Cheshire West and Chester Council 
Tattenhall Neighbourhood Plan – Consultation Response   

I consider that the Plan as drafted is fundamentally flawed, and should be revisited from scratch.  Notwithstanding this, the following criticisms address individual weaknesses.
Radical change of Policy.  This Plan is a reversal of the Parish Council’s previous position, expressed in the 2024 draft Plan and approved by the community, of incremental and controlled growth of the village.
The Plan must take into account the previously expressed views of the village population.
Scale.  The Plan envisages a 60% increase in current village / district population in less than 20 years.  In the last 23 years there has only been a 16% increase.
The Plan must justify the disproportionate increase in population, or if it cannot, must state the practical limits to the scale of development that can be sustainably accommodated within Tattenhall.
Traffic congestion in the village centre (High Street).  This is already at breaking point, with daily jams and blockages.  A 60% population increase implies 60% more traffic – it is totally unrealistic to expect the High Street to cope.  There is nothing in the Plan to address this. 
The Plan must address the current problem of traffic congestion in the village centre, and specify how this is to be solved to deal with any additional traffic.   
Infrastructure 1. The logical and sound planning approach for any development would be to put in infrastructure first, then housing.  This Plan envisages the opposite.  There is no requirement to install infrastructure improvements before housing is constructed. 
The Plan must mandate infrastructure improvements before development commences.
Infrastructure 2.  Policy 7, Phase 2 includes provisions for a connecting road between Frog Lane and Chester Road, thus providing a bypass to the High Street for most additional traffic.  But this will only come after Phase 1 has been completed.  The High Street will have to deal with the additional traffic from Phase 1, for an undetermined but probably extended period. The Plan is silent on this matter.  In any event, it is patently the wrong sequence of development.  Phase 2 should come before Phase 1.
The Phases of the Plan as drafted should be reversed to provide a bypass of the centre.
Infrastructure 3.  There is no mention of surface water and foul drainage, water supply and wastewater treatment which will be needed to accommodate 600 new homes, other than an onus on developers to “engage” with providers.  This is much too vague.  
The Plan must mandate that the village’s existing facilities are upgraded in good time and to a level specified in the Plan, to deal with the additional loads to and from the developments.
Infrastructure 4.  Chester Road, Frog Lane and Rocky Lane have all been subject to serious road flooding in recent years, sometimes causing road closures.  Additional hard surfaces, especially as envisaged in Phase 1, will cause substantial short-term run-off directly onto Frog Lane. The Plan does not address this at all.   
The Plan must ensure that pre-existing flooding problems are dealt with before any development begins.
Infrastructure 5.  It is left to developers to identify whether developments will cause “significant adverse impacts” to infrastructure.  This is an open door for developers to manufacture reasons why improvements are unnecessary. 
The Plan must define “significant” and “adverse” impacts.
Housing density.  This is not specified in the Plan.  Policy 7, Phase 1 (land to South of Frog Lane) envisages 400 houses on an estimated developable area of 11.5Ha – a density of 35 dph (dwellings per hectare), which is at suburban levels.  The recommended density for rural developments is no more than 20 dph.
The Plan must specify a housing density in keeping with the rural nature of the village and neighbourhood.
Open Spaces.  Policy 6 of the Plan identifies and protects existing open and green spaces, which are all within the present settlement boundary.  The areas identified in Policy 7 are outside the present settlement boundary, so have not been previously considered as open or green spaces. The 2026 Plan emphasises that the green spaces in the 2014 Plan and 2024 Plan are unchanged – but ignores the green spaces and views that will be lost in the new land allocation.
The Plan fails to identify or protect the green spaces and views associated with the new land allocation areas.  This must be addressed.
New Open Spaces. Policy 7, Phase 1 of The Plan specifies the need for “up to 9.8Ha of publicly accessible open space including play areas”.  “Up to” is anything from Zero upwards.  This is much too vague.  In any event, how can 9.8Ha of open space be accommodated along with 400 houses within 11.5Ha of developable land?  Phase 2 sets no requirement at all for open spaces, only that it “shall include provision”.  Everything is left to the developers to specify in both Phases.
The Plan must set specific details of open spaces to be provided for any development, including minimum areas, and must take into account that green spaces and views will be lost as a result of the proposed new land allocation.
Environmental degradation.  Policy 7 recognises that the development of the 2 specified areas will result in loss of green spaces and the creation of new “settlement edges”. The “defensible boundaries” referred to in Item viii should be more clearly defined.  The use of the word “may” in this context passes decisions on this matter to the developers. The removal of trees and hedgerows within the site, referred to in Item xiii, calls for an arboricultural assessment.  This must be independent and not developer driven. 
The content of Policy 7 needs to be forensically examined and tightened up to lay clear conditions for maintaining the natural environment or minimising degradation of same in any allocated areas.
Reliance on landowner / developer(s).  It is apparent that Policy 7 has been written in conjunction with the single landowner responsible for both areas of land allocation.  Before the publication of this Plan, the landowner had submitted an outline planning application which mirrors almost exactly Phase 1 of Policy 7.  It is inconceivable that this was not wholly or substantially prepared before the content of the Plan was known.  It appears that the Plan has been written to suit the application – a fait accompli. Other scenarios which approached the issue of additional housing requirements favouring smaller and more diverse areas of development have been discarded in favour of this option.  All the eggs are now in one basket.  This does not seem to be a good approach.
The Plan should not rely on the participation of a single landowner or developer, or concentrated areas of development.

Robert H Radcliff CEng, MICE (Retired)
[address redacted]
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