FAO Planning Policy Team
Cheshire West and Chester Council
The Portal
Wellington Road
Ellesmere Port
CH65 0BA



Dear Madam/Sir,

Re Tattenhall & District Modified Neighbourhood Plan – Regulation 16 Consultation

I have some concerns with the Neighbourhood Plan, most notably regarding the allocation of the site for Phase 1.

The site allocated for Phase 1 contradicts Policy 5 which states that ‘Development should –
Identify the realistic level of traffic and movement it is likely to generate across all modes, including walking, cycling and public transport. It must assess the potential impact of this on pedestrians, cyclists, road safety, parking and congestion within the parish and include measures to appropriately mitigate any significant adverse impacts. Development that would give rise to unacceptable highway safety impacts or severe residual cumulative impacts on the road network will not be permitted.    Policy 5.3.36 acknowledges that the plan should ‘reduce dependence of the use of the private car for short journeys, which has increasing resulting in congestion through the core of the village in recent years’ yet has allocated a site far away from the village centre, with only one route in by car, which will inevitably produce a huge amount of traffic (the school run alone amounts to 4 journeys per day).
Providing parking in the village centre does not reduce car use.

There has recently been strong opposition by residents and the Parish Council to application 25/02070/FUL for 110 houses off Chester Road. The minutes from Tattenhall & District Parish Council Extraordinary Meeting held on 8th June 2026 include the following objections:
· Does not meet the needs of the community or provide much needed infrastructure
· Detrimental Impact on Character and Landscape
· Proposed development is in open countryside…..creating a sprawling urban mass in the open countryside and urbanised edge to the village
· Loss of agricultural land
· Loss of biodiversity
· Significant increase in traffic. It is stated that ‘The roads which make up the main routes into and out of  Tattenhall are all narrow country lanes that are at capacity with vehicles of all sizes including agricultural vehicles….’ and ‘Rocky Lane provides the main route out of Tattenhall in a southerly direction; the narrow lane is well below the standard required of any road used by the number and type of vehicles that use it daily with vehicles overrunning verges to pass. Frog Lane does not provide a viable alternative to Rocky Lane’.
· Congestion at junctions with A41
· Site is away from the centre of Tattenhall and will create pollution as a result of additional traffic movements and congestion . [Phase 1 allocated site is further away from the centre]
· Sewerage treatment facilities are at capacity


At the Planning meeting on 7th July it was also argued that increased traffic from 110 extra houses would add unacceptable levels of pollution at key points on the A41 towards Chester, yet a plan that will generate over 5 times as many vehicles is being supported.

It is surely breathtaking hypocrisy for our so-called representatives to object as above to 110 houses off Chester Road, yet promote the allocation of a site on the south-west fringe of the village far away from the village centre, between lanes identified above as ‘well below standard’ which, together with Phase 2 will have 5 fold these impacts. The decision has been made by people who predominantly live on the other side of the village (where the smaller development that has been argued against is located).  I don’t believe the impact a development of this size will have at the proposed Phase 1 site is fully understood.
This is not NIMBY-ism and concern about loss of countryside views – there are very real and appropriate concerns based on knowledge and experience from living in this part of the village. Rocky Lane is already dangerous in places (such as blind exits from Edgecroft and the junction with Bolesworth Road) – there have been many near misses.

 Additionally, the site for Phase 1 was identified by the Parish Council as ‘Not suitable for housing’ in 2024 (CW&C Local Plan Consultation 4/3/2024). Acceptable uses were stated as ‘Open green space, continued land for food production/open countryside, outside Key Service Centre Boundary/ site would have unacceptable adverse environmental impact’

Notwithstanding the need for development, it is disingenuous to change the arguments and disregard legitimate concerns to fit in with a new agenda.

The Ecological Impact Assessment Report compiled for the planning application that is already in for Phase 1 (26/00486/OUT) identifies the adverse impact on a number of species of developing this site, including badgers.  Mitigation is not avoidance of harm.

Policy 3 (3.1.8) states that one of the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan is to ‘Involve local people in an ongoing basis in the process of plan-making, monitoring and delivery of development’. Section 3.48 states that ‘Policy 7 responds directly to this national policy context by identifying the most sustainable location for growth, avoiding un-planned speculative development and supported by the local community as the preferred location for the long-term prosperity of the village, ensuring that development contributes positively to the long-term function and character of Tattenhall’.
This is not true – the local community voted for the development of the site allocated for Phase 2, they did not agree to the site allocation for Phase 1. This was decided by the Parish Council and the landowner, not in consultation with local people and is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (Para 16 c) which states that plans should be  ‘shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-makers and communities…..’  It seems the landowner’s agenda has been allowed to override a democratic process and dictate the terms on which the village expands. This cannot be right and erodes faith in the planning process and support for the Parish Council. As for ‘positive contributions’ - there have been many promises made in the past by the same landowner that have not materialised.

Please could I respectfully ask you to consider the impact that these very large developments have on small communities? A city with an additional 600 houses is still a city, a town with an additional 600 houses is still a town. A village like Tattenhall increased by 60% (not including development that has taken place in recent years) hugely changes its identity so that it ceases to be a small rural village. The people who choose to live in villages do not want to live in towns. This does not mean they are against growth in housing. There is a difference between housing growth and over-development.

Of course people need places to live, but there must be a better way than choosing sites which are  unsuitable. I would argue that development on the scale proposed for Tattenhall is contrary to Section 11 of the NPPF para 125 b) which states that planning policies should ‘recognise that some undeveloped land can perform many functions, such as for wildlife, recreation, flood risk mitigation, cooling/shading, carbon storage or food production’. The site allocated for Phase 1 is good agricultural land used for grazing cattle (food production), contributes to flood mitigation and stores carbon.

Development of the scale and location proposed in the Tattenhall Neighbourhood Plan is contrary to Local Plan (Part One) as follows:  
-  SO3 of the Local Plan (Part One), which states that it will, ‘In rural areas, support farming, agriculture and diversification of rural economy ensuring development is of an appropriate scale and character’

- Policy STRAT 1 states that proposals should ‘ Encourage the use and development of previously developed land and buildings in in sustainable locations that are not of high environmental value’; and ‘Minimise the loss of greenfield land and high grade agricultural land’, yet the proposed sites allocated are on good quality agricultural land.

Tattenhall is earmarked for housing as a ’Key Service Centre’ and as such, has, I believe, exceeded its requirement over recent years. As with other small villages, being a ‘Key Service centre’ surely cannot mean that development is allowed on unsuitable land in the name of fulfilling an allocation.
It is hard to believe there aren’t more appropriate sites available.


Yours faithfully

Terry Brownrigg
[address redacted]

