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Summary of Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council Consultee Comments: 
 
Extract and comments related to Planning Statement for: 
19/01315/OUT | Erection of three dwellings | Land Adjacent Fox and Barrel Tarporley 
Road Tarporley 
 
 
After careful examination of the outline plans and, in particular, the ‘Planning Statement’ 
Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council would ask Cheshire West and Chester Council, to 
refuse this Outline Planning Application on the grounds that; 

• the site sits without the extant Village Settlement Boundaries of Cotebrook, and Little Budworth 
and is not within a ‘Local Service Centre’ nor does it form any part of a ‘Rural Exception Site’ 

• it does not meet any of the desires stated within the ‘Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Plan 
(2013)’ in terms of the scope and scale of any development within the Parish – affordable or 
market housing. 

• the proposed development does not contribute to the visual amenity of this part of the village 
• the proposed development is based on supporting the viability of a Public House rather than 

contributing positively to the character or infrastructure of the community 
• this community is not adequately served by alternative modes of transport to the private car 

and the availability of ‘public’ transport is sporadic and at times which do not allow for 
commuting to the Key or Local Service Centres or further afield for work, education, leisure or 
health reasons. 

 
This document has been prepared by Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council (UCPC). 
 
Any paragraph number (e.g. 1.4) represents submissions in the Planning Statement  
 
Any statements shown in a text box are the counter-arguments by UCPC. 
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The Comments of Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council in detail: 
 
1.4 This statement demonstrates that the proposal fully complies with all relevant local 

and national planning policy and that permission should be granted. 
This does not sit with the NPPF Social, Economic and Environmental Objectives outlined in the 
Draft NPPF, dated July 2018 and revised February 2019 and the Local Plan2.  Nor does it sit 
happily against the 2013 Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Plan’ which the Planning Statement 
proffers as ‘of material consideration’. 
 
2.2 The development would take place on a rough area of hardstanding just to the north 

of the pub, with a wooded area behind. The hardstanding area is not required by the 
pub, which has a recently improved and extended formal parking area just to the 
south. The site is used for informal storage of various items and represents a feature 
of poor visual amenity value in the street scene, appearing incongruous to its 
surroundings within a pleasant rural village. 

Visual amenity is like beauty: in the eye of the beholder. Purely from the aspect of visual 
amenity it has to be noted that the ‘Fox and Barrel’ has been a major feature of this part of 
the community since the late 18th Century, (like the ‘Alvanley Arms’ in the southern part of 
Cotebrook) and is recorded (©https://www.tonybostock.com/home/local-history-articles 
2010) alongside ‘Fox Bank Cottage’ on Tithe Maps dated from around that time. 
Thus, in the eyes of the community, the public house and its surrounding curtilage, could be 
said to be the core of the visual amenity of the northern part of Cotebrook Village. 
Any additions must be sympathetic and in keeping with that which exists and, from the 
perspective of Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council the design and structure of this 
development would serve to overpower and distract from a local ‘landmark’. 
 
2.4 Several parked cars can be made out on the image above. The image also shows the 

southern car park before its recent development. It shows that the vegetation areas 
beyond the site were rough scrubland at the time. 

Since 2000, the time of the image, there has been significant growth in terms of immature 
trees that are likely to have become inhabited by a variety of bird and animal species plus 
naturalized flora.  See the figure in the ‘Planning Statement’ para 2.5. And, in 2.2 above, the 
‘Planning Statement’ refers to the area as ‘wooded’.  
 
2.8 The evidence clearly shows several facts: firstly, the hardstanding area forms part of 

the curtilage of the public house, and this extends to Basfords Lane. It has been used 
for many years (certainly since 2000) as a parking and informal storage area, clearly 
and directly associated with the public house. Although its need as a car park has now 
diminished, it has been retained by the public house and has not been put to any 
other use. The use of the land was not subject to any original grant of permission 
(history detailed below), but its use and extent have become lawful owing to the 
passage of time (10 years with regard to the use and 4 years with regard to the 
operational development) and must be considered to fall under the definition of 
previously-developed (" brownfield " ) land. The relevance of its status and lack of 
planning restriction over its use is a critical factor and will be discussed in more detail 
in section 6 below 

 



 
Comments by Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council in relation to 19/01315/OUT 

 

3 

o Yet it (the site) does not sit within CWaC register of brown field sites in LP2 and as will be 
seen later in these comments could not qualify as a ‘brown field site’ under ‘Regulation 
5(3) of the Town and Country Planning (Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017’ 
from the perspective of use or scale 

o It could be argued, in fact will be argued, that this parcel of land sits without the extant 
Village Settlement Boundary and is not within a local service centre, moreover it actually 
sits astride the parish boundaries of Utkinton & Cotebrook and Little Budworth 

 
Whilst this development sits on what has been a car park for a relatively short time of the life 
of the site, the car park has only recently (five plus years and not the nineteen suggested) been 
cleared to provide overspill and ‘temporary’ (sic) storage.  In itself this has detracted from the 
visual amenity of the ‘Fox and Barrel’ and its immediate surroundings. 
 
There is a concern that this small development could form a proverbial ‘thin edge of the wedge’ 
and be a precursor for development across a larger portion of the land that immediately abuts 
to the east of both the development and the PH itself. 
 
This concern is prompted by a remark in Para 2.20 ‘The applicant's land ownership extends 
to the cycleway, as shown by the blue line on the site location plan and to the East and 
South East of the development.’ It follows informal discussions at the behest of the 
developer with Parish Councillors and the Chair of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Group, some months ago, (November 2018) at which a much larger development included 
within the land within the blue line was being proposed.  Our (the Council’s) reaction was 
that something of the scope and scale did not seem appropriate and that, in any case, it 
was a decision for CWaC Planning and that the developer should make contact initially 
with the planning department. 
 
2.9 The development of the under-used area of pub and will provide a welcome income 

boost, supporting ongoing renovations and helping to secure its future viability. 
This, essentially, is the crux of the matter.  
The land is being sold for development, not because it will benefit the village or community 
but that it would support the renovation of the Pub! 
 
2.10 The core of the village is the immediate context of a triangular area formed by Stable Lane, 

Utkinton Lane and Tarporley Road. The triangle contains the parish church and village 
hall. Housing extends in a linear fashion along Forest Road to the north and Tarporley 
Road to the south, and along Oulton Mill Lane to the east. There is a hairdresser's shop 
and cafe located close to the crossroads of Forest Road, Tarporley Road, Utkinton Lane 
and Oulton Mill Lane. 

This comment is questioned because it ignores the fact that Cotebrook is a village of two 
halves with 43% of residential development North of Oulton Mill Lane and 57% to the South 
below Eaton Road. The ‘Planning Statement’ asserts that the Church, village hall, café and 
hairdressers form the core of the village of Cotebrook, when there are clearly two defined 
segments of the village, both of which have public houses and the southern part a visitor 
attraction, the two halves are not joined by a paved footpath. In fact, the CWaC Interactive 
Mapping App labels ‘Cotebrook’ at the junction of the A49 and Oulton Mill Lane closer to the 
‘Alvanley Arms’. 
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2.11 Most housing in the village consists of individual or small-scale developments dating 

from the 19th and 20th Century. The design of buildings is traditional in nature, although 
there is some interesting variation due to the different period styles.  The housing stock 
mostly consists of detached and semi-detached properties with front and rear gardens. 
A 1960s development of former council housing is located at Woodlands Close off 
Oulton Mill Lane, close to the village core, consisting of 14 two-storey and bungaloid 
dwellings. 

The word ‘most’ is certainly true but much of the village contains dwellings and other 
structures that are clearly from the 18th and 19th centuries and it has a broad range of 
building types and ages. The split of housing is: 60% detached; 16% semi-detached; 13% 
terraced and 9% social housing (managed by Weaver Vale Housing Trust) 

 
2.12 The village is 2.5 miles north of Tarporley, which is a key service centre (in the CWAC Local 

Plan Part l) and acts as the day to day hub for several similar small settlements close by, 
including Cotebrook. Notwithstanding, Cotebrook is more than just a dormitory hamlet; 
it is very much an active community with a Parish Council (jointly with Utkinton , a similar 
but slightly larger village to the west) and several facilities exist in the local and 
surrounding area - in fact, Cotebrook is well served by facilities bearing in mind its size, 
and footpath links enable access to the majority of these from the site. There are two 
public houses close by, comprising of the Fox and Barrel, located at the north end of the 
village and the Alvanley Arms, located just to the south of the village. Th ere is a service 
station 500m to the north, including a petrol station and small shop, which is accessible 
by a footpath alongside the A49. There is a church and village hall, which has recently 
received a significant investment to replace a floor  and hosts groups such as a pre-school 
and various clubs and societies throughout the week. In addition, there is also the shop 
unit (which is currently a hairdresser's but could become a retail shop again without the 
need for planning permission) and a cafe. The Cotebrook Shire Horse Centre 
(http://www.cotebrookshirehorses.co.uk/) provides leisure and education facilities, as 
well as rural employment, attracting visitors from a much wider area. In terms of other 
local facilities, a mobile library stops at nearby Utkinton every two weeks. 

o Cotebrook is not a hamlet – it has a Church 
o Clearly not researched well enough – Cotebrook Village Hall was substantially extended 

in late 2018/ early 2019 to provide a further meeting room and kitchen 
o It was Utkinton Village Hall that had a replacement floor in late 2017 
o This rather overstates the educational value of the Shire Horse Centre that offers a visitor 

attraction and a café as well as the opportunity to see domesticated livestock and semi-
wild species and learn something of their lives, it has to be commented that this visitor 
attraction, like the Church and Village Hall cannot be accessed from the northern 
segment of the village on foot – there is no pavement linking the two 

o It should also be noted that there is no footpath or transport between Utkinton and 
Cotebrook and the library can only be accessed by car. 

o Rose Farm Shop in Utkinton is the nearest Post Office and banking facility at 2.1 miles – 
only accessible from Cotebrook by car. 
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2.13 The two villages are very closely related , as evidenced by the single Parish Council. 
Utkinton, which is a larger village, contains a village hall and sports club , a primary 
school and facilities at Rose Farm including a shop cafe and car wash. 

This statement is factually incorrect in that the ‘sports club’ - is a small facility adjacent to 
Utkinton Village Hall suitable only for social/family and not ‘club’ tennis or other sports 
activities. 
 
The Parish as a whole was seen in a recent CWaC publication; (‘Locality Play Improvement 
Framework 2016 – 2030 Incorporating First Annual Review (December 2017) Rural 
Communities’) as not possessing any form of public space for play or recreation across all 
age ranges. 
 
2.15 The site forms very much part of the wider village envelope of Cotebrook, with 

the public house connected to the village centre by a footpath along Forest Road 
and the general character of the context is a rural settlement rather than a 
more isolated location. In fact, the main road route between Cotebrook and 
Tarporley contains sporadic development all the way along, reinforcing the 
impression that the two settlements are closely related. 

In fact, this part of the village is isolated from Tarporley by virtue of having no footpath 
between Eaton Road and Oulton Mill Lane (approximately 0.3m 0.5km) and no public 
transport – except ‘dial a-ride. There is only a single dwelling (the now defunct ‘Primitive 
Methodist Chapel’ between Eaton Lane, along the A49 to the southern part of the Parish 
Boundary (a distance of 1.4 miles), there are 13 dwellings, many are detached, and some are 
a distance from the A49 only accessed by private roads. 
 
2.16 In terms of accessibility , the location of the village on the A49 means it is highly 

accessible by a variety of different transport means. The site could not be described as 
isolated, both in terms of its physical context and perception. Although there is a bus 
stop still on Utkinton lane opposite the church, there is no regular bus service through 
the village. The nearest bus services run from Tarporley (the 84 bus, which runs between 
Chester and Crewe}, which provides a vital rural service allowing access to larger 
settlements and longer-distance bus and rail services. 

Cotebrook is isolated, the only means of direct access is via private car and the 
‘variety  of different transport means’ (if by this the ‘Planning Statement’ means car, 
‘dial-a-ride’, cycle, horse and foot,) then the statement is incorrect, however, only 
private cars offer direct access. 
There are three Community Transport services in the Parish; 

a Community Car Service that operates as a ‘Dial a ride’ on Monday, Wednesday 
and Friday, 

a Community Bus operating between Utkinton and Chester on Tuesday and 
Thursday,  

and Rural Rider (mentioned in 2.17) – that operates only on a Wednesday). 
 
The ‘Planning Statement’ infers that the 84 is fairly close when in fact it is almost 2 
miles distant and the services were reduced from half-hourly to hourly services two 
to three years previously. Further, these services can only be reached with ease using 
private cars. 
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2.17 Although there is no regular scheduled bus service, the Cheshire Community 

Development Trust operates several services for those living in areas without close 
access to regular public transport, including Dial-a-Ride, Rural Rider (a door-to-door 
bus service for those living in the more rural parts of the Northwich and Winsford 
areas) and Volunteer Car Schemes . Whilst these schemes are not designed to 
replicate a regular scheduled public transport service, they allow members of the 
community without access to other means of transport a vital way of being able to 
access wider community services. The relevant weblink is: h tt p s:/ / ww w.c he sh irec 
d t.o rq .u k/community-transport . 

Insofar as the ‘several’ services operates by CCDT, there are only two that support Cotebrook 
in any fashion, both run on a Wednesday – one to Northwich (am) and the other to Winsford 
(pm) but neither offer sufficient time or flexibility to access the facilities in these locations. 
 
There is no evidence of these Volunteer Car Schemes operating across the Parish. 
 
2.18 Although there is no current regular public transport service, work has been taking 

place between the local Parish Councils and Cheshire West Council (through the 
Commissioning Team) to explore the establishment of a local minibus link service. 
which would enable regular public transport between Tarporley and surrounding 
villages, including Cotebrook and Delamere Station. Once established, this would 
provide an essential public transport link for those communities to local services 
and facilities and wider transportation links. It is understood that this work is well 
advanced and that there is an excellent prospect of the service coming to fruition. 
The development of further dwellings can only assist in making such new services 
more viable. 

The ‘author’ and project leader of this particular initiative, the Chair of Utkinton and 
Cotebrook Parish Council, is at pains to point out that this is at an embryonic and 
consultation stage and the feasibility and viability of such a service has yet to be tested fully.  
It is unlikely to come to fruition in the very near future so can have no material bearing on 
this outline application for development. 
There is no evidence that the inclusion of three detached market houses would ‘assist 
viability’ of these proposed services as no information relating to household composition is 
made available. 
Further, that these three market dwellings are shown in the illustrations as having multiple 
cars would suggest that any reliance on public transport would be at a minimum and 
certainly not of a proportion to ‘assist viability’ of any proposed services (existing or new). 
 
2.19 The village is around a 50-minute walk to the centre of Tarporley, although there is 

no direct footway for the whole distance. However, the site is very close to National 
Cycle Route 71, which runs partly along Utkinton Road and partly up Forest Road, 
before heading north-east off-road to link with Basfords Lane. The map below shows 
the relationship of the NCR 71 with the application site: 

The ‘50-minute walk’ is not disputed but the exact route(s) for accessing the centre of 
Tarporley (High Street) by foot or bike means:  
Either using the very busy A49 for which the Department for Transport suggests a total flow 
of c.9,200 vehicles in a manual count on an AADF (Annual average daily flow) of which 80% 
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are private cars and none were counted as cyclists). 
Or via Utkinton Lane (having to cross the A49) 
Or via Eaton and approach Tarporley from the southern end of that village. 

 
There appears to be a focus on cycling within the 
‘Planning Statement’ and one wonders how many of 
the 200+ residents of Cotebrook actually possess or 
frequently use this mode of transport. 
It, the use of cycling as a mode of transport, is 
acknowledged as offering health benefits but the 
Parish Council wonders if the ‘Planning Statement’ 
has reviewed the road system around the Parish that 
contains; an ‘A’ road – the A49, a ‘B’ road – B5152, 
and that 80% of the road infrastructure is on what 
could be described as ‘single/one and a half track 

vehicle roads’ with no pavements, on which the ‘national speed limit’ of 60 mph pertains. 
The relatively short (c.2miles) distances between settlements would allow for cycles to be 
used but the road system is likely to deter residents from this mode of transport. 
However, that the ‘Planning Statement’ acknowledges the implications of a lack of public 
transport suggests that they may be amenable to supporting such a scheme as is being 
proposed for Tarporley Ward.  How this amenability might be turned into real and long-
lasting support remains to be tested. 
 
2.20 Cycle route 71 connects to Chester to the west and Northwich and Winsford to the 

east. It is an extremely popular route and there are numerous cafes, shops and other 
facilities along the way to service the needs of the route 's users. The applicant's 
land ownership extends to the cycleway, as shown by the blue line on the site 
location plan. Provision to provide a link to the cycleway could therefore be 
conditioned as part of any planning  approval. 

One would ask the basis of the term ‘extremely popular’, by whom and when and under what 
circumstances.  
This ignores the demographic of the population of Cotebrook – at least 30% above the age of 
65.  
That a large proportion of the population of Cotebrook reside in properties that are a 
distance from the quoted ‘Cycle Route 71’ and that any such access can only be made by 
using the A49 does not auger well for its use as a connector between all of Cotebrook and the 
three areas mentioned. 
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3.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 
3.1  As described above, the application is in outline form, and the plans submitted 

therefore are indicative of how three detached dwellings could be located on site to 
provide an acceptable layout and form of development. The only detail which is 
being applied for is the highway access onto Forest Road. The attached highway 
information details the proposed access arrangements and describes why it is 
considered that the proposal will not generate any unacceptable harm in terms of 
the operation of the road network or highway safety and therefore complies with 
policy. The proposal involves utilising an existing dropped kerb access to serve the 
development and the deliverable visibility splays exceed minimum requirements. 
The proposal involves the creation of a new private road onto an adopted highway, 
the proposal would necessitate an agreement under s184 of the Highways Act 1980. 
That way, the Highway Authority could ensure that the details of the highway access 
were satisfactory before the works are carried out. 

Whilst the Parish Council accepts the Highways Department view, it would disagree in that 
there would be four points of egress onto the VERY busy A49; Basfords Lane, the new exit, 
the north exit and the south exit for the Fox and Barrel PH.   
A minor additional point; the Parish Council had a 40mph flashing speed sign installed (by 
CWaC Highways) and there is a concern that this could be obscured by traffic entering and 
exiting the proposed development that may well distract oncoming traffic. 
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5.0 RELEV ANT PLANNING PO LIC Y 
 
5.5 The area is not subject to a Neighbourhood Plan. The Tarporley Neighbourhood Plan 

area falls short of Cotebrook. Whilst the Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council have 
commenced a Neighbourhood Plan , it is still at an early stage so can carry no weight. A 
Parish Plan was published in 2013, and whilst this does not carry the force of a 
Development Plan document, it is a material consideration. 

The Utkinton and Cotebrook Neighbourhood Plan is at the final draft stage and will be 
moving towards its final public consultations during the summer prior to submission to CWaC 
with an aspiration to be ‘made’ by December 2019. 
Can the author of ‘Planning Statement’ identify exactly which element(s) of the Parish Plan 
(also authored by Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council) should be considered as ‘material’. 
It, the Parish Plan, comes to many of the same conclusions as the emerging Neighbourhood 
Plan – particularly with regard to development and points to the provision of smaller, more 
affordable housing rather than large, detached ‘market’ housing. 
 
5.8 Policy GSS describes the open countryside as those areas outside settlement 

boundaries. The proposals map shows Cotebrook with a settlement boundary, which is 
split into three closely- related areas. The application site lies outside, although it both 
visually and functionally related to the village. 

In reality the site is not adjacent to the existing Village Settlement Boundary (c.150m). 
Neither is it inside a Local Service Centre and sits astride the Parish boundaries of Little 
Budworth and Utkinton and Cotebrook. It does not follow, in the view of the residents or Parish 
Council, that this development is ‘visually and functionally related to the village’. 
Visually the development differs from the vast majority of property within the community and, 
in fact, only two recently constructed dwellings exist – an infill property on Utkinton Lane that 
is strikingly similar to an ecclesiastic style that fits with that of St John’s Church against which 
it sits, the other being on Oulton Mill Lane that is a detached workers dwelling associated with 
the ‘Shire Horse Centre.  
 
5.9 Policy DM1 relates to development on previously-developed land.  For residential 

developments in the countryside, it is advised that proposals will be determined in 
accordance with policy DM19. Policy DM19 states that housing in the countryside 
will only be supported where necessary to meet minimum levels of development for 
new houses or where the proposal meets with a set number of criteria. These criteria 
(considering the proposed modifications following examination in 2018) are as 
follows:  
i. there is good access to public transport; 

This is, clearly, not the case. 
The nearest commercial provisions are; Arriva 84 - Tarporley (2.6 miles distant) and D&G 82 -  
Oakmere (3.4 miles distant).  Other provisions are provided as ‘dial a ride’ bookable 24-hours 
in advance and operate between 9:30 am and 2:30 pm on 3, 2 and 1 days a week for three 
different services. 
 

ii. it is located within reasonable walking distance of local services and facilities 
along a safe route; 
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The Hollies Farm Shop is 1.4 miles and Rose Farm Shop (Utkinton) is 2 miles – neither are 
accessible via public transport, by those without private car, the elderly and infirm, young 
families with children for whom a walk adjacent to the busy A49 might prove problematic (to 
get to ‘The Hollies’) and there are no paved footpaths between Cotebrook and Utkinton. 
 

iii. it does not result in the loss of buildings that contribute to the rural character 
of an area; 

iv. it would not result in an unacceptable loss of employment land or buildings; 
v. there would be no greater impact on the character of the countryside; 

‘… greater impact on the character’ is best viewed through the eyes of those who live in the 
immediate vicinity within the community 
 

vi. it would result in an enhancement of the site and the rural setting and 
That the development would result in the loss of at least 50% of the ‘scrub woodland’(sic) on 
the site cannot be described as an enhancement 
 

vii. the design and layout of the development fully reflects the rural character of and 
area and does not 'urbanise' the countryside. 

 
5.10 It is noted that the supporting text to policy DM19 advises that new dwellings in the 

countryside are not generally supported (paragraph 12.10, my emphasis). It is 
further advised that housing in the rural area should be located where it will 
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. 

This cannot be demonstrated in this case and no evidence as to ‘enhancement or 
maintenance of vitality’ is proffered by the ‘Planning Statement’. 
 
5.15 Paragraph 77 advises that in rural areas, decisions should be responsive to local 

circumstances and support housing development that reflects local needs. 
Paragraph 78 continues and advises that housing should be located where it will 
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. It is recognised that where 
there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support 
services in a village nearby. 

There is no doubting the intention, but this development does NOT reflect local needs. 
Supporting evidence for the Parish Council’s position can be found within the 2013 ‘Parish 
Plan’ which was based on a full housing needs survey of the Parish and which is promoted by 
the ‘Planning Statement’ in para 5.5 and being of ‘material consideration’ 
 
5.19 In addition to the above, a housing needs survey was conducted in 2016 by the 

Parish Council, which identified a small local housing need. 
Contrary to the statement in the ‘Planning Statement’ about a single Housing Needs Survey 
(HNS) in 2016, there have been four undertaken over the period 2006 – 2018.  In reality, the 
small need is for affordable housing, rather than larger market housing and there has been a 
consistently low level requirement across the whole parish demonstrated in Housing Needs 
Surveys from: 
2006 in which; ‘The predominant need was for two bed accommodation, 6, with 1 requiring 
one bed and 3 requiring three bedrooms’, 
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2012 which noted ‘… requirement for low-cost/affordable housing and sheltered 
accommodation in the village limited to around two or three individuals per annum’ 
2016; ‘… This means that a single respondent in 68 households surveyed (22.08% of the total 
number of households in the Parish – from the 2015-16 Electoral Register) would equate to 
an extrapolated figure of 4.52 (rounded up to 5) residents would be seeking such 
accommodation within 1 – 3 years.’ 
2018; A further HNS was undertaken as part of the Neighbourhood Plan consultations by 
Cheshire Community Action (this also contributed to a Borough wide review) in 2018 that 
showed a maximum of four families wishing to look at affordable dwellings over a period of 
three years. 
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6.0 ASSESSMENT 
 
6.3 The key objection to the principle of the development in Local Plan policy is that the form 

of development proposed would not be sustainable. The key to this unsustainability 
relates to two main factors: firstly, the location of the site in an area classified as 
countryside, outside of an ‘identified settlement’; secondly, the site’s ‘isolation’ from 
local shops and services. 

Cotebrook and in particular this site is isolated from retail, health, education and other vital 
services.  This is exacerbated by the lack of public transport.  It is also outside the 
acknowledged Village Settlement Boundary for this part of the village.  Thus, we agree that 
the village of Cotebrook could be classed as ‘unsustainable’. 
To make it sustainable would require that it conforms to the objectives listed in the NPPF 
(February 2019) pp. 5 para 8 a: economic, b: social and c: environmental – this development 
does little, if anything, to promote those objectives.  
 
6.13 The first point to make is that the scoring significantly underplays the level and 

importance of local facilities, insofar as the church and village hall have not been 
recognised. 

If, by ‘scoring’, the ‘Planning Statement’ refers to the scoring for ‘Local Service Centres’ in the 
CWaC Local Plan 2 process, then this was a part of a wider assessment of communities and 
villages across the Borough.  One can only assume that the scoring was undertaken fairly and 
that each ‘facility or asset was scored accurately.  This view of the ‘scoring’ is hugely overstated 
as the only ‘service’ in Cotebrook that is ‘relied upon’ would be the Church of St John the Holy 
Cross.  It should be noted, however, that the Parish Church, whilst used regularly, is only used 
about twelve times a year and then by a relatively small number of parishioners. 
 
6.14 The second is that there is no recognition of the existence of the shop unit or café 

or the role that the Shirehorse Centre plays in drawing people to the village and 
providing local employment. The third point is that the village very much forms part 
of a cluster of similar villages within proximity to Tarporley. As a sister settlement to 
Utkinton, members of the Cotebrook community will very much rely on the facilities 
in that village, including a primary school and retail, and residents in Utkinton will 
also rely on the services available in Cotebrook. There is very much a mutual 
dependence between the two settlements   

Whilst the hairdressing salon might be described as a retail unit and the Parish Council 
recognises that it could offer potential as a ‘shop’.  This may, however, require significant 
development and ‘change of use’ permission to transform it from a small, local salon to a 
retail outlet similar to Rose Farm Shop in Utkinton or the Hollies in Little Budworth. 
 
6.19 The firs t fact or is the access to services and facilities. As explained above, the site is 

within 2 miles of a very broad range of services and facilities, enough to meet most 
day to day needs (see paragraphs 2.12 and 2.13 above). In the wider area, the 
village is close to Tarporley, which provides a much broader range of services and 
facilities and retail. One of the key visions of the Tarporley Neighbourhood Plan is to 
become a place where everyday essential needs are catered for without the need 
to travel elsewhere (paragraph 3.1). As a settlement that bears a close relationship 
with Tarporley , this will undoubtedly benefit residents of Cotebrook, and vice versa. 
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When considering the proximity and access to the broad range of services and 
facilities close by, the site could not reasonably be described as ‘isolated’ according 
to the Local Plan definition of the word. In fact, under any definition of the word, 
the site is clearly not ‘isolated’ . 

Except that, they (‘services and facilities’) can only be reached by private car, taxi or limited 
Community Transport offerings. 
Further, there has been much debate in Tarporley related to the substantial housing 
developments and the lack of parking facilities. 
Tarporley Parish Council recently introduced time limited parking, and this would constrain 
any residents of the surrounding villages and communities from parking there. 
 
6.20 The second is access to transport. In all likelihood, residents will use private motor 

vehicles to commute and access local services and facilities, although the site does 
have good pedestrian and cycle links to a broad range of local facilities. The fact that 
residents will use their cars is not, however, precluded by local or national policy. 
For a start, any reliance on motor vehicles would only follow the broad pattern 
across the Borough, even in more ‘accessible’ locations. The 2011-2026 Local 
Transport Plan Integrated Transport Study recognises that there is a “very high 
dependence” on using the car for commuter trips, with 91% of inbound and 
92% of outbound trips made by car (page 31). This does not in itself justify 
reinforcing unsustainable patterns of development, but it does suggest that 
there is a wider problem relating to public transport, especially in rural areas 
and a focus required on investing in and promoting the use of alternative 
means of transport. Cotebrook clearly had access to a bus service until quite 
recently, as evidenced by the bus stop opposite the church. There is a clear 
desire to see better transport in the village, as evidenced in the Village Plan 
and there is a need also to recognise that overly restrictive rural development 
policies will clearly have a negative impact on the provision of rural transport 
services. The way to tackle this is not by preventing development, which can 
only further threaten local services, but by recognising that carefully-
positioned schemes can assist in providing support for new rural services. 
Clearly there cannot be justification to build everywhere, but in places where 
there is good infrastructure and strong desire to see improvements then 
carefully- planned new development in appropriate locations could deliver 
tangible benefits. That is clearly true of the proposed site. 

o This statement is questionable as the northern part of Cotebrook is separated from 
the southern part – there is no paved footpath. 

o Commercial bus services (funded by CWaC) were withdrawn around 2014  
o Parish Plan not ‘Village Plan’ 
 

6.21 As such, whilst there may not be a wider ‘need’ for more rural housing (as evidenced by 
the council’s currently healthy housing land position), providing development in rural 
areas can only increase the possibility that services can be supported and maintained, 
and even new services introduced. After all, housing targets are only ever a minimum 
and the Government’s objective is to significantly boost the supply of housing across the 
broad. 
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Please demonstrate how such ‘new service introduction’ can be achieved and to what the 
‘Planning Statement’ refers. 
 
6.24 Another point weighing in favour of the development is support for the pub, not 

only in terms of providing a welcome income boost in utilising an area of under-used 
land, but also providing more patrons on its doorstep. There will be a clear and 
direct link to supporting a key local service at a time when may rural pubs struggle 
and are closing every day. 

This element of the curtilage was, until recently a car park and certainly not underutilised 
and in recent recollection the temporary car park area was extended. If, as the ‘Planning 
Statement’ suggests, the owner of the land (‘Fox and Barrel Ltd’) and the owners of the PH 
believe that three dwellings whose residents are likely to be typical modern families (the 
apocryphal 2.5 children) it seems a stretch of the imagination to suggest how the 
development of these dwellings will add materially to the custom and therefore viability of 
this public house and restaurant. 
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Visual amenity 
6.25 The site at present is mostly a rough area of hardstanding, which has a fair degree 

of prominence when viewed from the public domain. If not approved, the most 
likely long-term use is low-grade storage, which would be far more harmful to visual 
amenity than a small- scale housing development. It also needs to be borne in mind 
that permission has been granted twice in recent years for large development 
schemes on the pub. The fact that the site lies within the curtilage of the pub means 
that similar activities could take place on the land without planning permission. 
Whilst they may be subject to licensing, any such activities would have the potential 
to significantly harm residential amenity. 

It should be noted that the majority of the hardstanding can only be viewed when travelling 
north on the A49, it is shielded from view by a mixed variety and fairly mature hedge.  What 
did have ‘prominence’, and may still do so, are the temporary storage facilities.  The 
‘Planning Statement’ suggests that these will be removed as they are no longer used by the 
pub. 
 
What activities? 
 
If the stark reality of this outline application falls down to ‘low-grade storage’ vs. ‘small-scale 
development’ (in this case for market housing), then the Parish Council would strongly 
recommend the applicant and the developer ‘going back to the drawing-board’ and 
reviewing the 2013 Parish Plan (which it states is of ‘material consideration’) and 
understanding the real needs and desires of the population of this entirely rural community. 
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7.0 CONCLUSION 
Relevant Local Plan policy 

7.1 Local Plan policy in Part I seeks to restrict new housing development in areas outside 
settlements. Draft Part 2 policy DM19 allows for some flexibility in limited 
circumstances, subject to a range of criteria. As a brownfield site in a non-isolated 
location, it is argued that this policy is relevant. Against those criteria, the 
development scores as follows: 

It is NOT categorised or listed as a Brownfield Site by CWaC.   
There are, currently, only two listed in Tarporley Ward; Ardern House and the Royal British 
Legion site (which is being redeveloped).  
Indeed, according to: ‘Regulation 5(3) of the Town and Country Planning (Brownfield Land 
Register) Regulations 2017’this allows local planning authorities to enter sites below the 
minimum site size or capacity threshold of 0.25 hectares, or capable of supporting at least 5 
dwellings in brownfield land registers, where the site meets the criteria referred to in 
paragraphs (1)(b) to (d) of regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Brownfield Land 
Register) Regulations 2017. This site is c. 0.2 ha. 
Given that this site has only ever been used for parking and ‘low grade’ temporary storage, 
and has never been built upon previously or developed for commercial use, it does not fall 
into the accepted description of a ‘brown field’ site. 
 

1. There is good access to public transport 
The site does not have close access to public transport at present, although 
there are public transport links both north and south and the village has had a 
bus service until recently, with a clear local desire to see improved transport. 

‘Recently’ is stretching the point somewhat, the services were withdrawn four/five years ago. 
The ‘clear local desire’ is currently being researched and, whilst it is being consulted upon and 
is at an early stage of the process, there is no formally adopted plan for improved transport. 
 

11. It is located within reasonable walking distance of local services and facilities 
along a safe route 
The site has a safe pedestrian route running along the frontage, allowing 
easy and safe pedestrian access to the local pub, shop, cafe, church and 
village hall. 

Again, the ‘Planning Statement’ refers to the hairdressers as a shop, it clearly isn’t.  
Anyone wishing to access the Church and Village Hall, the other PH or the Shire Horse Centre, 
would have to negotiate and cross the busy A49. The footpath extends from the southern exit 
of ‘the Fox and Barrel’ to the corner of Oulton Mill Lane on the eastern side of the A49.  It is 
approximately 320 m in length and runs alongside the very busy trunk road. 
 

v. There would be no greater impact on the character of the countryside; 
Whilst the proposal will introduce built form onto open land, the scale and form 
of development will blend with the existing grain of the area and will be set 
against the extensive built form of the pub complex and a wooded area. 
Suitable hard and soft landscaping can be achieved to blend the development 
into its context. The development will slot as an 'infill' plot between existing 
housing. As such, there will be no materially unacceptable impact on the 
character of the countryside. 
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There are no dwellings of a similar type or scale within Cotebrook.  Given that the nearest 
housing units are ‘Billinge View’ (on the opposite side of Basford’s Lane some 100m North of 
the ‘Fox and Barrel) and ‘Sicuani’ on Fox Bank (125m south of the ‘Fox and Barrel’), this 
development can hardly be described as ‘infill’ – From NPPF Local Plan Glossary; “… the Local 
Plan glossary does define infilling as; “the infilling of a small gap in an otherwise built up 
frontage (a small gap is one which could be filled by one or two houses)”. 

 
v11. The design and layout of the development fully reflects the rural character of 

and area and does not 'urbanise' the countryside . 
The scale, design and layout of the site would closely follow existing residential 
development in the area. It would avoid a suburban form of development. 
Appropriate layout, scale, appearance and landscaping details could be 
secured at Reserved Matters stage. 

Having reviewed the plans and drawings, there is little of a similar style, size and layout in 
the village. 
 
7.2 The only criterion that the development doesn't quite meet is (i). However, the previous 

existence of local public transport and likely support for the re-introduction of services 
must carry some weight, and the site is accessible by walking and cycling. In any event, 
it is not stated as essential for a development to completely meet all the criteria and it 
is necessary to consider each scheme on its own merits. Taken in the round, it is 
considered that the proposal displays greater compliance with the policy than otherwise 
and therefore must be taken to meet with the general thrust polic y. 

We find this comment baffling in that the focus on walking and cycling is repetitive and 
difficult to imagine working in the specific environs of Cotebrook given the paucity of paved 
footways and cycle lanes. 
It, the ‘Planning Statement’, is however, demonstrating a view that communities such as 
Cotebrook should be included. UCPC would like further detail on the origin of the statement; 
‘likely support’ as the only current or recent comments emanate from the original ‘Parish 
Plan’ (2013) and the emerging Neighbourhood Plan (which has yet to be published or to be in 
the public domain). 
 
7.3 Fundamentally, there is nothing within Part 1 policies STRAT2 or STRAT8 to preclude 

development in smaller settlements such as Cotebrook. The Vale Royal Local Plan 
remains relevant and in force and therefore Cotebrook must formally be considered 
as a sustainable location for new housing on that basis (albeit that the site is outside 
the notional 'boundary' as indicated, but clearly is a physical and functional part of 
the settlement}. The Part 2 Local Plan is in its final stages, but has not yet been 
adopted, although its policies must carry weight. Even once Part 2 is adopted and 
the VRBP falls away, the situation in Cotebrook will remain the same. As explained 
above, the actual level of services and facilities in Cotebrook and the immediate 
area is significant, and a clear case can be made for compliance with policy OM19. 
The only area lacking is access to public transport, but the site is accessible by other 
means and the objective local circumstances mean that public transport 
infrastructure exists, and its reintroduction can only be accelerated by 
developments such as that proposed on this site. 
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• This ‘preclusion’ is not disputed but the scope, scale and lack of affordability is. 
• There is a clear conflict between this statement suggesting that ‘Cotebrook must 

formally be considered as a sustainable location …’ and the inference in para 6.3 that;  
‘ …the form of development proposed would not be sustainable …’. 

• Also, two thirds of the site lie within Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish and one third in 
Little Budworth Parish and, in both cases, the site clearly sits outside the Village 
Settlement Boundaries of both. 

• Much depends on the definition of significant in terms of services and facilities and 
what the author of the ‘Planning Statement’ means by; ‘… actual level of services and 
facilities in Cotebrook and the immediate area is significant’. 

• Cotebrook has; 
 a Church, Village Hall, hairdressers, café, two public houses and visitor attraction 
• Cotebrook does not have;  
 Continuous paved footpath providing safe access or public transport of a 

predictable and regular nature 
• Cotebrook sits; 
                 1.4m / 2m from the nearest grocery/retail, bank or postal outlets, 
                 2.3m from the nearest doctor and pharmacy, 
                 2.8m from the nearest dentist, 
                 1.4m / 2.4m to primary schools and  
                 2.7m from a secondary school 
 
 

Francis Tunney 
Chair – Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council 

Submitted 24th May 2019 
 
 
 


