech 
Road’ and supplement our 
comments which were submitted in 
September 2019 as part of the 
previous round of consultation. To 
avoid repetition, I have attached the 
previous representations at 
Appendix One.   
 

Noted. No change. 
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We thank you for this opportunity 
to provide comments on this next 
stage of the plan and complement 
the Neighbourhood Group on the 
clear presentation of this version of 
the Neighbourhood Plan.  
The key draft policies considered 
within these representations are:  
• Draft Policy AE2: Location, Design, 
Scale and Type of New Housing  

• Draft Policy AE3: Sustainable 
Housing Design  

• Draft Policy AE7: Encouraging 
Visitor Support for Local Businesses  

• Draft Policy AE9: Landscape 
Character and Access  

• Draft Policy AE13: Key Views and 
Townscape  

• Draft Policy AE14: Sustainability 
Transport Routes  

• Draft Policy AE19: Protecting and 
Enhancing Local Community 
Facilities  

4.1 Visions and 
Objectives 

It is noted that the Visions for 
Alderley Edge remain the same from 
the previous round of consultation 
in September 2019. As previously 

Noted. No change. 
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noted, the family firmly support the 
Visions for Alderley Edge, believing 
it to be of utmost importance that 
whilst growth and evolution is 
required to attract  
investment, businesses, workers 
and tourists by delivering economic, 
social and environmental 
improvements simultaneously, it 
should not be at the expense of all 
that is good about the village.  

4.2 Draft Policy 
AE2: Location, 
Design, Scale 
and Type of 
New Housing 

The family continues to support the 
strategic direction of this policy and 
acknowledges the importance of 
delivering high quality development. 
 
However, it is noted that the policy 
still recommends a split of dwellings 
which does not allow much 
flexibility for developers to respond 
to market signals and local needs 
which are likely to change over the 
Plan period.  

Noted. 
 
The policy refers to the latest local 
housing needs assessment and 
therefore there may be some flexibility 
in the future. 

No change. 

4.3 Draft Policy 
AE3: Sustainable 
Housing Design 

The family continue to support this 
policy vision and acknowledge the 
importance of new developments 
striving to be as sustainable as 
possible. 

Noted. No change. 
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4.4 Draft Policy 
AE7: 
Encouraging 
Visitor Support 
for Local 
Businesses 

The family are pleased that this 
policy, which proposes better links 
between visitor attractions, remains 
in the latest version of the Plan. This 
is an importance policy and there is 
significant scope for Alderley Edge 
to draw additional footfall through 
the provision of sustainable links to, 
and through the village.  

Noted. No change. 

4.5 Draft Policy 
AE9: Landscape 
Character and 
Access 

This policy seeks to ensure that 
proposals do not erode the green 
gap between the built-up area of 
Alderley Edge and Wilmslow. 
Developments on the edge of 
settlements will be required to 
provide landscaping scheme to 
provide an appropriate transition 
between the wider rural area and 
the built form.  
As stated in the previous 
representations, the family fully 
support this policy. The allocation of 
this land would not bring 
development closer to Wilmslow 
than existing and that a very 
significant buffer, owned by the 
family, would remain.  

Noted. No change. 
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The site can also satisfy this 
requirement of the policy to not 
only maintain but actually improve 
public access to the countryside. 
One of the unique benefits of this 
site is its ability, courtesy of the 
extensive land to the north in the 
family’s ownership, to provide 
sustainable, safe pedestrian and 
cycle links between Wilmslow and 
Alderley Edge. Extensive discussions 
have taken place with officers at the 
Council and these benefits are 
considered to be considerable, as 
there are currently no genuinely 
comparable links between the two 
settlements. Developments striving 
to be as sustainable as possible. The 
site is extremely well placed to meet 
the requirements of this policy.  

4.6 Draft Policy 
AE13: Key Views 
and Townscape 

This policy seeks to preserve key 
views that make a contribution 
towards local visual amenity and 
Alderley Edge’s townscape. The 
family continues to support this 
policy and believes that when 
development is brought forward on 
their site, the proposals can be 

Noted. No change. 
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delivered in a way that the scale, 
height and layout protects key 
views.  
 
 
 
 
 

4.7 Draft Policy 
AE14: 
Sustainability 
Transport 
Routes 

The family supports the principle of 
the policy to establish a route of 
networks which extend beyond the 
boundary. There is potential for the 
‘Land to the North of Beech Road’ to 
support this policy and make 
significant improvements to achieve 
this which is unique to the site and 
cannot be matched by any 
alternative allocation.  

Noted. No change. 

4.8 Draft Policy 
AE19: Protecting 
and Enhancing 
Local 
Community 
Facilities  

The family continue to support the 
intention of the policy to resist the 
redevelopment of such facilities for 
non-community use unless they are 
no longer needed. However, the 
family continue to believe that this 
policy should be expanded to allow 
for redevelopment where suitable 
alternatives can be delivered.  

Noted. No change. 
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The family has promoted for some 
time the ability to provide 
allotments adjacent to the existing 
allotments on Land North of Beech 
Close. In the event that there was 
local consensus for existing 
allotments to need to relocate, then 
the family’s land could 
accommodate this.  

4.9 The Site: Land 
to the North of 
Beech Road 

It is noted that the Neighbourhood 
Plan does not seek to allocate sites 
for development; leaving this 
function to CEC via the Local Plan 
process. However, the 
Neighbourhood Plan does support 
the delivery of sites that will be 
allocated through the Cheshire East 
Council: Site Allocations and 
Development Policies Document, 
and the family welcomes this 
approach. Land to the North of 
Beech Road currently benefits from 
CEC Draft Allocation ALD4: Site at 
Beech Road, and as previously 
noted, the site represents a highly 
sustainable and logical option for 
Green Belt release which will 

Noted. No change. 
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contribute to meeting the housing 
requirement for Alderley Edge.  

4.10 Concluding 
Remarks 

Mr and Mrs Sims are grateful for the 
opportunity to make further 
comments on the emerging Alderley 
Edge Neighbourhood Plan. As you 
will see from this letter, there is 
broad support for the Plan’s 
proposals. 
 
 
 
 

Noted. No change. 

5.0 
 
Emery 
Planning 

    

5.0 Representations: 
Draft Alderley 
Edge 
Neighbourhood 
Plan 2020  
Regulation 14 
Public 
Consultation – 

1. Introduction  
1.1 Emery Planning has reviewed 
the Regulation 14 Draft Alderley 
Edge Neighbourhood Plan 
(hereafter referred to as the 
‘AENP’).  
1.2 The principle of a 
neighbourhood plan for Alderley 
Edge is supported and the work 
undertaken in support of this 
Regulation 14 AENP is recognised. 
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However, we consider that some 
changes are needed to ensure that 
the plan meets the basic conditions 
for neighbourhood planning set out 
in planning legislation.  

5.1 Basic Conditions 2. Basic conditions 
2.1 The basic conditions are set out 
in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to 
the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 as applied to neighbourhood 
plans by Section 38A of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
The basic conditions are:  
 
a. having regard to national policies 
and advice contained in guidance 
issued by the Secretary of State it is 
appropriate to make the order (or 
neighbourhood plan).  
b. having special regard to the 
desirability of preserving any listed 
building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or 
historic interest that it possesses, it 
is appropriate to make the order. 
This applies only to Orders.  
c. having special regard to the 
desirability of preserving or 

Noted. 
 
The Basic Conditions Statement sets 
out how the NDP meets the required 
basic conditions.  These will be tested 
by the examiner during the 
examination process. 

No change. 
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enhancing the character or 
appearance of any conservation 
area, it is appropriate to make the 
order. This applies only to Orders.  
d. the making of the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) contributes to 
the achievement of sustainable 
development.  
e. the making of the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) is in general 
conformity with the strategic 
policies contained in the 
development plan for the area of 
the authority (or any part of that 
area).  
f. the making of the order (or 
neighbourhood plan) does not 
breach, and is otherwise compatible 
with, EU obligations.  
g. prescribed conditions are met in 
relation to the Order (or plan) and 
prescribed matters have been 
complied with in connection with 
the proposal for the order (or 
neighbourhood plan). 

5.2  3. Policy context  
National planning policy guidance 
 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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3.1 The policies of the AENP must be 
compatible the relevant sections of 
the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2019) (the Framework) 
and National Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG). We discuss the 
specific sections of the Framework 
and Guidance in our representations 
in Section 4.  
The development plan 
The development plan for the 
Alderley Edge area currently 
comprises the following: 
• Saved policies of the Macclesfield 
Local Plan, which was adopted in 
2004. 
• Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy 
(LPS) 2010-2030 (Part 1), which was 
adopted in 2017. 
 
3.3 The adopted LPS identifies 
Alderley Edge as one of 13 Local 
Service Centres within the 
settlement hierarchy. The vision for 
the Local Service Centres as set out 
in the LPS is as follows: 
“In the Local Service Centres, some 
modest growth in housing and 

SADPD Site ALD1 Site at Jenny Heyes 
does not lie within the AENDP 
neighbourhood area boundary.  
AENDP policies would therefore not 
apply. 
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employment will have taken place 
to meet locally arising needs and 
priorities, to reduce the level of out-
commuting and to secure their 
continuing vitality. This may require 
small scale alterations to the Green 
Belt in some circumstances.”  
 
3.4 Paragraph 8.30 of the LPS 
confirms that the small-scale 
alterations to the Green Belt will be 
pursued as necessary through the 
Site Allocations and Development 
Policies Document. 
 
3.5 Policy PG 1 of the LPS: “Overall 
Development Strategy” states that 
sufficient land will be provided in 
order to accommodate a minimum 
of 36,000 new homes between the 
years 2010 and 2030 across the 
Borough. Policy PG 7 of the LPS: 
“Spatial Distribution of 
Development” states that the Local 
Service Centres are expected to 
accommodate in the order of 3,500 
new homes. Paragraph 8.77 of the 
LPS confirms that: “The figure for 
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Local Service Centres will be further 
disaggregated in the Site Allocations 
and Development Policies DPD 
and/or Neighbourhood Plans” 
 
3.6 The Council has commenced 
work on the Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies 
Document (SADMP), which will 
comprise a Part 2 Local Plan. This 
plan will seek to disaggregate the 
overall housing requirement for the 
Local Service Centres and identify 
ways in which housing needs will be 
met through new site allocations 
and release of some Green Belt 
land. The emerging SADMP has not 
yet been submitted for independent 
examination with a public 
consultation having been carried 
out last year on a Publication 
Version. It therefore attracts limited 
weight at this stage. However, the 
AENP accepts that it must follow the 
decisions made in the SADMP 
regarding site allocations and that it 
is a separate process to this plan.  
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3.7 Emery Planning is supportive of 
Draft Site Allocation ALD1 (Jenny 
Hayes) and has made 
representations to Cheshire East 
Council to this effect through the 
emerging SADMP. We would be 
happy to engage with the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group on this 
draft site allocation. 
 
 

5.3 AE1 4. Response to proposed policies 
Draft Policy AE1 (Alderley Edge 
Development Strategy) 
  
4.1 There are two options for how 
the Neighbourhood Group may 
proceed with the preparation of a 
neighbourhood plan. The first 
option is for the AENP to be 
proactive in the identification of 
housing allocations in order to meet 
identified development needs. The 
second option is for the AENP to 
comprise a permissive plan, which is 
sufficiently flexible in order to allow 
windfall developments to come 
forward over the plan-period in 

Noted. No change. 
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accordance with the role of Alderley 
Edge as a Local Service Centre. 
 
4.2 Whichever of the two options is 
chosen, we consider that it is 
inevitable that alterations to the 
Green Belt boundaries will be 
necessary. Alderley Edge is 
presently highly constrained by the 
designated Green Belt with very few 
development opportunities on 
deliverable/developable housing 
sites within the existing urban area. 
 
4.3 The AENP does not seek to 
disaggregate the identified housing 
needs for the overall minimum 
housing requirement for the 
Borough’s Local Service Centres. 
Instead, it defers to the emerging 
Site Allocations and Development 
Management Policies Document 
(SADMP). As set out earlier, the 
emerging SADMP has not yet been 
submitted for independent 
examination and a 
consultation was carried out last 
year on a Publication Version. It 
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therefore attracts limited weight at 
this stage. We consider that the 
emerging SADMP is the appropriate 
mechanism to consider further 
Green Belt release given that a 
wider view must be taken on 
development needs and 
deliverability across the Borough as 
a whole. 

5.4 AE1 
1 

4.4 Part (1) of Draft Policy AE1 
states that new housing 
development will be supported 
within the settlement boundary of 
Alderley Edge. There should be 
recognition of the potential for 
windfall sites coming forward within 
the designated Green Belt where 
that development conforms with 
Policy PG3 of the Cheshire East LPS 
and paragraphs 133 to 147 of the 
Framework. We would suggest that 
the policy is amended accordingly. 
For example, this may include infill 
development outside of the 
settlement boundary but 
functionally and visually part of the 
village.  
 

Not accepted. 
 
Changes to the settlement boundary, 
Green Belt and proposed site 
allocations will be determined by the 
SADPD. 
 
Other proposed sites in the Green Belt 
and outside the settlement boundary 
will be assessed according to national 
and CEC Green Belt policy. 
 
There is therefore no need to change 
the policy wording to refer to the 
Parish boundary. 

No change. 
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4.5 We would suggest that the 
second paragraph of Draft Policy 
AE1 is amended as follows:  
 
“….new residential development and 
employment development will be 
supported within the Alderley Edge 
parish boundaries where proposals:” 
 
4.6 Any development beyond the 
settlement boundaries and within 
the designated Green Belt would be 
required to meet local and national 
Green Belt planning policies as per 
our comments at paragraph 4.4 
above. 
 

5.5 AE1 
2 

4.7 Part (2) of Draft Policy AE1 
states that residential development 
will be supported where it involves 
the redevelopment of previously 
developed sites or the re-use of 
existing buildings. It is recognised 
that this policy includes reference to 
‘where possible’ and it does not 
therefore seek  to prioritise such 
sites over greenfield sites. This 
approach is consistent with the 

Noted. No change. 
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Framework, which seeks to 
‘encourage’ rather than ‘prioritise’ 
the development of previously 
developed land. 

5.6 AE2 Draft Policy AE2 (Design, Scale and 
Type of New Housing) 
 
4.8 The AECOM Alderley Edge 
Housing Needs Assessment (July 
2019) recommends a breakdown of 
future house sizes by bedroom 
numbers based upon population 
projections. Table 5-11 of the 
documents notes that the 
population of the Borough is 
projected to increase by 50% for 
those aged 65 and over whilst all 
other age cohorts are projected to 
decline. The AECOM report does not 
seek to set out any analysis as to the 
implications of such trends for 
sustainable communities. 
 
4.9 Table 5-18 of the AECOM report 
reflects wider Borough trends in 
terms of there being projected to be 
a declining working age population 
within Alderley Edge based on 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 1.25 above. 
 
This part of the Policy is informed by a 
recent housing needs assessment 
which was commissioned by the Parish 
Council as part of the NDP process.   
 
The policy also refers to "the most up 
to date local housing needs 
assessment" to allow for some 
flexibility in the future.  
 
However at the current time it is clear 
that the emphasis should be on 
providing more smaller houses to 
meet local needs and the policy as 
worded provides certainty for 
developers, setting out the proposed 
split  of different sized dwellings 
required. 

No change. 
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current trends. Part (3) of Draft 
Policy AE2 simply projects such 
trends forwards through the 
housing mix sought. 
 
4.10 However, such projections (i.e. 
substantially aged population and 
contracting working age population) 
would seriously undermine the 
Vision for the AENP, which seeks to 
promote the culture, quality of life, 
identity and character of the village. 
It would also undermine the 
Objectives of the AENP, which 
include supporting a balanced 
community and supporting 
community facilities. Furthermore, 
it would undermine the role of 
Alderley Edge within the overall 
settlement hierarchy set out 
through the adopted LPS i.e. a Local 
Service Centre where new housing 
development is allowed in such a 
way to secure the continuing vitality 
of such settlements (e.g. families 
and a working age population is 
required to sustain businesses and 
facilities such as local schools). 
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4.11 Furthermore, it is not clear 
how such development could 
feasibility be delivered given the 
emphasis through other policies of 
the AENP on new proposals 
reflecting the spacious character of 
the settlement. A strong emphasis 
on new development proposals 
being for smaller properties only 
would represent a clear departure 
from the established character of 
the settlement e.g. larger villa 
properties set within generously 
sized plots. There must be an 
attempt to understand the 
implications of a desired housing 
mix in relation to other policies of 
the AENP e.g. arbitrarily discounting 
5-bedroom properties when such 
properties are so characteristic of 
the conservation area. 
 
4.12 This policy should not be 
prescriptive in terms of the size of 
new properties coming forwards.  
Instead, it should be made clear that 
new development proposals should 
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respond to identified housing needs 
and this should be set out by 
applicants for future planning 
applications. 

5.7 AE4 Draft Policy AE4 (Rear Garden and 
Backland Development) 
 
4.13 There is no justification for this 
policy within the AENP. Any future 
planning application for new 
housing development should be 
assessed against the relevant 
development plan policies on site-
specific matters such as character 
and appearance, density, highways 
safety, residential amenity and 
trees. The absence of any specific 
policy relating to ‘rear garden and 
backland development’ would not 
render such schemes acceptable in 
planning policy terms. 
 
4.14 We would suggest that this 
draft policy is deleted in order to 
avoid unnecessary duplication of 
planning policy requirements. 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to 3.10. 
 
The character of parts of Alderley Edge 
have been eroded by inappropriate 
and insensitive development of 
gardens and backland sites.  This Policy 
seeks to address this. 
 
Refer also to Table 1 Q4. 

No change. 
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5.8 AE11 AE11 (Protecting and Enhancing the 
Conservation Area and adjacent 
areas) 
 
4.15 Firstly, it isn’t clear from the 
title of this draft policy whether it 
will relate to development 
proposals affecting the conservation 
area or the  neighbourhood plan 
area as a whole. The text within the 
policy suggests that the intention is 
to address the former, and we 
would suggest that reference to 
‘and adjacent areas’ is deleted in 
order to provide sufficient clarity. 
Any development proposals 
affecting the setting of the 
conservation area would still be 
subject to this draft policy 
notwithstanding this change. 
 
4.16 Parts (2) and (3) of this draft 
policy seek to identify a minimum 
plot size of 0.3ha for new 
development proposals. There is no 
good planning reason for new 
developments to conform to such 
arbitrary requirements, and no 

Noted. 
 
Refer to 3.12 above. 
 
The Policy is not too prescriptive and 
underpinned by the design guidelines 
for new development in the 
Conservation Area Appraisal (see also 
paragraph 8.28 in the NDP). 

No further change. 
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analysis carried out in order to 
support the application of this size 
of plot. A blanket restrictive policy is 
not appropriate and could frustrate 
the achievement of sustainable 
development. 
 
4.17 The application of a blanket 
restriction on plot sizes for new 
development proposals is already 
set out through Saved Policy H12 
(‘Low Density Housing Areas’) of the 
Macclesfield Local Plan. It has been 
established through appeal 
decisions and by the local planning 
authority over the years that such 
an approach is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the Framework. For 
instance, the Inspector for an appeal 
in 2017 relating to a scheme in 
Prestbury (Brundred Farm, 45 Castle 
Hill, Prestbury – PINS ref: 
APP/R0660/W/17/3174840) where 
a 0.4ha plot size requirement 
applies for the purposes of Saved 
Policy H12 made the following 
comments: 
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“In addition to the above, and, in any 
event, I afford Policy H12 of the LP only 
limited weight (our emphasis) as it is 
not entirely consistent with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (the 
Framework) which states that “design 
policies should avoid unnecessary 
prescription.” 
 

4.18 Indeed, the Publication Version 
of the SADMP did not seek to ‘carry 
over’ such a blanket restriction and 
this was presumably on the basis 
that such an approach would not be 
sound. 
 
4.19 We would suggest that any 
reference to a minimum plot size is 
deleted. Instead, the impact of any 
development proposals should be 
considered on a site by site basis 
with reference to the character and 
appearance of the area. 

5.9 AE13 Draft Policy AE13 (Key Views and 
Townscape) 
 
4.20 This draft policy states that a 
Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (LVIA), or similar study, 

Accepted. 
 
Amend the final paragraph as 
suggested. 

Amend NDP Policy AE13. 
 
Insert at start of final 
paragraph: 
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Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

will be required where a 
development proposal impacts on 
an identified Key View. It will often 
be the case that the scope of an 
LVIA, which is substantial and 
requires the input of suitably 
qualified landscape specialists, will 
be unnecessary for a development 
proposal and would lead to 
unwarranted delays and costs for 
individuals. 
 
4.21 We would suggest that the last 
paragraph is amended such that it is 
made clear that the impact on 
identified Key Views should be 
considered where relevant. This 
may involve the submission of an 
LVIA, although it is unreasonable to 
require such an assessment for all 
development proposals regardless 
of scale and degree to which an 
identified Key View would 
be affected. 

The impact on identified Key 
Views should be considered 
where relevant. 

5.10 AE14 Draft Policy AE14 (Sustainable 
Transport Routes) 
 

Accepted. 
 
Insert "Wherever feasible" to the 
beginning of the first paragraph. 

Amend NDP Policy AE14 
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Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

4.22 It will not always be possible, 
desirable or feasible for new 
development proposals to provide 
linkages to existing footpaths and 
cycleways. It should be made clear 
that this will be encouraged where 
appropriate rather than it being 
made a mandatory requirement for 
all new development proposals. 

Add Wherever feasible to the 
beginning of the first 
paragraph. 
 

5.11 AE15 Draft Policy AE15 (Promoting 
Accessibility to Public Transport) 
 
4.23 The basis for applying an 800m 
threshold for new development 
proposals in relation to key services 
and public transport options is not 
clear. Policy SD2 of the Cheshire 
East LPS already sets out guidance in 
relation to accessibility for new 
developments. 
 
4.24 The IHT document entitled 
‘Guidelines for Providing Journeys 
on Foot’ considers a distance of 2km 
is the preferred maximum for 
commuting. The CIHT document 
‘Planning for Walking’ confirms that 
around 80% of journeys shorter 

Not accepted. 
 
This threshold is recommended in 
manual for Streets - see paragraph 
9.24.  In practice it is considered that 
most of Alderley Edge village falls 
within this distance of local services. 

No change. 
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Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

than 1 mile (1.6km) are made 
wholly on foot. A distance of 5km is 
generally accepted as a distance 
where cycling has the potential to 
replace short car journeys. 
Therefore, restricting development 
which does not meet an 800m 
threshold in relation to certain 
service provision is wholly 
unjustified. 
 
4.25 We would suggest that 
reference to new development 
proposals satisfying an 800m 
threshold is deleted from the AENP. 

5.12 All 5. Conclusion 
 
5.1 Emery Planning recognises the 
work that has been undertaken to 
get the AENP to its current stage. 
However, we consider that some 
changes are required so that the 
AENP meets the basic conditions. 
These suggested changes are set out 
through this Statement. 
 
5.2 We wish to be consulted and 
would be grateful if the 

Noted. No change. 
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Organisation 
Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

Neighbourhood Plan Group would 
keep us updated on the progress of 
the plan. Should you require any 
further information, please do not 
hesitate to contact this office. 

5. 
Emery 
Planning 
Survey 
Monkey 
responses 

    

See 5 above. AE1 Q1 Object, 
Please see comments set within our 
accompanying 
Statement. Although we object, 
relatively minor changes are 
recommended. 

Noted. 
 
See 5 above for detailed responses. 

No change. 

 AE2 Q3 Object, 
Please accompanying Statement. 

Noted. 
 
See 5 above for detailed responses. 

No change. 

 AE4 Q4 Object, 
Please see accompanying Statement 

Noted. 
 
See 5 above for detailed responses. 

No change. 

 AE11 Q11 Object, 
Please see accompanying Statement 

Noted. 
 
See 5 above for detailed responses. 

No change. 

 AE13 Q13 Object, Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Name and 
reference 
No. 

NDP Page / 
Paragraph / 
Vision / 
Objective / 
Policy Reference 

Comments Steering Group and Subgroup  
Consideration 

Agreed Changes to the NDP 

Please see accompanying 
Statement. 

See 5 above for detailed responses. 

 AE14 Q14 Object, 
Please see accompanying Statement 

Noted. 
 
See 5 above for detailed responses. 

No change. 

 AE15 Q15 Object, 
Please see accompanying 
Statement. 

Noted. 
 
See 5 above for detailed responses. 

No change. 
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Alderley Edge NDP – Regulation 14 Public Consultation - 27th January - 9th March 2020 
 

Consideration of Responses and Proposed Amendments to the Regulation 14 Draft NDP 
 

Table 4 - Comments from Residents (Extracted from SurveyMonkey and hard copy questionnaires from other residents) 

 
 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Q1 Draft Policy 
AE1: Alderley 
Edge 
Development 
Strategy 

RESPONSES 
 Support 92.96% 
 Object 7.04% 
 

High level of support noted  

 Comments   

AE1 Please see comments set within our accompanying 
Statement. Although we object, relatively minor 
changes are recommended. 

Noted. No change. 

AE1 Comprehensive, authoritative and well balanced Noted. No change. 

AE1 Point 4 would appear to rule out most proposals. Not accepted. 
The NDP has a strong emphasis in 
accessibility and encouraging 
walking and cycling and reducing 
reliance on the car, in line with 
Government and CEC sustainability 
objectives. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

AE1 It is important to have an NDP and I am supportive 
of it. Without such a plan I feel that future 
developers would have much more power to 
manipulate matters to their own advantage. 

Noted. No change. 

AE1 5.13 - not happy at the suggestion that green belt 
boundaries could be changed. this must be resisted 
at all costs. 

Noted. 
Decisions about changes to the 
Green Belt boundary will be taken 
by CEC through the SADPD.  There 
will be opportunities to submit 
responses to CEC as part of the 
consultation process. 

No change. 

AE1 Overall it is well thought out and presented 
reflecting a clear vision but a lack of precision in 
some language at specific points of the strategy may 
become a hostage to fortune in the future by 
providing a greater breadth than originally intended 
( such as AE8 2 C) 

Noted. 
 
Some amendments to wording of 
policies and supporting text will be 
made to the Submission Plan and it 
is likely that the examiner will 
make recommendations for further 
changes to improve clarity. 

No change. 

AE1 Green belt must be sacrosanct. Particularly need 
bungalows. Design needs to be good but so does 
building which at the moment is dire and this is 
because there are not enough site visits by Councils 
to check on the quality of work. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP sets out detailed policies 
on design and is underpinned by a 
Design Codes document.  It is 
hoped that this work and the NDP 
itself will lead to an improvement 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

in quality of design in new 
development. 

AE1 Brownfield sites should be used, not greenfield or 
open countryside. This should be protected at all 
cost. 

Noted. 
In order to meet the housing 
requirement it is likely that some 
greenfield sites on the edge of the 
urban area will be identified for 
development through the SADPD.   
The NDP seeks to promote 
previously developed / brownfield 
land wherever possible in AE1 2. 

No change. 

AE1 Are you going ahead with this plan regardless of 
what residents say? What is the mechanism to stop 
this plan being implemented? 

Noted. 
 
Most respondents to the 
consultation have supported the 
NDP policies.   
 
However the NDP will be published 
for a further 6 weeks of 
consultation by CEC, then 
subjected to an independent 
examination before it is put to a 
local referendum.  Ultimately all 
those on the electoral role will 
have the right to vote on whether 
the NDP should be used by CEC to 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

determine planning applications.  If 
there is a majority No vote, the 
NDP will not be used. 

AE1 No housing should be built on Green Space 
 

In order to meet the housing 
requirement it is likely that some 
greenfield sites on the edge of the 
urban area will be identified for 
development through the SADPD.   
The NDP seeks to promote 
previously developed / brownfield 
land wherever possible in AE1 2. 

 

Q2 Draft Policy 
AE2: Design, 
Scale & Type of 
new Housing 

RESPONSES 
 Support 90.0% 
 Object 8.57% 
 

High level of support noted  

 Comments   

AE2 I support the policy in principle. However the 
development at ALD4, Beech Road saddens me 
greatly. It will affect our quality of life so 
significantly with increased traffic through the 
Bollinfields estate, loss of green belt breathing space 
and pressure and confinement by buildings next to 
our allotment site, that it will probably be the 
catalyst for us leaving the village. 
 

Noted. 
 
Site allocations will be determined 
through the SADPD but the NDP 
includes policies to minimise traffic 
and encourage more walking and 
cycling. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 I have been here for 22 years, my husband's family 
have been here for generations. The only 
justification I could possibly see for such a 
development would be if it was entirely for 
affordable housing, echoing the reasons for building 
the council estate in the first place. 

AE2 If anything this could be stronger but goes a long 
way to meeting my expectations. Developers should 
not be allowed to avoid local responsibilities by 
paying money to be used elsewhere. 

Noted. 
 
Refer to Table 1 CEC comments and 
resulting changes to the NDP 
Policy. 
 

No change. 

AE2 Affordable housing usually means small houses but 
there is also a need for affordable housing for 
people with young families who need space  

Noted. 
 
Please refer to the NPPF definition 
of Affordable Housing in the NDP 
Glossary.  Affordable housing can 
include family sizes 
accommodation as well as smaller 
units. 

No change. 

AE2 Fully support environmental housing Noted. No change. 

AE2 Should not make it too difficult for affluent housing 
as it will also continue to allow growth in the area. 

Noted. No change. 

AE2 With some reservations! The skewed mix of housing 
in the village is recognised, but affordable housing 
requirements must reflect the local employment 

Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

and entertainment opportunities for potential 
residents 

AE2 5 bed house can be average sized houses Not accepted. 
 
5 bedroom houses are generally 
considered to be larger properties. 

No change. 

AE2 The design of any new building or estate should be 
carbon neutral or better, and should produce more 
renewable energy than the building/ estate uses so 
that in the long term it could become carbon neutral 

Noted. 
 
Policy AE3 addresses this in more 
detail. 

No change. 

AE2 Alongside new housing development it is very 
important to ensure that appropriate infrastructure 
is put in place. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP supports improvements 
to community and recreational 
facilities but more strategic matters 
such as roads, rail services, 
education and health etc will be 
dealt with by CEC and other 
appropriate bodies. 

No change. 

AE2 I am appreciative of the amount of work put into 
this by the various groups of people. It is detailed 
and considerate of the views of Alderley Edge 
Residents, ensuring for the future, the character of 
the village is not marred. 

Noted. No change. 

AE2 While happy with the overall aims of AE2 am 
unhappy with 2 elements:  

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 
Why do we need any 4 or more bedroom houses 
given that the focus is on property for elderly down- 
sizers and affordable starter homes for young 
people?  
 
Not happy with the "get out" clause that allows 
developers to provide the "affordable housing" on a 
different site or to buy their way out (if I have 
understood the "commuted sum payment" 
correctly).  
 
Across the country, in areas like Alderley Edge, 
developers are well versed in finding "exceptional 
circumstances". 

The housing needs survey 
identified a need for a small 
number of 4 bedroom properties 
but the Policy promotes  a much 
higher proportion of smaller 
houses. 
 
Refer to table 1 CEC comments re 
affordable housing and resulting 
changes to the Policy. 

AE2 3A There are many families with 2 or more children. 
I support 35% 1-2 Bedroom, 15% 4 bedroom 50% 3 
bedroom. 3B to stand 

Noted. 
 
The proposed proportions are 
identified in the housing needs 
survey. 

No change. 

AE2 No encroachment into buffer zone between 
Alderley and Wilmslow or indeed towards Chelford , 
Chorley , Mobberley etc or along the bypass. 
Effective drainage provision for all new properties. 
There are several areas within Alderley that are 
suffering drainage problems at the present time 

Noted. 
Refer to Policy AE9 and the 
proposed Green Gap. 
SUDS are promoted in Policy AE3 
16. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

without any further complications. 

AE2 2.D not happy with wording. >10 before affordable 
kicks in is wrong. leave out "of 10 or more" 
otherwise you will have 9 big houses and no small 
ones. 

Not accepted. 
 
Refer to Table 1 CEC comments.  10 
units is the threshold in the NPPF 
for affordable housing 
contributions but the CEC Local 
Plan Strategy Policy SC 5 
Affordable Homes gives a threshold 
of 11 dwellings or more in Local 
Service Centres such as Alderley 
Edge. 

No change. 

AE2 As time drifts on more and more expensive 
properties are being built /altered. eg Harden Park. 
There needs to be a rebalancing of the type of 
property not just a % of new developments being 
affordable. Builders will not build these properties 
of their own free will. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP aims to provide a planning 
framework which supports more 
sustainable communities and 
housing based on need rather than 
developer pressure. 

No change. 

AE2 Any bungalows should have planning for second 
storey. 

Not accepted. 
 
Such a proposal is beyond the 
scope of the NDP. 

No change. 

AE2 Comments are a waste of time unless there is an 
option to abandon the plan if sufficient objections 
are lodged opposing it. 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

The NDP will not be finally made 
(adopted) unless there is a majority 
Yes vote at a local referendum. 

AE2 I still believe mix should be balanced more towards 
smaller/affordable properties aimed at first time 
buyers/elderly. Do we really need more 4 and 5 bed 
properties? 

Noted. 
 
The housing needs survey 
identified a need for a small 
number of 4 bedroom properties 
but the Policy promotes  a much 
higher proportion of smaller 
houses for the young and elderly. 
 

No change 

AE2 I still feel mix is wrong and should be more in favour 
of smaller/affordable properties. 

Noted. 
 
The housing needs survey 
identified a need for a small 
number of 4 bedroom properties 
but the Policy promotes  a much 
higher proportion of smaller 
houses for the young and elderly. 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Q3 Draft Policy 
AE3: Sustainable 
Housing Design 

RESPONSES 
 Support 91.3% 
 Object 7.25% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE3 Retain green spaces, gardens and ensure off street 
parking is sufficiently provided for. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP identifies and protects 
recreation areas and Local Green 
Spaces - see Policies AE 10 and 
AE19. 

No change. 

AE3 This is crucial NOW Noted. No change. 

AE3 I support AE3 in general subject to the following: 
AE3: Paragraph 9. Housing Development on Land 
that was formerly Green Belt: sets out a target 
reduction of energy use of 19% compared to 
standard new build construction for schemes of 10 
or more units. The Draft Policy AE3.9 was originally 
formulated before the UK became the first major 
economy in the world to pass laws to end its 
contribution to global warming by 2050. The new 
national policy will require the UK to bring all 
greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050, 
compared with the previous target of at least 80% 
reduction from 1990 levels. See: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/ukbecomes- 
first-major-economy-to-pass-net-zero-emissions-law  

Noted. 
 
NDP planning policies have to be in 
general conformity with strategic 
(here CEC planning Policies) and 
have regard to national planning 
policy - see the NPPF.  Currently it 
is difficult for NDPs to set high 
targets and technical standards for 
sustainable design. 
 
Refer to CEC comments in Table 1 
for some changes to the supporting 
text and policy. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 
The energy used in the operation of buildings 
represents the most significant carbon impact from 
the built environment contributing 30% of the UK’s 
total emissions in 2017. (source UKGBC). New 
housing that is built within the lifetime of the 
Alderley Edge NDP will be still in use in 2050 and 
therefore setting ambitious energy and carbon 
targets for new housing in the NDP represents an 
important opportunity to help meet the 
Government’s 2050 Net Zero Target. In the light of 
the Government’s 2050 net zero target it would be 
appropriate to go further than the 19% 
improvement proposed in AE3. paragraph 9. and 
instead increase the ambition of Policy AE3.9 in 
order that any new housing built on former Green 
Belt land should be required to achieve energy 
standards compatible with Net Zero Carbon 
emissions. Net Zero Carbon for operational energy is 
achieved when a building’s total annual net CO2e 
emissions equals zero. See definition by UKGBC 
here: https://www.ukgbc.org/ukgbc-work/net-zero-
carbon-buildings-aframework-definition/ 
 

AE3 keen to support environmental housing  Noted. No change. 

AE3 within the constraints of existing proven technology Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

AE3 Carbon neutral in the long term Noted. No change. 

AE3 Lazy builders park without regard to verges and 
other residents. In so far as possible any 
development plan should contain provisions as to 
how contractors' vehicles will be parked (preferably 
within the curtilage of the site). Planning officers will 
note the miscreants which will may affect future 
development applications (recent examples are 
Hough lane and Macclesfield 
Road.) 

Noted. 
 
This is more a matter for 
enforcement / development 
management than planning policy. 

No change. 

AE3 A good policy that reflects current climate change 
concerns very well. 

Noted. No change. 

AE3 Bat and swift boxes to be included in design 
proposals. No felling of mature or protected trees. 
Housing plans must work around natural features 
e.g. ponds and take into account existing trees and 
hedgerows. Who will be monitoring / inspecting the 
builders or contractors who have a habit of doing 
what they want once planning has been granted? 

Noted. 
 
 

No change. 
It was agreed that swift 
bricks and bat boxes were 
too specific and detailed 
requirements and that the 
prerogative for these 
details should lie with the 
council’s ecologist. 
Enforcement of what is 
included within any 
approval lies with the 
council’s enforcement 
officer.  

AE3 House design must include features to encourage Noted. No change. 



229 
 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

use by wildlife eg bat roosts and swift bricks. Certain 
species should be written in eg swifts. If you don't 
tell them they won’t do it. 

See above, also as time 
goes by the concern over 
specific species may 
change. 

AE3 Although I support the policies around housing 
design, there is an indication that Greenfield sites 
and open countryside may be targeted for new 
housing developments. This should be resisted. 

Noted. 
 
Site allocations will be determined 
through the SADPD and 
representations about these should 
be made to CEC. 

No change. 

Q4 Draft Policy 
AE4: Rear Garden 
& Backland 
Development 

RESPONSES 
 Support 91.18% 
 Object 7.35% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE4 Trees already protected in conservation areas Noted. No change. 

AE4 Should be strongly resisted. Noted. No change. 

AE4 really worried out big houses on small plots Noted. No change. 

AE4 retention of established trees and hedgerows is 
currently poorly supported by planning approvals 

Noted. No change. 

AE4 This needs to be controlled very carefully. Noted. No change. 

AE4 Much thought and consideration has been included 
for those who could be affected by such 
development. 

Noted. No change. 

AE4 very much agree. Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Q5 Draft Policy 
AE5: Encouraging 
Entrepreneurship 

RESPONSES 
 Support 94.12% 
 Object 4.41% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE5 Para 7.2 - we are no longer 'well represented by 
national multiple banks'. 

Noted. 
The paragraph goes on to note that 
in 2019 only one bank and the PO 
remain. 
 

No change. 

AE5 Crucial Noted. No change. 

AE5 Need faster broadband Noted. No change. 

AE5 need more digital investment Noted. No change. 

AE5 The rear of some restaurants is disgusting Noted. 
This should be referred to CEC 
Environmental Health. 

No change. 

AE5 It could make clearer the need to maintain a mix of 
businesses whose nature help foster and maintain 
the character of the village. It is important to 
maintain the range of businesses that are intrinsic to 
a village. For example an entrepreneur bringing a 
sushi bar to the village would be no substitute for 
the loss of a traditional 'village pub' like the Drum 
and Monkey.  
 
Similarly a new vodka bar on London Road would 
not compensate for the loss of the De Trafford 

Noted. 
 
Permitted development rights 
allow some changes of use without 
the need for planning permission 
and therefore controls are limited.   
 
A sushi bar would fall into A3 Food 
and drink (Restaurants and cafes). 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Arms. A 
correct balance including 'anchor' business that are 
essential to a properly functioning village is 
important 

A3 have a permitted change to A1 
(shops) or A2 (Financial and 
Professional services) and 
temporary permitted change (3 
years) to A1, A2, B1 (Business), 
public library, exhibition hall, 
museum, clinic or health centre 
(interchangeable with notification). 
 
Pubs and vodka bars would both 
fall under the same use class - A4 
Drinking 
Establishments (Public houses, 
wine bars or other drinking 
establishments). 
 
Uses within A4 have a permitted 
change to or from a use falling 
“within Class A4 with a use falling 
within Class A3” (“drinking 
establishments with expanded 
food provision”). 

AE5 Why do we want to grow the business economy in 
Alderley Edge which is primarily a residential village. 
How does that enhance our local community? 
Already the growth in the restaurant/bar etc trade 

Not accepted. 
 
The NDP has a role in supporting 
employment opportunities and 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

means that the village attracts many visitors, 
particularly in the evenings with no added benefit to 
local residents. your text refers to the "vitality of 
town centres". We are not a town - yet. Any growth 
in workspace/business development will bring more 
employees people into the village at least during 
working hours. The car parking problem referenced 
elsewhere is exacerbated by such commuting staff. 

economic growth appropriate to 
Alderley Edge's position in the 
settlement hierarchy of a Local 
Service Centre.  The planning 
system has 3 overarching 
objectives including an economic 
objective to help achieve 
sustainable development. 
 

AE5 No more restaurants, cafes and the like. The make 
up of the village is not balanced, no matter what the 
map on page 46 shows. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP recognises the recent 
growth in the food and drink 
economy and this is reflected 
nationally.  However the village 
centre still retains a range of local 
shops and services and this is 
recognised in the NDP. 

No change. 

AE5 Sounds right Noted. No change. 

AE5 Small businesses that don't add to the housing 
burden and school and other facilities. Yes. Mass 
influx of new residents because of attracting new 
businesses, No. 

Noted. No change. 

Q6 Draft Policy 
AE6: Supporting 

RESPONSES 
 Support 95.52% 
 Object 2.99% 

High level of support noted  
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

existing 
businesses 

 

AE6 Whilst there is a range of businesses there are too 
many estate agents and too few independent 
creative and diverse retail businesses 

Noted. 
 
Refer to Policy AE5  which supports 
new business space and 
entrepreneurship. 

No change. 

AE6 Would be nice to have some individual shops in the 
village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE6 including small shops Noted. No change. 

AE6 Further growth of existing businesses will not 
enhance the village 

Not accepted. 
 
Increasing opportunities for local 
employment should help to reduce 
the need for travel, and support a 
more sustainable community with 
a mix of residents. 

No change. 

AE6 It is important that the range of businesses in the 
retail and leisure sector necessary for a village to 
really call itself a fully functioning village are in 
place. Consideration could be given to describing 
'anchor' business types that are seen as essential. 
For example village pubs, independent butcher etc 

Noted. 
 
Planning policies are reactive - they 
are used to determine planning 
applications.  Shopping habits have 
changed rapidly in recent years 
nationally but the NDP aims to 
support a vibrant village centre 
with a range of shops and services 

No change. 



234 
 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

which meet local needs.  Proposals 
to enhance the environment and 
protect traditional shop fronts will 
hopefully attract investment from 
more independent shops and 
retailers including those selling 
food. 

AE6 This is important if we wish to retain our bustling 
main street. 

Noted. No change. 

AE6 I hope expansion to existing businesses does not 
mean expanded restaurant space. The noise in the 
village centre at night, created by such 
establishments, is already disturbing for those living 
nearby. 

Noted. 
 
Please refer to comments relating 
to Policy AE5 above. 

No change. 

AE6 We have too many eateries, none of which are 
suitable for me, so must encourage a diversity of 
other businesses. 

Noted. 
 
Please refer to comments relating 
to Policy AE5 above. 

No change. 

AE6 Some apparent existing businesses are either closed 
or barely functional (two cafes). Not a good image. 

Noted. No change. 

AE6 Yes, provided the support is to benefit the village 
and not just businessmen. 

Noted. No change. 

Q7 Draft Policy 
AE7: Encouraging 
Visitor support 

RESPONSES 
 Support 94.12% 
 Object 1.47% 
 

High level of support noted  
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

for local 
businesses 

AE7 Limit night time business Noted. 
 
This is a matter for CEC's Licensing 
department. 

No change. 
 
 

AE7 Business visitors will mainly come to AE by car, so 
requirement for additional accommodation is 
uncertain. High occupancy rates are essential for 
financial viability. 

Noted. No change. 

AE7 The night time business is too large Noted. 
 
The Policy does not address the 
night time economy. 

No change. 

AE7 Emphasis should be placed on the daytime economy 
not the night time one that seems to fare well on its 
own 

Noted. 
 
The Policy does not address the 
night time economy. 

No change. 

AE7 We must recognise and value visitor support, whilst 
at the same time safe-guarding the village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE7 What is the definition of "local economy"? Most of 
the people working in the village don't live here - 
hence the car parking problem. Many of the 
businesses, notably restaurants and bars are utilised 
by customers who don't live in the village adding to 
the car parking problem. Most of the businesses are 

Noted. 
 
The local economy refers to the 
economy of Alderley Edge. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

owned by those from outside the village. What 
"local" mean? 

The NDP has been prepared with 
the involvement of representatives 
of the local business community.  
The NDP Regulations require 
consultation with those who live, 
work and do business in the area 
and it is appropriate that the NDP 
responds to local business's 
concerns and ideas as well as 
residents'. 
 
The NDP seeks to address car 
parking in other policies and 
proposals - please refer to Access 
and Infrastructure section. 

AE7 We need to improve the station environs. We also 
need more bus routes. It would take me over 12 
mins to walk to a bus stop. I can be at the hospital or 
Handforth Dean in that time by car. Mind you I can't 
get to Handforth Dean by bus. 

Noted  
 
Please refer to Access and 
Infrastructure section for policies 
and proposals relating to travel. 
 
However the NDP has little or no 
control over bus services. 

No change. 

AE7 The station entrance and access ways need 
improvement 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Please refer to Access and 
Infrastructure section. 

AE7 That's what Wilmslow is for. Noted. 
Alderley Edge is a Local Service 
Centre and some appropriate 
economic growth is supported in 
CEC policies. 

No change. 

Q8 Draft Policy 
AE8: Supporting a 
vibrant village 
centre 

RESPONSES 
 Support 95.52% 
 Object 4.48% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE8 No more bars and restaurants please Noted. 
 
Please refer to comments relating 
to AE5 above. 

No change. 

AE8 We want a vibrant village centre and, in some way, 
the presence of supercars adds to this. 
However, there is a real problem of cars (all sorts) 
being driven in a dangerous and discourteous 
fashion. There is a risk to life and it does spoil the 
atmosphere 

Noted. 
 
The policy supports traffic calming 
measures but NDP planning 
policies cannot control individuals' 
use of cars and driving.   

No change. 

AE8 However the bar culture, which has brought a 
welcome level of life to the village has got out of 
hand. I think the number of venues with after 
midnight licences means we have too many visitors 
to the village that should really be in a local town. 

Noted. 
 
Licensing matters should be 
referred to CEC. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Restriction to midnight would reduce the level of 
undesirable behaviour without affecting too many 
bars' profits. 

AE8 need more Bars with Character. Noted. No change. 

AE8 7.23 The bypass and slow traffic in the village 
enhance the pedestrian experience. 7.27 Current 
closure of George St to parking during building work 
is bizarre! 
 

Noted. No change. 

AE8 Whilst the overarching sentiment is praiseworthy, 
AE8 2C provides unconditional support to 
extensions to CCTV without the requirement of any 
need or benefit. 
 
Alderley Edge has a population of just under 3K, it is 
not an inner city hotbed of crime. Its crime rate is 
low and not all these crimes are detected by CCTV.  
 
Surveillance cameras may be justified by the night 
time economy along London Road but they are not 
justified by need or value across the whole Parish. 
As written, supporting the unthinking unjustified 
implementation of CCTV in the Plan is wrong and 
contrary to the Parish Council's duty as a public 
authority to comply with human rights and data 
protection legislation. It may well not be the 

The policy refers to the primary 
shopping area within Alderley Edge 
as identified in the draft SADPD 
Policies Map (ie London Road and 
adjacent streets). 
 
Any improvements or extensions to 
the current CCTV system will be 
subject to evidenced need and 
working in partnership with the 
appropriate statutory agencies 
involved. 
 
 

Amend NDP Policy AE8: 
 
'Improvements and 
extensions to the existing 
CCTV coverage will be 
supported within the 
village centre of London 
Road and adjacent streets, 
linked to evidenced need.' 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Council's intention to support CCTV cameras in 
every residential street or CCTV with ANPR on every 
leafy lane or road leading to the village but the 
wording as drafted says it is the Plan's intent to give 
unconditional support to turning Alderley Edge into 
a mini surveillance state and gives the impression it 
is currently a crime ridden Parish .  
 
This aspect of the Plan should be reworded to say 
that 'implementing and supporting CCTV or other 
security measures will be supported where well 
justified and proportionate to the nature and level 
of crime'. 
 

AE8 Alderley Edge is a well maintained village to be 
proud of. However, going forward, I support the 
proposals put forward to improve and progress the 
village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE8 AE8 C development of 'a pleasant, relaxing village 
environment which is not dominated by though 
traffic' - still getting show-offs tearing through the 
village, revving engines in cars only fit for a racetrack 
not residential and shopping areas . Also anti-social 
behaviour still occurring in the evenings, evident the 
following mornings especially weekends. 

Noted. 
 
The policy supports traffic calming 
measures but NDP planning 
policies cannot control individuals' 
use of cars and driving.   

No change. 

AE8 1.B Much approve - Gustos is a mess in the morning Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

when they put bins on the pavement and the bin 
lorry blocks the main road emptying them. Less 
waste, less bins!  
2.A Yellow paint round that awful new eatery.  
2.C and number plate recognition and action. There 
is no point filming something if nothing is then done. 
CCTV has to be become proactive not reactive. 

AE8 There are increasing volunteer groups helping 
around the village. There could be some central hub 
for these where others can see where they can 
help/join in. 

Noted. 
 
AE8 2B supports proposals for 
temporary community uses of 
vacant units. 

No change. 
 
 

AE8 What on earth is a vibrant village centre? It sounds 
like bureaucrat speak. Why can't you stop meddling 
in things? 

Not accepted. No change. 

AE8 However I strongly believe that more effort and 
thought should be put into enforcement of existing 
regulations in terms of inconsiderate parking and 
speeding, particularly at evenings and weekends. 

Noted. 
 
The policy supports traffic calming 
measures but NDP planning 
policies cannot control / enforce 
against individuals' use of cars and 
driving. 
 

No change. 

AE8 Irresponsible behaviour with respect to speeding, 
parking and litter must be enforced, specifically in 
evenings and weekends. 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

The policy supports traffic calming 
measures but NDP planning 
policies cannot control / enforce 
against individuals' use of cars and 
driving.  
  

Q9 Draft Policy 
AE9: Landscape 
Character & 
Access 

RESPONSES 
 Support 94.12% 
 Object 1.47% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE9 I support this policy in principle. I cannot, however, 
see how the development of ALD4 Beech Road sits 
with the Draft Policy AE9 statement that: 
'development proposals should not contribute 
towards the erosion of the green gap between the 
built up areas of Alderley Edge and the neighbouring 
town of Wilmslow' 

Noted. 
 
This part of the Policy was 
prepared in response to responses 
to public consultations that 
showed that local residents wanted 
to maintain this area of separation.   
 
A new Map has been included in 
the Submission Plan identifying the 
Green Belt. 

No change. 

AE9 We must keep the village as a village Noted. No change. 

AE9 As above, the key threat to the character is the 
speed of the traffic along the entry routes to the 
village 

Noted. No change. 

AE9 The policy as worded is overly onerous. Some Not accepted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

limited intervention in the green gap between 
Alderley and Wilmslow could still be possible with 
some minor "erosion" but with the important green 
gap function being retained. 

A new Map has been included in 
the Submission Plan identifying the 
Green Belt. 

AE9 Support extension to the car park at Ryleys lane Noted. 
 
Please refer to AE16. 

No change. 

AE9 Support the new train station development Noted. 
 
Please refer to AE18. 

No change. 

AE9 "Cycle linkages" not just where feasible, but also 
where they will not adversely affect the safety and 
enjoyment of pedestrians 

Noted. 
 
Shared routes for pedestrians and 
cyclists should be designed to 
accommodate all users safely.  
Refer to Policy AE14 which requires 
designs to maximise safe 
accessibility for all non vehicle 
users. 
 

No change. 

AE9 OK as far as you have gone but we also need to 
watch for growth round Brook Lane as well. In fact 
ribbon development could occur along any of our 
outlet routes and could become a problem as 
current growth areas are restricted. 

Noted. 
 
The area around the settlement 
boundary is in the Green Belt 
where development is strictly 
controlled. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

AE9 Greenfield and open countryside should be 
protected as much as possible 

Noted. No change. 

AE9 Only where necessary and where it benefits the 
village. I see keeping roads in good repair, grass 
verges cut and residential streets and roads free 
from weeds. Footpaths levelled to prevent tripping 
hazards would also fall under my definition. Trees 
trimmed but not felled. We are supposed to be 
living in a village, not a suburb of a major town. 
Keep it a village. That 
entails limiting the number of people living here. 

Noted. 
 
These are not matters of planning 
policy but refer to highways 
(managed by CEC), public footpaths 
and possibly trees on private land 
(some of which are protected by 
TPOs). 

No change. 

Q10 Draft Policy 
AE10: Local 
Green Spaces 

RESPONSES 
 Support 95.59% 
 Object 1.47% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE10 Generate more green spaces Noted. 
 
Please refer to Table 2 Sport 
England's comments. It is proposed 
to amend AE19 to refer to 
developer contributions towards 
sports and recreation facilities. 

No change. 

AE10 But need to develop it for better use. Noted. No change. 

AE10 We should be stronger and deny use of green space. 
Once it is lost it will be lost for good. Do we really 
need to blight the lives of our decedents even more 

Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

than we have done. Preserve the green space 
around Alderley. 

AE10 Can we create new 'green spaces' ? End of 
Marlborough Ave. 

Green space at Moss 
Lane/Marlborough Avenue was 
evaluated but unlike other LGS 
sites was not considered to be 
demonstrably special because it is 
located within a residential 
development and not at a key 
village gateway or alongside a 
listed building or site 

No change 

AE10 10.6 triangle Moss Lane and Marlborough Avenue. See point immediately above No change 

AE10 I see that oddly the cemetery is not in Alderley Edge 
Parish . Do we have any influence re the sorry state 
of the interesting entrance building? 

Noted. 
 
This is outside the role of the NDP.  
The building is presumably in the 
ownership of CEC. 

No change. 

AE10 Retain and take good care of existing green spaces. 
No reduction in green spaces. Local facilities 
primarily for residents of the village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE10 Unless would improve road safety and traffic flow Noted. No change. 

Q11 Draft Policy 
AE11: Protecting 
and enhancing 
the Conservation 

RESPONSES 
 Support 97.06% 
 Object 1.47% 
 

High level of support noted  
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Area and 
adjacent areas 

AE11 Developers should not be permitted to squeeze 
additional properties into small gardens 

Noted. 
 
Refer to AE4. 

No change. 

AE11 More and better walking areas Noted. 
 
Please refer to Access and 
Infrastructure section. 

No change. 

AE11 ASAP Noted. No change. 

AE11 The descriptions seem too restrictive for 
developments in the conservation area. Chimneys 
for instance should not be required, as they may 
encourage burning of fossil fuels. Driveways should 
be similar to those near by, not necessarily 
tarmacadam. 

Noted. 
 
The criteria are drawn from the 
Conservation Area Appraisal.  They 
are necessarily prescriptive to 
protect the special character of the 
conservation area. 

No change. 

AE11 Any development should require contractors' 
vehicles to be parked within the curtilage of the 
development if possible 

Noted. 
 
This is a matter for development 
management but it would be 
difficult to enforce in practice. 

No change. 

AE11 If it really does bite hard and protect our green 
space. 

Noted. No change. 

AE11 New development - no felling of mature trees unless 
health and safety issues and such must be proved by 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

professionals . Not just a case of that branch looks 
dodgy so we must take the whole tree down and 
then an extra house can be included in the plans!!! 
Gardens a priority. 

Mature trees in the Conservation 
Areas will be protected by TPOs. 

AE11 11.2.B is not consistent with affordable.  
 
I am unhappy with the way that RENDER is used as a 
cheap way to cover up poor brickwork. AE is 
beginning to look like Greece. (Just look towards 
Squirrel's Jump). Brick should be used where brick 
buildings predominate. Render is a last resort so put 
brick first on the list. Not many can afford sandstone 
however nice it looks. 

Noted. 
 
Render is considered to be a 
suitable material in the 
Conservation Area Appraisal and 
the list of materials is not in any 
particular order of priority. 

No change. 

AE11 Keep all conservation areas. Stop encroaching on 
greenbelt land. 

Noted. No change. 

Q12 Draft Policy 
AE12: Local & 
Historic Character 

RESPONSES 
 Support 97.01% 
 Object 0% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE12 support a template for the high street Noted. 
 
Please refer to AE8. 

No change. 
 

AE12 Any development should require contractors' 
vehicles to be parked within the curtilage of the 
development if possible 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

This is a matter for development 
management but it would be 
difficult to enforce in practice. 

AE12 Has anyone thought of creating a village trail to 
include special places of interest and to 
culminate in a visit to the Edge itself ? Are you 
aware that the Scout and Guide Hut is the oldest 
in the world ? 

Noted. 
 
Refer to Parish Council or local 
historical society for consideration.  

No change. 

AE12 Yes. We live in an English monoculture and that 
should be maintained. 

Noted. No change. 

Q13 Draft Policy 
AE13: Key views 
and townscape 

RESPONSES 
 Support 97.06% 
 Object 1.47% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE13 These are what make the village especially the initial 
impressions. 

Noted. No change. 

AE13 Support castle rock view Noted. No change. 

AE13 Must retain the surrounding historic rural landscape 
as well as that of the Edge itself. 

Noted. No change. 

AE13 Good point but not sure you should limit it to just 
these views. 

Noted. 
 
The views were considered and 
identified through the Design 
Codes process as the most 
important. 

No change. 

AE13 Are views a big thing for the locals? Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

The Policy has been supported by 
residents responding to several 
public consultations. 
 

Q14 Draft Policy 
AE14: Sustainable 
transport routes 

RESPONSES 
 Support 95.45% 
 Object 4.55% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE14 More use of bus and train travel should be 
encouraged. I try to take the bus to Wilmslow 
whenever possible 

Noted. No change. 

AE14 Cycle routes would be good Noted. 
 

No change. 

AE14 Need better cycle hub at the train station, and an 
electric charging point 

Noted. 
 
Please refer to AE18. 
 
Consider adding a cycle charger to 
the station AE18 3. 

No change to AE14. 
 
Amend AE18: 
 
Add and an electric cycle 
charging point to AE18 3 
after "facilities" 

AE14 It must be recognised that many footpaths are not 
suitable for cycle, wheelchairs etc and routes should 
be clearly identified accordingly. 

Noted. 
 
Public footpaths should not be 
used by cyclists but bridleways can 
be.  The Policy aims to improve 
accessibility for all. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 

AE14 Joint action with adjacent neighbourhoods should 
be a primary action. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP can only be used to guide 
development in the designated 
area (see Map 1) but there may be 
opportunities to link routes with 
neighbouring parishes. 

No change. 

AE14 I do not think the wording is strong enough for 
developers to include 'proper' cycling provision into 
their plans. One developer can at present allow for 
cycling route on their development which doesn’t 
link up at all with the next development next door. 
More joined-up thinking and work required to make 
this a workable plan giving a cycling route that is 
feasible around our area. 

Noted. 
 
Hopefully CEC take a strategic view 
across the area. 

No change. 

AE14 It is essential new developments encourage the use 
of walking and cycling routes 

Noted. No change. 

AE14 Cycle path to Wilmslow please (not on the main 
road) and support for a reliable 130 bus route. 
Pleased to see that timetables have been delivered 
for the 130 bus this week. 

Noted. No change. 

AE14 The bus and rail facilities are appalling. And now 
that Arriva have handed the bus routes over to 
D&G, the number of buses has reduced to one per 
hour. That's a good way to keep people off public 

Noted. 
 
The NDP cannot control bus service 
provision. 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

transport. Is that the intention? We're not all 
wealthy enough to afford taxis to take us 
everywhere. 

Q15 Draft Policy 
AE15: Promoting 
accessibility to 
public transport 

RESPONSES 
 Support 96.97% 
 Object 1.52% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE15 Definitely to stop all the bad parking Noted. 
 
Management of car parking cannot 
be addressed through the NDP. 

No change. 

AE15 The hilly nature of AE makes walking a difficult task 
for a village with an aged profile It must be 
recognised that a very large proportion of train 
users and shoppers in AE live outside the village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE15 Doesn't help when the local bus service stops at 
Handforth and no longer goes into Manchester. I 
realise that there is not a lot you can do about this. 

Noted. No change, 

AE15 When are we getting bus stop arrival displays? Noted. 
 
This is not a matter for the NDP.  
Please refer to bus company 
and/or CEC. 

No change. 

AE15 Yes. Noted. No change. 

Q16 Draft Policy 
AE16: Supporting 

RESPONSES 
 Support 92.54% 

High level of support noted  
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

the provision of 
additional parking 
spaces at Ryleys 
Lane car park 
which is adjacent 
to the Park to 
improve car 
parking facilities 
in Alderley Edge 

 Object 5.97% 
 

AE16 I support this, but there needs to be a system to 
avoid the car park being full of commuter cars from 
early morning until evening. 

Noted. 
 
Car park management is not a 
planning policy matter. 

No change. 

AE16 With some reservation. The car park should be time 
limited donut can’t be used by train 
commuters and airport users. 

Noted. 
 
Car park management is not a 
planning policy matter. 

No change. 

AE16 How about adding a deck to the current footprint. 
This would achieve the aim of increased parking 
slots, without losing to much of the Park. Fund 
raising should be considered along side the 
traditional routes of goverment /section 103 pots. 

Noted. 
 
The design and scale of the car 
park would be considered as part 
of the development process. 

No change. 

AE16 I object to the loss of amenity and green space that 
increasing the size of Ryleys Lane Car Park would 
entail. Increasing the car parking provision in this 
location will contribute to increased traffic 

Noted. 
 
The policy has been prepared in 
response to significant local 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

congestion and air pollution close to the villages 3 
main schools. 

concerns about car parking and the 
need to find solutions to address 
existing problems more effectively.  
The policy would require re-
provision and relocation of the 
area of open space which would be 
used. 

AE16 Good screening is essential Noted. No change. 

AE16 But any work done on parking has to include a plan 
for monitoring bad parking which at present is 
totally ignored by the authorities, so offenders get 
away with it. 

Noted. 
 
Car park management is not a 
planning policy matter. 

No change. 

AE16 Unless something sensible like underground parking 
(like the French do) then I strongly object to 
increasing the area for parking. The winging "oh, its 
too expensive" is a pathetic reply. Let me compare 
the quotes, which must include a long term view. 

Noted. 
 
The design and scale of the car 
park would be considered as part 
of the development process. 

No change. 

AE16 This exploits a relatively unused part of the park and 
is preferable to loosing allotments anywhere in the 
village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE16 Shame to lose parkland space but I suppose this is 
inevitable. Could a corresponding green space be 
identified elsewhere ? 

Noted. 
 
The policy would require re-
provision and relocation of the 
area of open space which would be 

No change. 
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Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

used.  The location for this has not 
yet been identified. 

AE16 Could some of housing development site ALD2 or 3 
be used as a car park? 

Noted. 
 
This would be a matter for the site 
allocation / SADPD process. 

No change. 

AE16 The park should be protected. Noted. 
 
The policy would require re-
provision and relocation of the 
area of open space which would be 
used.   

No change. 

AE16 There are too many cars parking in Alderley. 
Measures should be taken to ban and discourage 
people coming to Alderley Edge to park up for the 
day and presumably take the train into work. This 
whole policy/ philosophy is wrong and the evidence 
is there for all to see. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP includes a wide range of 
other policies and proposed 
measures to encourage more 
walking and cycling and reduced 
reliance on cars. 

No change. 

AE16 Very strongly support Noted. No change. 

Q17 Draft Policy 
AE17: Car Parking 

RESPONSES 
 Support 93.94% 
 Object 3.03% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE17 Despite what appears to have been an orchestrated 
negative response to the proposal to change part of 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

the Heyes Lane allotment site into a car park, I 
would still like the Neighbourhood Plan and the 
Parish Council to consider this option.  
 
As far as I understand, the covenant on the land was 
for it to be available to the people of Alderley Edge 
for community use. The Festival Hall is our last 
remaining community building, and additional 
parking would 
help its commercial viability. At present 'Allotment 
Holders Only' excludes most people, and I strongly 
support the idea of a public garden on the 
remainder of the site as, I regret to admit, the Heyes 
Lane allotments are looking more of an eyesore 
than ever before. Please don't let this one slip into 
obscurity. 

The PC and Steering group made 
the decision not to pursue this 
matter through the NDP - see 
Community Facilities section. 
 
However it is likely that the 
proposals may have to be revisited 
at some point in the future to 
support the viability of the Festival 
Hall. 

AE17 Obvious options are multi decks on the car park 
behind Royles Square and Highams. Funding 
will be the issue, but go after standard funding 
routes and ask local wealthier residents to 
contribute. Chess might be persuaded to build a 
deck on their car park to increase their own 
capacity. 

Noted. No change. 

AE17 need more, but not in the centre of the village Noted. No change. 

AE17 What happened to the proposal for buses from 
Alderley Park to transport pupils to the village 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

school on route to the station? This is not an NDP matter. 
 

AE17 I support with the caveat that the statement 
implying there is no consensus on using the Heyes 
Lane allotments for some car parking is wrong. 
There is a 75% consensus if favour of doing 
something and a small minority against. The plan 
should reflect that the vast majority of the 
respondents want this land used for car parking to 
some extent 

Noted. 
 
The PC and Steering group made 
the decision not to pursue this 
matter through the NDP - see 
Community Facilities section. 
 
However it is likely that the 
proposals may have to be revisited 
at some point in the future to 
support the viability of the Festival 
Hall. 

No change. 

AE17 More car parking is vital Noted. No change. 

AE17 In addition to Ryleys Lane. Heyes Lane provision of 
parking for the Festival Hall and Medical Centre. The 
option considered of 25% of allotment space for 
parking, 75% for park/green open space seemed 
ideal giving Festival Hall more prominence and 
crucially more parking! 

Noted. 
 
The PC and Steering group made 
the decision not to pursue this 
matter through the NDP - see 
Community Facilities section. 
 
However it is likely that the 
proposals may have to be revisited 
at some point in the future to 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

support the viability of the Festival 
Hall. 

AE17 Very disappointing. As already noted, car parking 
problems was/is one of the major concerns of local 
residents. This report seems to offer few answers to 
that problem. Doubling the number of spaces on the 
Riley's Lane car park will have little effect and a few 
more spaces for rail users at the station gateway, 
while a welcome idea, is again a drop in the ocean. 
After that the Plan offers no solutions other than 
street parking, so, as you are, to the continued 
annoyance of local residents. The greater use of 
public transport is obviously an important way of 
reducing reliance on cars but the village is hardly big 
enough to support an expanded bus or rail service 

Noted. 
 
The NDP includes a range of 
policies and proposals to help 
tackle this issue including reducing 
local reliance on private cars. 

No change. 

AE17 But any work done on parking has to include a plan 
for monitoring bad parking which at present is 
totally ignored by the authorities, so offenders get 
away with it. 

Noted. 
 
Parking management is not an NDP 
matter. 

No change. 

AE17 I'm a strong supporter of parking provision using 
part of the Heyes Lane allotments, Option 3 or 
possibly Option 2. The Festival Hall and the village as 
a whole need this provision and it should not be 
blocked by a vociferous minority 

Noted. 
 
The PC and Steering group made 
the decision not to pursue this 
matter through the NDP - see 
Community Facilities section. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

However it is likely that the 
proposals may have to be revisited 
at some point in the future to 
support the viability of the Festival 
Hall. 

AE17 There is an inadequate bus service between Alderley 
Edge and Wilmslow. Many people walk across the 
fields to the roundabout at Melrose Way, but 
thereafter have to walk adjacent to the 
very busy road. I would urge co-operation between 
the Parish Council and Wilmslow Town Council to 
have a footpath/cycleway through the Royal London 
site when it is developed. 

Noted. 
 
This will be referred to the PC for 
consideration. 

No change. 

AE17 Unless we do something radical, such as 
underground parking, then no-one will be happy. Do 
not use green space to park cars. 

Noted. 
 
Refer to AE16 - any loss of open 
space would be subject to re-
provision elsewhere. 

No change. 

AE17 The plan should encourage village residents to walk 
and cycle when traveling within the village. People 
who commute to the village for work should be 
encouraged to use public transport. New 
businesses that would generate more car travel (and 
therefore parking) within the village should be 
discouraged. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP includes a range of 
policies and proposals to help 
encourage walking and cycling and 
to reduce local reliance on private 
cars. 

No change. 

AE17 No new development - housing or business - Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

without parking areas included as part of the plans.  
Please refer to CEC parking 
standards as advised in AE3 4. 

 

AE17 AE17.2 needs rewording.  
 
AE17.B remove "whereever possible" They will try to 
wriggle out of it whatever you write.  

Not accepted. 
 
There may be cases where this is 
not viable / possible. 

No change. 

AE17 More carparking will attract more cars. That's not 
what is needed for the village.  

Noted. 
 
The NDP includes a range of 
policies and proposals to help 
encourage walking and cycling and 
to reduce local reliance on private 
cars. 

No change. 

AE17 Definitely an area of concern especially as people 
use the village to park and get the train into 
Manchester. Clearly this is an ongoing issue for may 
areas. 

Noted. No change. 

Q18 Draft Policy 
AE18: The Station 
Gateway 

RESPONSES 
 Support 92.42% 
 Object 3.03% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE18 Please note this area floods Noted. 
 
Improvements at the station may 
offer an opportunity to address 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

drainage / surface water flooding 
issues. 

AE18 Station approach should be listed Noted. 
 
This could be referred to CEC for 
consideration for local listing. 

No change. 

AE18 The current state of the station is still an 
embarrassment (although has recently been 
improved 
a lot) 

Noted. No change. 

AE18 The station itself looks dreadful Noted. No change. 

AE18 Like the idea of the shop Noted. No change. 

AE18 Looks good and really needed Noted. No change. 

AE18 1. Signage - yes 5. Extension to car park - yes if 
feasible 6. Protection - yes 2,3,4. either very difficult 
or not worthwhile 

  

AE18 If this side of the Station is the 'gateway', the ticket 
office should be relocated to the 'gateway' side, 
then consideration given how best to exploit the 
other 'Manchester bound' side, Vehicle access on to 
London Rd from that ticket office cul de sac is 
precarious. 

Noted. No change. 

AE18 Big need for improvement here - the station is one 
of the most important access points to the village. 

Noted. No change. 

AE18 No more shops and rubbish Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

An enhanced scheme could include 
a small retail unit. 

AE18 Needs very careful thought or at certain times of 
day this area could become a highly dangerous 
bottleneck, particularly if there are children alighting 
from school buses and from trains from Wilmslow. 

Noted. No change. 

AE18 Go to Wilmslow when the evening London train 
arrives to see how NOT to do it. 

Noted. No change. 

Q19 Draft Policy 
AE19: Protecting 
and enhancing 
local community 
facilities 

RESPONSES 
 Support 96.88% 
 Object 1.56% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE19 Sorry, but totally disagree with the decision to not 
increase the Festive Hall parking at the expense of 
some of the allotments. What was the point in 
developing the fantastic Hall if visitors have no 
parking? Upset the minority for the benefit of the 
majority. The waiting list for plots is low, especially if 
you ban out of village users! 

Noted. 
 
Regrettably the ‘majority’ referred 
to by this respondent did not turn 
out to make their voices heard at 
the last consultation and for that 
reason the PC and Steering group 
made the decision not to pursue 
this matter through the NDP - see 
Community Facilities section. 
 
If the community does in the future 
support such an initiative then the 

No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

proposals may be revisited outside 
the NDP with a view to supporting 
the viability of the Festival Hall. 

AE19 But still needs to allow economic growth Noted. No change. 

AE19 Agreed for all except allotments. Historically a high 
proportion have been allocated to non village 
residents. May appear to be unused.   No need for 
more allotments 

Noted. No change. 

AE19 More care needs to be taken not to imply that all 
facilities are open to all members of the community. 
 
They are not, some have membership selection 
criteria and significant fees beyond the means of 
some. The Plan should have the encouragement of 
inclusivity for all members of the community as an 
objective. 

Noted. 
The NDP cannot influence private 
club memberships. 

No change. 

AE19 Who is going to pay for this? I want a lowering of 
Council Tax and this sounds like another cost that 
we'll have to bear whether we use the facilities or 
not. Lower the Council Tax and make us all happy. 

Noted. 
 
The NDP supports improvements 
but is not linked to funding 
proposals. 
 
The Policy will be amended to refer 
to developer contributions - see 
Table 2 - Sport England comments. 

No change. 

AE19 We have briefly reviewed the most recent Alderley Noted. No further change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Edge Neighbourhood Plan (AENP) proposal.  The 
wider and key intent of the NP appears to be 
generally to protect existing facilities (green space, 
playing field, park, facilities (hall etc.) etc.) that we 
would support. 
 
We do also consider it is widely accepted (and as 
village grows – i.e. more potential residential 
development etc.) that such facilities (green space, 
playing field, park, facilities) will always be required 
(currently at a minimum level) and even if they were 
not in use would be converted to an alternative 
public space i.e. as one example if a hall fell into 
disrepair / under-utilisation (we would hope not – 
example only) then this would be converted to a 
grassed park for public use (or other alternative 
public use etc.).  Therefore it is on this basis that we 
consider the potential scope for / reference for 
‘’Developers to seek change of use’’ to public spaces 
is too open and ‘’inviting’ to seek such a change and 
also for them to demonstrate (as currently worded 
at Draft Policy AE19 and copied below for ease of 
reference). 
 
When reading it may be perceived to essentially 
‘’open the door’’ for a developer (many such with 

 
Refer to Table 2 - the Policy will be 
amended in line with Sport 
England's comments to provide a 
more robust framework to protect 
existing sports and recreation 
facilities. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

their significant resource (both people, in house 
planning teams and financial powers)) to argue their 
position and support a case even though it may not 
be in the villages wider interest and or desire.  We 
do not consider that the AENP needs to open such a 
door. 
 
Taking a number of examples:  AE19 states 
 
The change of use of existing facilities to other uses 
will be resisted unless the following can be 
demonstrated: 
 
“A: The proposal includes alternative provision, on a 
site within the locality, of equivalent or enhanced 
facilities.  Such sites should be accessible by various 
means of transport including walking and cycling 
and have adequate car parking” 
 
What does ‘’on a site within the locality’’ actually 
mean.  Could this mean relocation of a space / 
facility to the outer extremities of the village in lieu 
of its current perhaps central location.  This would 
be a significant negative for many residents and the 
village as a whole.  Such facilities must remain the 
centre to be accessible to all.  This is too 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

open?  Gives potential Developers too much option 
and freedom to target such important areas and to 
provide for very unsatisfactory (not comparable) 
alternatives. 
 
“B: There is no longer a need for the facility, and this 
can be robustly demonstrated by the developer 
through public consultation.” 
 
As intimated above developers are experienced and 
have pools of resource (and funds) to apply to 
demonstrating a case.  This is where the general 
public can find it difficult to compete (against such 
experience and cash positive companies).  Further it 
might be that the facility may no longer be needed 
as its current intended purpose however it is 
without doubt if not needed to provide one public 
service could be utilised to provide for another 
public service i.e. a hall would actively be utilised as 
a park (as previous paragraph).  We would suggest 
the wording should be less ‘’open’’ to developers 
and provide more for our public spaces to be 
retained as public spaces.  Such wording should be 
for our own (the village) influence in its change of 
use for public spaces (not a developer or other 
independent whom is solely looking at a space for 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

their own financial gain).  Such areas of public space 
(centrally located) within Alderley Edge are so very 
limited that we should be ensuring their upmost 
protection as public space indefinitely – not opening 
doors to their removal by developers (or others). 
 
The above wording (and as below extract) could 
have far reaching planning and legal implications 
and as such we consider should be re-worded (and 
also checked by independent specialist planning 
advisors) to ensure that there is no ‘’opening up’’ 
(and importantly legally binding) opportunities for 
developers.  This should be to ensure no conflict or 
legal interpretation that could be used and or go 
against the intended interpretation of this 
clause.  The ‘’devil is in the detail’’ and as such 
ensuring the correct wording to protect such key 
assets and the desires of the village is 
fundamental.  Ultimately (and in summary) we do 
not consider such potential ‘’doors’’ need to be 
opened (easily opened) as in draft policy ae19 for 
developers within the AENP and we should instead 
within the AENP (and draft policy a19) be seeking to 
retain public and open public spaces for such 
permanent public use only (and for providing 
greater protection of the same) and therefore the 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

wording should be amended accordingly. 

Q20 Draft Policy 
AE20: Chorley 
Hall Lane Playing 
Fields 

RESPONSES 
 Support 96.92% 
 Object 1.54% 
 

High level of support noted  

AE20 We should absolutely see regular football here Noted. No change. 

AE20 Great idea Noted. No change. 

AE20 Important local facility Noted. No change. 

AE20 A very worth while project, we must have up to date 
facilities within Alderley so that the youngsters are 
not forced to travel to home games. 

Noted. No change. 

AE20 Most of the Chorley Hall Playing fields site is 
unusable because it is too low and too wet. 

Noted. No change. 

AE20 I have not read this. I support keeping them and I 
support moving them to release the land but only if 
we all gain, including the children 

Noted. No change. 

AE20 How often are these playing fields used? Noted. 
 
Please refer to club.  The facilities 
are not currently usable due to 
their poor condition and the club 
has to use facilities elsewhere – as 
noted in the NDP. They require 
investment in order to allow 
regular use 

No change. 

AE20 Are they (will they be) that well used? Noted. No change. 
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Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 
The club currently has to use 
facilities outside the parish and 
fully intends to use them when 
they are improved. 

AE20 Yes the building needs a renovation. Noted. No change. 

AE20 Keep this playing field for use by the village. Noted. No change. 
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Alderley Edge NDP – Regulation 14 Public Consultation - 27th January - 9th March 2020 
 

Consideration of Responses and Proposed Amendments to the Regulation 14 Draft NDP 
 

Table 5 - Comments from Local Businesses and Other Organisations (Extracted from SurveyMonkey) 
 

Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Respondent 60 
(Business) 

    

 Q1 Draft Policy 
AE1: Alderley 
Edge 
Development 
Strategy 

RESPONSE 
 Support 
 

  

  A voice for people in the village!  Noted. No change. 

 Q5 Draft Policy 
AE5: Encouraging 
Entrepreneurship 

RESPONSES 
Support 
 

  

  Smaller high tech businesses linked to 
Alderley Park and the Northern 
Powerhouse are the future of AE business 
life.  

Noted. No change. 

 Q6 Draft Policy 
AE6: Supporting 
existing 
businesses 

RESPONSES 
 Support 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

  The retail & restaurant/bar market is 
saturated but is an essential part of village 
life and a key income generator for the 
local community.  

Noted. No change. 

 Q7 Draft Policy 
AE7: Encouraging 
Visitor support 
for local 
businesses 

RESPONSES 
 Support 
 

  

  A key area of change for the village. 
Improved parking and traffic management, 
enhanced visitor services and welcome at 
the station with additional quality visitor 
accommodation are all essential 
components.  

Noted. 
 
These matters are all 
addressed in the NDP. 

No change. 

 Q8 Draft Policy 
AE8: Supporting 
a vibrant village 
centre 

RESPONSES 
 Support 
 

  

  
 

As previous comments. Noted. No change. 

 Q10 Draft Policy 
AE10: Local 
Green Spaces 

RESPONSES 
 Support 
 

  

  Maintain green space between Wilmslow 
and AE. Transition allotments to public 

Noted. 
 

No change. 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

areas.  Please refer to AE9. 

 Q16 Draft Policy 
AE16: Supporting 
the provision of 
additional 
parking 
spaces at Ryleys 
Lane car park 
which is adjacent 
to the Park to 
improve car 
parking facilities 
in Alderley Edge 

RESPONSES 
Support 
 

  

  Extend parking area to London Road BUT 
no multi level parking construction.  

Noted. No change. 

 Q17 Draft Policy 
AE17: Car 
Parking 

RESPONSES 
Support 
 

  

  Make better use of existing spaces. All 
users to respect others. Key for daytime is 
to ensure adequate provision for local 
business employee parking.  

Noted. No change. 

 Q18 Draft Policy 
AE18: The 
Station Gateway 

RESPONSES 
 Support 
 

  

  An entrance to AE to be proud of!  Noted. No change. 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Respondent 2 
(Community 
Involvement) 

    

 Q1 Draft Policy 
AE1: Alderley 
Edge 
Development 
Strategy 

RESPONSE 
Support 

  

  This is partial support: The retention of the 
character of the place and shopfronts is 
applauded as is the extension of station 
car park, though late in the day in 
implementing. There needs to be a big 
expansion of places in the Ryleys Lane car 
park. The compilers of the Plan seem to 
dwell on a number of peripheries and treat 
the reader as if they don't know the place 
in which they live. Much lengthy and 
pretentiously written copy suggests that 
the compilers are being paid for the 
acreage of typewritten copy rather than 
getting to the point. The chapters need 
editing down to cut costs of printing. The 
compilers clearly don't live locally 
otherwise they would not have missed the 
current poor siting of the only pillar box 

Noted. 
 
The NDP was prepared by a 
steering group and subgroups 
of local residents, 
representatives of local 
community groups and 
businesses, and parish 
councillors, all of whom live 
and / or work in the area.  The 
process was also supported by 
a planning consultant and 
officers from CEC.   
 
The NDP planning policies and 
supporting text have been 
prepared to help inform 
decision makers so that they 

No change. 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

and discussion of the amount of on-street 
parking. No mention is made of the 
removal of the Edge Quarry parking area 
on Mottram St Andrew Road. The whole 
process of generating the Plan has become 
exceedingly pedantic and tedious.  

apply the policies effectively 
when determining planning 
applications.  
The PC has used online 
resources wherever possible 
to reduce large print runs but 
some paper copies have been 
provided at key points to 
widen opportunities for taking 
part in public consultations. 
 
The NDP notes issues around 
parking and includes proposals 
to help address this issue.  
Pillar boxes and their location 
are not planning matters. 

 Q5 Draft Policy 
AE5: Encouraging 
Entrepreneurship 

RESPONSES 
Object 
 

  

  There is no need for this and it is not part 
of the physical focus that the Plan should 
be about.  

Not accepted. 
 
The NDP has a role in 
supporting employment 
opportunities and economic 
growth appropriate to Alderley 
Edge's position in the 

No change. 



273 
 

Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

settlement hierarchy of a Local 
Service Centre.  The planning 
system has 3 overarching 
objectives including an 
economic objective to help 
achieve sustainable 
development. 
 
 

 Q6 Draft Policy 
AE6: Supporting 
existing 
businesses 

RESPONSES 
Object 

  

  This again is an offbeat topic and should 
not be part of the Plan. Who agreed to put 
it down?  

Not accepted. 
 
The NDP has been prepared 
with the involvement of 
representatives of the local 
business community.  The NDP 
Regulations require 
consultation with those who 
live, work and do business in 
the area and it is appropriate 
that the NDP responds to local 
business's concerns and ideas 
as well as residents'. 

No change. 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 

 Q7 Draft Policy 
AE7: Encouraging 
Visitor support 
for local 
businesses 

RESPONSES 
None 
 

  

  This is typical of the side-tracking that is 
being done and the direction of the Plan in 
this respect needs questioning.  

Not accepted. 
 
It has been evidenced that 
many local businesses rely on 
customers from outside 
Alderley Edge for their survival 
and this policy is extremely 
important to maintain a viable 
local economy. 
 

No change. 

 Q8 Draft Policy 
AE8: Supporting 
a vibrant village 
centre 

RESPONSES 
 Support 
 

  

  Many areas missed. Noted. 
 
This policy relates to the 
primary shopping area (village 
centre) as identified in the 
publication draft SADPD 

No change. 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

Policies Map.  The village 
centre is where there is a large 
concentration of businesses.  
Other NDP policies relate to 
businesses within the whole of 
the Alderley Edge area. 
 

 Q9 Draft Policy 
AE9: Landscape 
Character & 
Access 

RESPONSES 
None 
 

  

  Further consideration required.  Noted. No change. 

 Q10 Draft Policy 
AE10: Local 
Green Spaces 

RESPONSES 
None 
 

  

  Further consideration required. Noted. No change. 

 Q11 Draft Policy 
AE11: Protecting 
and enhancing 
the Conservation 
Area and 
adjacent areas 

RESPONSE 
None 

  

  This is dealt with by the NT but their role in 
closing the Quarry Car Park needs 
challenging.  

Noted. 
 
This should be referred to the 
NT. 

No change. 
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Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

 Q12 Draft Policy 
AE12: Local & 
Historic 
Character 

RESPONSE 
None 

  

  The removal by CEC of the character street 
lampposts on Macclesfield Road has been 
a disgrace and they should be reinstated.  

Noted. 
 
This is a matter for CEC 
highways but the PC would 
support the retention of 
attractive or historic street 
furniture wherever possible. 

No change. 

 Q15 Draft Policy 
AE15: Promoting 
accessibility to 
public transport 

RESPONSE 
None 

  

  This is satisfactory as it is.  Noted. No change. 

 Q16 Draft Policy 
AE16: Supporting 
the provision of 
additional 
parking 
spaces at Ryleys 
Lane car park 
which is adjacent 
to the Park to 
improve car 

RESPONSE 
Support 
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

parking facilities 
in 

  The size needs doubling.  Noted. 
 
The design and scale of the car 
park would be considered as 
part of the development 
process. 

No change. 

 Q17 Draft Policy 
AE17: Car 
Parking 

RESPONSE 
None 

  

  There is lack of real consideration here and 
oddly the matter did not form part of the 
original Plan.  

Noted. 
 
Parking related policies have 
been prepared through various 
iterations of the NDP and 
amended in response to 
consultation responses. 

No change. 

 Q18 Draft Policy 
AE18: The 
Station Gateway 

RESPONSE 
None 

  

  Helpful but offered far too late and needs 
more extension.  

Noted. No change. 

Respondent 19 
(Employer) 

    

 Q19 Draft Policy RESPONSE   
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Organisation 
Name 

Question/ 
Vision/  
Objective/ Draft 
Policy 

Responses and comments Steering Group and Sub-group 
consideration 

Agreed changes to the 
NDP 

AE19: Protecting 
and enhancing 
local community 
facilities 

Support 

  With regards to the parking options for 
Festival Hall, I strongly favour Option 3. 
Staff at the Medical Centre and Festival 
Hall receive complaints on a daily basis 
regarding the lack of parking, and it is 
disappointing to see that the community 
hasn't supported the development of 
Festival Hall. However, I do understand the 
sensitivities surrounding this.  

Noted. 
 
Whilst there was some strong 
support from some 
respondents at the last 
consultation this was 
counterbalanced by strong 
objections from others. 
For this reason the PC and 
Steering group made the 
decision not to pursue this 
matter through the NDP - see 
Community Facilities section. 
 
If the community does in the 
future support such an 
initiative then the proposals 
may be revisited outside the 
NDP with a view to supporting 
the viability of the Festival 
Hall. 

No change. 
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