
10th July 2019 
 
Development Management 
Cheshire West and Chester Council 
4 Civic Way 
Ellesmere Port 
Cheshire CH65 0BE 
 
FOA, The Planning Officer 
 
Ref: Planning Application – 19/01315/OUT – Revised statement by Fisher German 
 
An Objection on behalf of Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council (UCPC). 
 
Dear Planning Officers, 
 
Please find below the formal objection to the above Revised Outline Planning Application. 
 
This objection follows discussion and consultation with the residents of Cotebrook and also 
with representatives of ‘Clay-Rose’ Limited, it will seek to demonstrate that little has 
changed from the original Outline Planning Application and that UCPC’s position remains 
vis-à-vis its request for Cheshire West and Chester Planning Department to refuse this 
application and that precedent exists for refusal. 
 
The premise of the request is built on some basic tenets in relation to planning matters and 
this is supported by a series of comments with in the body of the ‘Revised Statement’. 
 
The primary planning reasons for this request to be refused; 
 
The land upon which the development is proposed; 

• Sits in what is currently ‘open countryside’ and this will be supported by decisions 
in the proposed CWaC Local Plan 2, that seeks to disassemble the current 
Settlement Boundaries for Cotebrook on the grounds that; 
o It does not fall within a Local Service Centre 
o It cannot be represented as a Rural Exception Site 

• Neither can the plot of land or any properties that might be proposed be claimed as 
‘infill’ within the meaning of the NPPF as revised in January 2019 

• It is not and never has been a ‘brownfield’ site 
• Work to form the entrance to the proposed site began prior to the application 

being considered and a mature, healthy oak was felled to assist in the formation of 
the entrance to the proposed cul-de-sac 

 
  



There is precedent within the Parish for this request to refuse the application for these four 
dwellings; 
14/00066/REF | Detached dwelling and garage (outline)|Land At Church Cottage, Stable 
Lane, Utkinton, Tarporley. 
This case is relevant in that it addresses many of the issues raised by residents and the 
Parish Council in their objections to this, current, Outline Planning Application. 
Some of the grounds for dismissal of the appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/A0665/A/14/2223576) 
include: 

• The Council (CWaC) advises in its appeal statement that since the refusal of 
planning permission and following the emerging Local Plan examination, the 
Council are now able to demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply. 

• Policy H4 of the Local Plan identifies the Council’s approach to housing 
development, setting out a hierarchical framework for different types of 
development in various settlements. In all cases, the policy states that development 
will be within the defined settlements boundaries.  

• In terms of accessible facilities, the appeal site lies immediately adjacent to the 
settlement boundary of Cotebrook which has a limited range of facilities. Tarporley 
and Utkinton are larger service centres but they are around 3 miles from the site. I 
am not aware that these settlements can be easily reached by public transport and 
it strikes me that the A49, being a busy road, is not attractive as a cycling or 
walking route, particularly given the distances involved. In my judgement it is 
therefore likely that occupants of the proposed dwelling would rely on the car for 
journeys.  

• I acknowledge that the development would play a role in supporting local services, 
as outlined in paragraph 55 of the Framework. However, given that the 
development is of a limited scale, any benefits would also be limited 

• For the reasons outlined above, I conclude that the proposal would not provide a 
suitable site for housing having regard to the principles of sustainable development. 
As such the proposal is contrary to advice in Policy GS5 of the Local Plan which 
seeks to protect the character and appearance of the countryside, and to advice 
within the Framework.  

 
Secondary ‘affordable’ reasons for refusal; 
The ‘Revised Statement’ goes to some lengths to suggest that the change from three 
detached to two detached and two semi-detached dwellings is made on the basis of the 
changed properties being ‘affordable’ under the guise of being ‘discounted’ by up to 30% to 
meet with parts of the NPPF description of ‘affordability’. 
Given that the ‘Revised Statement’ suggests that the ‘minimum’ selling price under any 
circumstance would be discounted by 30% to a minimum of £250,000, this would make the 
overall standard cost c. £357,000. 
A recent (2018) document produced by CWaC and published on their website ‘Compendium 
of local house prices - Inside Cheshire West and Chester; 
inside.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/GetFile?.../compendium-of...house-prices.pdf...’  
would suggest that the following is true for the whole Borough: 
 



 
Table 1 - Extract from CWaC 'Compendium' 2018 source 'Land Registry') 

Further, when the same statistics are viewed for Tarporley Ward in isolation; 
 
Cheshire West and Chester Council 
Average house prices at ward level  
Average over the half year July - December 2018 
Source: Hometrack 
Updated: 19/02/2019 
 
Ward Flat/ 

maisonette/ 
apartment 

Terraced 
house 

Semi-
detached 
house 

Detached 
house 

Overall 
average 

Tarporley £310,000 £289,500 £306,513 £580,862 £475,971 
Table 2 - Extract from CWaC Compendium (2019) - Source; 'Hometrack' 

 
What the two tables above demonstrate with clarity, is that the ‘minimum £250,000 
discounted rate’ represents neither affordability nor the averages for either CWaC or 
Tarporley Ward. For the ‘discount’ of to be applied to the current prices of semi-detached 
houses in Tarporley Ward, the proposed selling price of £250,000 would represent a 
discount of around 18.5% - below that of the current NPPF Guidelines of 20%. 
 
That two of the proposed dwellings are classed as ‘Discounted / Affordable’ does not fit 
with the definitions of the NPPF or the reality of house prices in the Borough or Ward. 
 
In fact, one of the key statements within this ‘revised statement’ and the previous ‘planning 
statement’ is that the reason for this undertaking is to support the viability of the Public 
House (the ‘Fox and Barrel’) who are also the land owners.  This can never be put forward 
as a valid matter for planning. 
 
That the number of affordable (sic) dwellings proposed has been put forward as a result of 
discussions with the Borough Councillor for the Ward and a review of the ‘Housing Needs 
Survey’ by Cheshire Community Action (CCA) for the emerging 2019/20 UCPC 
Neighbourhood Plan is coincidence rather than planning.  The inclusion of the ‘discounted / 
affordable’ dwellings is an attempt to gain support for the overall application.  That the 
request for refusal is supported by Little Budworth Parish Council on many of the same 
grounds – except that, as it currently stands, the only property sitting in LBPC is one of the 
two ‘market’ dwellings. 
 



Non-qualified ‘benefits’ from this proposed development; 
In response to the ‘Planning Statement’ a qualification and quantification of the benefits 
that would accrue from this development were requested; none has been forthcoming. 
 
Indeed, at a public meeting held on Friday 5th July 2019 at Cotebrook Village Hall and 
attended by representatives for ‘Clay-Rose Ltd’, the same question was posed, and the 
same answers were received – adjectival notions that it was about access to facilities on 
foot.  In response it was clear that the developers’ representatives believed that there were 
adequate footpaths to ensure that the statement shown below, taken from the ‘Reasons 
for Revision’ held ‘water’; 

… “In providing additional housing on a brownfield site within the village 
envelope, in a location within easy walking distance of several local facilities 
including a pub, a church, a cafe, a shop and a very active village hall, the 
proposal would provide a sustainable form of development that fell wholly in 
line with the NPPF and sought to encourage some movement in the local 
housing market.” 

 
The Parish Council wishes it noted that; 

• The site is NOT a brownfield site and does not appear so in any past or present 
register 

• There is a persistence by the developer to define the local hairdresser as a ‘shop’.  
When, in fact the nearest convenience shop (a petrol filling station) is 500m North 
and local full-service grocery and postal shops; 2km (Hollies, Little Budworth). 3.4km 
(Utkinton) and 4.8 km (Tarporley).  These are not considered by locals as ‘easy 
walking distance,’ particularly with shopping and possibly children. 

• This is a matter of conjecture and the development, if approved would not, by 
default, encourage ‘movement’ in the local housing market. 

 
In reality the footpath serving the Fox and Barrel and connecting it and the proposed 
development does not go further south along the A49 past the junction with Oulton Mill 
Lane, does not extend to the East along Oulton Mill Lane, nor does it extend West on 
Utkinton lane toward Utkinton itself.  So, rather than ‘within easy walking distance’, this 
development can only access any facilities to its north (a small petrol filling station and 
convenience store), and (above the A54) a reclamation yard, a pub (‘Pesto’) and a grocery 
shop (‘The Hollies’).  Whilst a paved footpath exists the first of these ‘facilities’ is some 
0.48km distant from the development. 
Some of the facilities mentioned in the ‘Reasons for Revision’ statement (the shop [a 
hairdressers] and the café) can be reached safely on foot whereas to reach the Village Hall 
or Church would require crossing the A49. 
 
It should be noted that some of the assertions vis-à-vis availability of ‘public transport’ are 
at best inaccurate and at worst simply wrong. 
 

• Cotebrook is served by two Community Transport offerings; 
o The Community Car Scheme (CWaC – previously ‘Tarporley Shuttle’)– this 

operates on Monday, Wednesday and Friday between 09:30 and 14:30 and is 
a ‘membership’ based service that can only be book 24-hours in advance 



(thus for a Monday ‘ticket’ one would have to book on Friday.)  It does not 
accept concessionary fares and the round-trip cost is £5.00 

o ‘Rural Rider’ is operated by Cheshire Community Development Trust and 
operates from Tarporley Ward to Northwich (am) and Winsford (pm) on 
Wednesday. 

Thus, ‘Community Transport’ only operates on three days per week M, We, Fri. 
 

• The Community Shuttle that operates from Utkinton Via Tarporley to Chester 
operates Tuesday and Thursday but does not service Cotebrook (it is a timetable 
service). 

 
 
Other aspects of the development that were raised in the public consultation; 

• The residents who attended the Public Meeting on 5th July 2019 had significant 
concerns related to the adequacy of drainage issuing from the A49 towards the 
United Utilities treatment plant and reed beds located to the immediate south of the 
development area. This included the level of ‘headroom’ for sewage and water 
treatment as well as the apparent increase in frequency of collection by United 
Utilities. 

• There were a number of major concerns vis-à-vis the speed limits, traffic 
management from Basford’s Lane past the proposed development, parking on the 
proposed site and vehicles entering and issuing from the public house. 

• Serious concerns were expressed towards the future of the woodland immediately 
to the east of the development plot including access from Basford’s Lane and that 
this woodland had been planted in 1994 (via Vale Royal Borough Council (4_28982-
2610457 Bird Hide and Mersey Forest [1st December 1994]) and any development or 
over-management of this land (owned it is believed by ‘Fox and Barrel Ltd.) could be 
severely detrimental to the flora and fauna that have occupied the site over the past 
25-years. 

• There were also concerns as to the existing footpath that emanates from the land 
adjacent to the public house and terminates on Basford’s Lane, plus a stile. Whilst 
this is not designated as a public footpath it has gained usage as a safe path to the 
public house and there are fears that this will be lost into the gardens of the 
proposed development. 

 
Conclusion: 
 
From the perspectives of; planning guidelines, affordability and accessibility, Utkinton and 
Cotebrook Parish Council and the residents whose properties surround the proposed 
development would request CWaC Planning to refuse this outline planning application. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
On behalf of Utkinton and Cotebrook Parish Council 
 
F Tunney 

Chair. 


