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Section 3.3 – 3.7 Increasing Housing requirements:
The significant increase in housing target consequent on the introduction of the Standard Method procedure is dominated by the market affordability factor. This drives the significant increase in the target set for Cheshire East. We note that the Council is already feeling the pressures generated by the targets which raise the 5 year site availability level. 
However the dynamics of the market are driven by factors largely outside the control of the council.  Increasing availability of sites does not of itself generate an increase in the number of houses built by developers, as witnessed by the existence  of sites with permissions granted but slow or no progress to completion. Availability of sites is just one factor in the housing market and does not fulfil the objective of producing an appropriate balance of the right houses in the right place. 
MCS Committee members have examined the target setting model in some detail comparing Cheshire East with neighbouring authorities. There is a large range in median house prices across the authority with a factor of five between values in central Crewe and Prestbury. In the North, there is a steep gradation between central Macclesfield (£200k) and Prestbury (£700k) over a distance of a few miles. The socio- economic drivers in the north of the borough relate closely to those of the southern boroughs of Greater Manchester. There are particular challenges in provision of genuinely affordable housing in areas with high market pricing.
 It is questionable whether the targets set by government meet the SMART criteria long promoted in management courses, particularly in their Achievable and Timebound dimensions. 
Cheshire East should focus on a more thorough analysis of its housing markets to test and challenge the validity of the blunt Standard Method modelling 
A more extended document on our exploration of the standard method is attached for information.

Changes to Greenbelt policy  3.11 – 3.14

Whilst the main functions of greenbelt remain, the introduction of the concept of Greybelt erodes the clarity of greenbelt designation.  When first launched the examples cited of former petrol stations etc already fell into the brownfield in greenbelt category of development sites. This is now clearly a contested area in which developers are probing the rigour of the definitions through applications that aim to establish a much broader interpretation of the designation. 
Given the upward revision of housing targets with resultant deficiency in land supply, Cheshire East is particularly vulnerable to speculative proposals within greenbelt areas.
Progressive creepage in the scope of “proximity to stations” adds further to policy development via case law as developers probe loosely defined criteria
 For clarity CE should restrict the use of the term in its policies and stick with categorisations based on the core definitions of contribution to core greenbelt functions. 

Brownfield development 3.15
Development on brownfield sites should be prioritised.  An analysis of recent history of brownfield development should be used to inform accuracy of earlier modelling of its contribution to overall supply. It is believed that in Macclesfield the current local target of 500 homes may well have been exceeded, in part from sites specifically excluded from the brownfield analysis.  Hence a thorough analysis is required particularly as in towns such as Macclesfield the potential supply may be drying up.  There are notable sites in the town that have longstanding planning permissions for conversion to residential use that lie undeveloped and in deteriorating condition.  Market forces are obviously against redevelopment within the broad scope of a local plan to achieve a solution. The Council should consider wider use of the powers available to it to encourage/enforce development of such sites.
Economic Growth 3.16
Introduction of the Combined Mayorality may change the background environment, with potentially an overall strategy for the combined authority establishing priorities for funding applications to shape regional growth.  Cheshire East has its own economic strengths, the Local Plan should emphasise the future development of these and foster links with the Greater Manchester economy alongside those of the Combined Mayorality.

Connectivity 4.5
It is surprising that there is no mention of HS2 in this section.  The cancellation of the section north of Birmingham undermined assumptions for growth included in the current local plan. Remaining uncertainty as to the nature of services north of Crewe and the possibility of the resurrection of a variation of the initial plan for the line’s development create particular uncertainty for planners.
Economic Contribution 4.6 – 4.10
In the context of increasing focus on skills development it is surprising that there is no mention of the role of employers, either independently or in partnership with education providers, in the development of a highly skilled workforce.  There is also no mention of the energy industry, whilst Cheshire East has historically not had a large energy sector, electrification of the economy will require a more even distribution of generation across the country so worthy of a mention in this section. The section draws attention to the presence of major international companies, we presume that the plan will also address the vulnerability that this can create given the increasing volatility in the global business environment. Cheshire East has done remarkably well in the transformation of Alderley Park following AZ decision to withdraw from the site. Managing the fallout from withdrawal of another major international company might not offer the same opportunity for renewal.  Economic modelling should focus on the resilience of the borough’s economy.

Local Plan Period. 5.1
Given pace of change 15 years with 5 yearly review seems appropriate.  Is there scope for some shading in the plan detail for its later years?  We note that the proposed end of the plan period coincides with Cheshire  East’s target for achievement of carbon neutrality, we would expect this target to feature significantly in the strategic objectives of the plan.

Vision 5.2 -5.4
There are so many defined requirements of a Local Plan it is difficult to see what could be distinctive to Cheshire East.  The Local Plan specification defines the content of much of the plan requiring actions with measurable results. The vast majority of activity areas are constrained by government policy or financing hence scope, for distinctive local strategy and policy is highly constrained. Competence in delivering services is what most residents would wish to see. As we have commented earlier we do not necessarily agree that the targets set comply with the definition of SMART targets. 
Clearly the major themes will be housing targets, economic growth and achievement of nett zero targets. Your public will largely support all three but with the proviso of minimising impact on their particular environment, as evidenced by the majority of responses currently posted on this consultation relating to the details of the Call for Sites, communicating the overall vision and strategy is a major challenge.

Housing and Employment Sites 5.10-5.12
We look forward to reviewing the assessment methodology when it is available.

Changes to Greenbelt Policy 5.15-5.18
Whilst the main functions of greenbelt remain unchanged, the introduction of the concept of Greybelt erodes the clarity of greenbelt designation.  When first launched the examples cited of former petrol stations etc already fell into the brownfield in greenbelt category of development sites. This is now clearly a contested area in which developers are probing the rigour of the definitions through applications that aim to establish a much broader interpretation of the designation. 
Given the upward revision of housing targets and resultant deficiency in land supply, Cheshire East is particularly vulnerable to speculative proposals within greenbelt areas.
Progressive creepage in the scope of “proximity to stations” adds further to policy development via case law as developers probe loosely defined criteria.
 For clarity CE should restrict the use of the term in its policies and stick with categorisations based on the core definitions of contribution to core greenbelt functions. 

Strategic Green Gaps 5.19
For Cheshire East the definitions within the settlement hierarchy of principal towns, service towns, villages etc will be important with regard to preservation of separation gaps.  Case law is emerging that implies that loss of green gaps between villages is of less consequence than gaps between towns.  Thus moving south from Hazel Grove the green gap between HG and Poynton prevents urban sprawl of the Manchester conurbation.  The gap between Poynton and Adlington is of less consequence  but in the event of the loss of that gap then the Adlington -Macclesfield gap increases in importance as it is then preventing the amalgamation of the two towns.
We note the Council’s use of green gaps to prevent settlement merger around Crewe, we suggest there is an urgent need to strengthen current greenbelt policy around Macclesfield to prevent loss of primary greenbelt function through opportunistic incremental loss.
In its response to the Adlington New Town proposal the council indicated it was not opposed to new towns but Adlington was not the place. With a target of 37,000 new homes over the 15 year period of the upcoming plan, an early indication by the Council of their preferred site for a new town of say 10,000 of these homes might provide a strong defence against loss of green gaps in the Northern Greenbelt. It would not be universally popular but could succeed in putting the Council more in control of an implementable plan
Settlement Hierarchy. 5.20 – 5.23
The existing settlement hierarchy is a logical model that should be retained subject to review of possible promotions and demotions as a consequence of changes during the current plan period

Housing 5.30 – 5.32
We regard provision of delivering affordable houses in the right place as a priority and look forward to reviewing policy proposals as they emerge.
Affordable Homes. 5.33 – 5.35
It is good to see that the affordable homes target has been exceeded by 5% . We look forward to reviewing further analysis of a breakdown of home types and tenures delivered and future requirements to be identified in the housing needs assessment
Housing for older people. 5.39 – 5.41
Whilst demographics might reveal under-provision current evidence in Macclesfield may suggest oversupply in the town of this class of housing with major commercial providers not going forward with proposals. It is important to identify differences between open market and social housing needs for this demographic sector.
Small and medium  sized sites. 5.47 -5.49
We encourage an emphasis on supporting this sector. Within Macclesfield we have experience of local developers and architects delivering interesting and popular developments that contrast favourably with the cookie cutter developments of the major housebuilders.
Town Centres 5.70 – 5.75
It is recognised that town centres will need to diversify to continue to attract people to them. However the plan should make it quite clear where the main focus of retail and daytime activities is, to resist these activities moving away from the traditional centre and leading to a decline in footfall. So the plan should state that within this area preference will be given to activities and businesses which make a strong contribution to the daytime economy. 
Town centre development is also heavily reliant on transport and other infrastructure. Continuation of the work of town centre support groups within CEC, Macc TC and business sector should be acknowledged and supported by the plan.
Transport and Infrastructure 5.91 -5.95
Transport issues embrace national and intensely local matters and the government’s latest statements on presumption of planning permission for developments within reasonable distance of stations with 4 services per hour to a major conurbation puts Macclesfield in the front line. We have the station but is there service capacity to support increased capacity on an already constrained line? Currently bus services within the town are extremely limited post 17.30. Increasing rail capacity is a national issue, increasing bus capacity a local or mayorality issue. Will the Local Plan provide options for a unified approach to transport planning?  At the local level many developments of significant size do not appear to be laid out to bus friendly standards even though claiming high sustainability factors in their planning submissions. 
Encouragement of new development near railway
stations will require a thorough analysis of existing rail
infrastructure and passenger capacities to ensure that new rail travel
demands can be both catered for and if necessary, funded.   This might
entail new provisions outside the Plan area
Continued uncertainty over the future of HS2 services north of Birmingham, casts a huge question mark over the capacity of north-south rail routes across Cheshire East, and thus,  the implications for new developments and rail access in the area
Active Travel 5.112
Laudable aims but difficult to implement consistently. Poor road surfaces, potholes crumbling road edges present risk of injury or death to cyclists, similarly erosion of road markings on cycle lanes and cycle boxes at traffic lights all increase risk of accident. Easy to write the policy but difficult to implement.  A 20mph speed limit in towns would be a positive but unpopular policy move.
Climate Change 5.113 -5.117
This section was obviously written sometime before the recent heatwaves that have injected a higher degree of urgency into discussion of climate change. Current temperature increase estimates place it at 1.4 rather than 1.1 deg C. The section reads as a general survey of concepts and technologies but does not move in any way towards scoping a  plan that would be distinctive to Cheshire East. In expressing the aim for Cheshire East to be carbon neutral by 2045 it is not clear if this is for the operations of the Council or for the entirety of activity within Cheshire East. Some identification of the issues particular to the area could be presented:
Cheshire East does not have a history of major electricity generation, will it set a target of, say, 50% locally generation through renewables?
Peat Conservation is a priority but has resulted in the loss of development capacity in the South Macclesfield Development area at Danes Moss.
How would the Council respond to applications for data centre development utilising on site fossil fuel generation?
These are the policy challenges for a local plan whose end date coincides with its net zero ambitions. 
Conservation areas 5.128
Conservation areas are key to retaining the character of our old established towns, we support their review and appraisal.
Design 5.131 – 5.138
We note and welcome the statements regarding local input to planning addressing localisation of national guidelines. We would wish to see design guides that reflect local heritage rather than designs downloaded from the catalogues of the major national builders. Current government priorities are pressing for developments of increasing density. Macclesfield has a history of high density housing, we would not wish to see the conditions of the Victorian courts but there must surely be some scope for a Macclesfield design guide with a higher target density than current guidelines for new build estates. As we have commented earlier local developers and architects have undertaken interesting developments on small infill sites that reconceptualise local vernacular for current and future lifestyles. In the absence of a style guide developed as a component of a Neighbourhood Plan we suggest some formal involvement of local architects, developers and Macc TC in Style Guide development.
Community Involvement  Key Issues 6.11- 6.15
We share the view that plan making is taking place in a challenging and fast moving local and national context.  Our comments to the preceding sections are intended to help the Council focus on the issues that we think most pertinent to meeting our stated purpose of “working to make Macclesfield a town to be proud of”.  As a society we will endeavour to continue to be involved in the plan development process through the various consultations envisaged and to keep our members informed of these. We work closely with Macclesfield Town Council on our annual awards for new developments in the town and are keen to increase our engagement with Cheshire East Council should appropriate opportunities present themselves
	

