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RO0201



Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0322 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr Paul Brabin 

Organisation  

Address 13 East Close 

Eccleston Park 

Prescot 

Merseyside L34 2RA 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA06 

Paragraph / diagram / table 3HS 

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

YES 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

The proposal to remove the 3HS parcel of land from greenbelt is fundamentally unsound for the 

following reasons: 

1) The surrounding road network is overloaded at peak times as it is (Portico Lane, Delph Lane, Two 

Butt Lane, Warrington Road etc). The overloading will be exacerbated by the hundreds of new 

houses being built on Scotchbarn Lane and Halsnead Garden Village. 

2) This parcel of green land separates Eccleston Park, Rainhill and Nutgrove. If removed there will be 

a continuous suburban sprawl. 

3)The increased traffic will pose a risk to health in terms of air pollution and pedestrian safety. St 

Helens has a higher average death rate from respiratory disease than England as a whole and Thatto 

Heath is the second worse affected area in the borough. 

4) There are no local employment opportunities commensurate with the number of new homes 

proposed for this land, therefore prospective homebuyers will be working outside the borough and 

travelling to work probably via the M62 - leading to more pollution, traffic jams and carbon 

emissions. 

5)The local secondary schools - Rainhill High, Prescot, and Edmund Arrowsmith are outside walking 

distance, leading to even more pressure on the roads. 



6) The area currently supports many species of plants and animals, several of which are protected. 

7) The current use of the land as a golf club provides a useful and beneficial service to the 

community both for physical exercise and social interaction. It is well patronised as is Grange Park 

golf club. There is clearly no oversupply of golf in the area. 

8) 3HS is a zone 2 and zone 3 flood zone. Building on it will reduce the ability of water to drain away 

and increase the risk of local flooding. 

9) There are plenty (enough for 5808 houses) of brownfield sites available in St Helens on which 

houses  should be built first. Given the economic uncertainty of Brexit and the declining population 

and industry of St Helens it is unclear why there will be a demand for housing justifying building on 

greenbelt land. 

10) There are a lack of places locally in doctors, dentists and primary schools which will only be 

exacerbated by the additional houses proposed. 

11) 3HS could not be bettered as an example of why the concept of greenbelt land is an extremely 

valuable principle. Building on it would totally undermine the idea of Greenbelt land. 

12) The areas around 3HS contain some very pleasant places to live - as I can attest having lived in 

Eccleston Park for many years -  the quality of life here and in Rainhill, Prescot and Whiston will 

inevitably deteriorate if 3HS is used for housing. 

 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

The council should not remove this land from greenbelt to place in safeguarded. By keeping it as 

greenbelt it will be abiding by the National Planning Policy Framework (2019). 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/6/2019 8:03:44 PM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0039 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mrs Tania Barker 

Organisation  

Address 17 Sackville road  

Windle  

 WA10 6JD 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy Impact of increased traffic/residents on local 

infrastructure/environment if 8HS/3HS are ever 

developed. 

Paragraph / diagram / table Para 109 

Policies Map 8HS 3HS 

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

The plan is based on flawed methodology. The plan is not deliverable. It does not comply with NPPF 

2018 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

This version does not satisfy effective land use by concentrating on green space development over 

town centre development with higher densities. The Housing Need assessment does not use 

Standard Methodology and is based on out of date  predictions rather than the 2016 ONS. The 

increase in traffic proposed in the Plan will have a significant impact on air-quality, noise, tranquility, 

general health and overall well being from enjoying one’s local surroundings. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 



9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 4:24:41 PM 
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N Ref: LPSD

I 3 SJ*fi trlg
(For official use only)

St.Helens
Council

St Helens Borough Loca! Plan2O20-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Gomment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or
on line at www.sthelens.qov. uk/localplan.

PleaseenSuretheformisreturnedtousbynolaterthan
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

PARTA-YOURDETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form

Signature Date: il

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Titletifle: $",t r\{ .

First nameFirst Name' 
A hu ns)

LastName' 0ROAuEE-uf Last Name:

O rganisation/compa ny:Orga n isation/compa ny:

Address:

Postcode:

4 kr-nw a^4
l{a,^$rn.{'

wh ll gA>

Address

Postcode
Tel No:

Mobile No: N9MF
Email

Please note - e-mail is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no e-mail

Yes (Via Email)

address is rovided we will contact

No

I address.ur

ffi*

ffi

This form has two parts;
Part A - Personal Details
Part B - Your Representation(s).

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your aqent)

Mobile No:

Email:

3 llq

Would tolikeyou
of the2020-2035?PIan (namely

and of the



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no Iater than
2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Gouncil
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA1O lHP

5pm on Wednesdav 13th March

Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am - 5:1Spm)

or by hand delivery to:

or by e-mail to: plan ninqpolicv@sthelens.qov. uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMATION

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.qov.uldlocalplan. If you still need.assistance, you can contact us via

Email:
Telephone:

p Ia n n i n q po I iSy@thClCI rgov.UK
01744 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Planning lnspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and wil! retain this
in line with our lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens uk/loealolan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out you r representation/comment.

Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
sepa rate com menurepresentation.
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Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so
we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies
this form before you complete it.

Please tick as appropriate

Policy Paragraph
/ diagram
/ table

Policies
Map

/

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

/
Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

/

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
parUsection)

Greon hoQY Rcu..L,*.

Legally Compliant? Yes ! No EI
Sound? Yes tr No El',
Complies with the Duty to
Cooperate

Yes n No El'

Positively Prepared? w
Justified? w
Effective? V
Consistent with National Policy? d
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PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION

Flen#, Do you



Please continue on a sheet if necessa

Please note your representation should cover succinctly allthe information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support / justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent oppoftunity to make further
representafions based on the original representation at the publication stage.
After this stage, further submissio ns will be only at the request of the lnspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Please note the lnspector will determine the mosf appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the
oral examination
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0437 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr Nigel Brocklehurst 

Organisation  

Address 134 Bleak Hill Road, 

Windle, 

St. Helens. WA10 6DN 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy Release of Green Belt land 

Paragraph / diagram / table Site ref. 8HS 

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

Ref. the St. Helens Local Plan Submission Draft (2020-2035) 

and specifically the Green Belt land known as 8HS (Site ref. GBP_098) 

The Local Plan has re-classified the 8HS site as “safeguarded” in order to meet potential housing 

needs beyond the Plan period, currently 2035. This is totally unjustified. 

In order to make a change to the Green Belt boundary the Local Plan has to detail any ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para 83). Housing (or employment land 

need) can be an exceptional circumstance to justify a review of the Green Belt boundary. Where is 

the Council’s evidence that there are ‘exceptional circumstances’?  

Population:- 

In the “Population Bulletin” dated December 2018 the St. Helens Council quotes population 

forecasts in line with the latest published data from the Office for National Statistics (ONS):- 

 Current population 179,331 

 Population by 2025 182,900 increase of 3,569 

 Population by 2041 187,300 increase of 7,969 

Using the same ONS data the forecast for the period covered by the Local Plan up to 2035 is 

185,742, an increase of 6,411. 

Housing:- 



To calculate housing needs, guidance was given to the Council to ignore the above Office for 

National Statistics data from 2016 and instead to use data from 2014. Why should out-of-date data 

have been used when more recent, and more realistic, published forecasts were available? The 

result is that an unreal population growth figure has been used as the unsound starting point for 

calculating the housing need.  

Historically occupancy per dwelling has been around 2.2 people per dwelling. A simple projection 

based on population growth alone would therefore indicate a housing need of 2,962 by 2035. This 

averages out at 174 houses per year. The Local Plan, using out-of-date population forecast data and 

factoring in unsubstantiated economic growth aspirations, states that the housing need is 486 per 

annum. The difference cannot be justified and the methodology is unsound. 

Urban regeneration:- 

In assessing the reclassification and release of Green Belt land, there are five “Purposes” specified by 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which have to be considered. Green Belt Purpose 5 

should be observed by the Council - “to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of 

derelict and other urban land”. The Council emphasises that urban regeneration and town centre 

rejuvenation are two of its biggest priority strategies. The “Contaminated Land (CL) sites (2015)” 

indicates that 3,170 ha of the lowest priority contaminated land exists in St. Helens. In the Local Plan 

all the Green Belt sites which are to be reclassified as  ‘safeguarded land sites’ represent less than 

7% of the 3,170 ha available if it were to be remediated. The Council is not honouring its 

commitment to urban regeneration and not maximising the opportunities offered by existing 

brownfield sites.  

Traffic:- 

The existing road network around the 8HS site would not be able to cope with the additional traffic 

resulting from any housing development on the site. In the absence of public transport, the increase 

in traffic would be approximately 900 vehicles for people travelling daily to work (estimated from 

2011 Census data) in addition to the daily flow of vehicles for shopping, school runs, businesses, 

deliveries, tradesmen, leisure and visitors. The suggestion of introducing another major intersection 

on the A580 East Lancs Road at the end of Houghtons Lane would create a bottleneck for traffic 

flowing along the A580 and create another potential accident blackspot. Feeder roads back from the 

site towards St. Helens town centre which are already congested would be overloaded and cause yet 

more pollution. 

Conclusion:- 

In consideration of all the above factors, I must ask you to record my objection to the Local Plan 

proposal to release Green Belt land, specifically site ref. 8HS. Green Belt land cannot justifiably be 

reclassified as ‘safeguarded’. It must not be allowed to go ahead. The basis is unsound. 

 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Brownfield sites must be cleared and made available for redevelopment, before any Green Belt land 

is reclassified. The Council needs to honour its strategy for urban regeneration. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 2/27/2019 1:23:21 PM 
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St Helens Borough Local PIan
2A20-2035 (Su bm ission Draft)

Ref. LPSD

\ \i[R
ts\q

(For official use only)

St. Helens
Council Representation (i,q. Comment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at:

www. sth ele n s. gov. u k/loca I pla n

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no Iater than Spm on Wednesday 13th March 2019.

Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;

Part A - Personal Details Part B - Your Representation(s)

PARTA-YOURDETAILS
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we

Title

will corres pond via your a nt)

/4* rire

First Name: ..............

Last Name: .............. -4.

First name.

Last Name

Organisation/company Organ isation/com pany:

Address Address:...

Postcode t,JA ( Postc

Tel No

Mobile No: 
-

ile No

Email Email

Signature: ...... D ate . ... /..j ::..2.. :.. 2 o..1. 9-...,...............

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your comments to be

considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local PIan 2020'2035?
(namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the lnspector's recommendations and

adoption of the Plan)

I Yes (via email) tr No

Please note - email is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no email address is provided,

we will contact you by your postal address.
1 vi ew at http:/www. leg islatio n. gov. u k/u kp gal 2004 I Slconte nts



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no laterthan Spm on Wednesday 13th March 2019 by:

post to Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Heldns
WA1O 1HP

or by hand delivery to Ground Floor Reception 
I

St.Helens Town Hall 
I

(open Monday-Friday 8.30am - 5.1spm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov,uk 
I

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form. 
I

FURTHER INFORMATION
I

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: www.sthelens.gov.u(localptan
I

lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via: I

I

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk 
I

Telephone :017M676190 
I

I

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be fonruarded to the
Planning lnspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION I

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this in line with
our lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we do and orl your rights
please see the data protection information on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uUlocalplan 

I

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received

I

Now please complete PART B of this forrn,
setting out your representation/comment.

Please use a separate copy of Part B
for each separate comment/representation.



PART B . YOUR REPRESENTATION
Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so we know

who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies this form before you

complete it.

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Po cy

l- o5

I Ja

Paragraph/
diagram
table

A

Policies
Map

Sustainability
Appraisali
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant part/section)

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020'2035 is:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of Legal Compliance and the Tests of Soundness

Legally Compliant?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

BNo

I Yes ENo

Yes

Yes

Please tick as appropriate

5.lf you consider the Local Plan is unsound, is it because it is not:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of the Tests of Soundness

Positively Prepared?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

E
d
g
a

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan
or fails to comply with the duty to coope rate. Please be

lf you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also
use this box toGifrt your comments.

tycontinue on a separate sheet if

iant or is unsound



7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan
compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 6. above where this
relates to soundness (NB please note that any non-compliance with the duty to coqperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. lt will be helpful if you are able to put fonnrard your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

legally

Please continue on a separate $eet if necessary

vt1G)dL+'fo^ -A
,fr^ h.-Q.q^J"fit*

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector, based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8.lf your representation is seeking a modification; do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (the hearings in public)

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

9.lf you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Please note the lnspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form. 
I

Please keep a copy for future reference. I

@rlerr'\qlt

(
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PART B . YOUR REPRESENTATION
please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so we know

who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies this form before you

complete it.

3. To which part of the Locat Plan does this representation relate?

Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

E.A

Policies
Map

Policy

a
s

D

Paragraph/
diagram
table

Other documents (please name
document and relevant part/section)

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 is:
please read the Guidance note for explanations of Legal Compliance and the Tests of Soundness

Legally Compliant?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

Yes

Yes

$.+do

U)o
PNo

Please tick as appropriate

5.lf you consider the Local PIan is unsound, is it because it is not:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of the Tests of Soundness

Positively Prepared?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

V
w
V
w

6. please give details of why you consider the Local Ptan is not legally compliant or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as precise as possible.

tf you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also

use this box to-Ei6_t your comments.
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Please continue on sheet if necessary
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I

7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Loca! Plan legatly
compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 6. above where this
relates to soundness (NB please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modificatiQn will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. lt will be helpful if you are able to put fonvard your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

74/"1. /'"-e -&d 6'*/rry,u-.{'te.^..1,=(
J^^ h* et re&' &"t+

Please continue on a separate {heet if necessary

'a

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and suggested modificatron, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. !f your representation is seeking a modification; do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (the hearings in public)

No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the orf l

examination

9.lf you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Please note the lnspector wrll determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form. 
I

Please keep a copy for future reference.

/
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5 Attachments

Dear Sir

Please find attached representations in relation to the above on behalf of our client, Mulbury (Warrington) 

Ltd. 

We have submitted representations in relation to Policies:

� LPA02

� LPA05

� LPA06

� LPC01

In addition to the Representations Proformas, please also find attached report that should be read alongside 

these representations and made available to the Inspector in due course. 

I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this email and its contents. 

Kind regards

Shaun

St Helens Local Plan: Submission Draft Representations: Mulbury (Warrington) Ltd
Shaun Taylor 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 14:21

Rep to Policy LPA02-Spatial Strategy .pdf Rep to Policy LPA05-Meeting Housing need.pdf

Rep to Policy LPA06-Safeguarded Land .pdf Rep to Policy LPC01- Housing Mix.pdf

Reps Report FINAL (with appendices).pdf

Page 1 of 2
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This email message and accompanying data may contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that 

all content is to be treated as confidential unless otherwise specified, and is not to be used, copied or forwarded to third parties without the prior 

written permission of the author. If you have received this email in error please delete and notify the sender. Email is not necessarily secure or error 

free and it is your responsibility to ensure emails are virus free, as SATPLAN LTD does not accept responsibility or liability for any loss or damages 

arising from the use of this email.
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1. Introduction  

1.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of Mulbury (Warrington) Ltd in 

response to the St Helens Local Plan Submission Draft 2020-2035. 

 

1.2 The representations relate specifically to Eccleston Park Golf Course Eccleston, from 

this point forward, referred to as ‘The Site'. A site location plan is included at Appendix 

1. 

 

1.3 The Site is in a single ownership, owned by Mulbury (Warrington) Ltd having previously 

been promoted by Crown Golf during the earlier stages of St Helens Local Plan. The 

Site was previously allocated for residential development within the St Helens 

Preferred Options draft plan. These representations will provide additional evidence 

to demonstrate why the site should continue to be allocated for Housing in the 

emerging Plan. 

 

1.4 These representations seek to provide specific comments on the following matters:  

 

▪ A review of the Council’s evidence and assumptions into the deliverability of sites 

contained within the 2017 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(SHLAA). 

▪ A response to the Council’s conclusions within the Green Belt Review 2018 – 

specifically the constraints identified for the Site.   

▪ Additional information and commentary to demonstrate the deliverability of the 

Site including a summary of the technical investigations completed to date which 

include:  

▪ Highways 

▪ Flood Risk and Drainage 

▪ Ecology 

▪ Arboriculture 

▪ Landscape 

▪ Utilities 

▪ Ground Conditions 

▪ Heritage  

▪ Noise 
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▪ Air Quality  

1.5 The remainder of this statement is structured as follows: 

▪ Section 2 - The Site and Surrounding Area sets out the characteristics and 

locational benefits of the site.  

▪ Section 3 - Development Requirements, Spatial Strategy and Supply of 

Deliverable Land – Questions the assumptions made in relation to future 

development sites 

▪ Section 4 – Green Belt Review – responds to the conclusions and perceived 

constraints of the Site.  

▪ Section 5 – Response to Identified Constraints – Responds to the perceived 

constraints of the site and how these have been addressed.  

▪ Section 6 – Benefits 

▪ Section 7 - Summary and Conclusions - draws out the information presented as 

part of this submission.  
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2. Site and Surrounding Area   

2.1. The Site extends to an area of c48.3Ha site (excluding 0.5ha of existing residential 

development -18no. residential units located adjacent to the former club house). The 

Site is in single ownership and is available in its entirety for development. The former 

Golf Club ceased operation in June 2018 further to a period of dwindling 

Memberships. Further information is set out in the ‘Golf Needs Assessment’ which 

clearly demonstrates the factors that lead to the Course’s closure and importantly 

concludes that further to the analysis of supply and demand, there is no case for the 

retention of the 18-hole members course at Eccleston Park Golf Course.  

 

2.2. The site is bounded to the north by the Liverpool - Wigan mainline railway with 

Eccleston Park train station adjacent to the north west corner of the site. Residential 

properties surround the entire site.  

 

2.3. The site is located close to two train stations (Eccleston Park and Rainhill) and is 

conveniently located near main roads and the motorway network. The site is capable 

of being easily integrated into the wider highway network and is adjacent to the St. 

Helen’s Core Area to the east and the settlement of Rainhill (located outside of the 

Green Belt) to the south. The site benefits from being near a range of shops and 

services and a primary and secondary school. The site is well enclosed by natural 

landscaping and surrounded by development except for land to the north-east of the 

site. 

 

2.4. Given the Site’s location in an urban area where there are close links to public 

transport including two train stations, multiple bus services and wider services and 

facilities, this Site benefits from an optimum location for residential development.  
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3. Development Requirements, Spatial Strategy and Supply of 

Deliverable Land 

3.1. The Submission Draft Local Plan Consultation is accompanied by several supporting 

documents and appendices. Having reviewed the evidence base documents including 

the 2019 Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update Report, Employment Land 

Needs Assessment and 2017 draft Strategic Housing and Employment Land Market 

Assessment, it is noted that St Helens have primarily derived its housing requirement 

using the Governments Standard Methodology. 

 

3.2. The SHMA Update provides a series of economic based scenarios for household 

growth translated into annualised housing requirement. These range between 504-

514 dwellings per annum under Economic Scenario 2, and 479 dwellings per annum 

under Economic Scenario 3.  Further sensitivity options are provided in the analysis 

based on different employment sites not coming forward during the Plan period 

suggesting a potential range from 474-511 dwellings per annum for Scenario 2, and 

459-476 dwellings per annum for Scenario 3. 

 

3.3. Policy LPA05 sets out that between 2016 to 2035 a minimum of 9,234 net additional 

dwellings should be provided, at an average of at least 486 dwellings each year. This 

is a decrease from the previous preferred option consultation which sought a housing 

requirement of 10,830 over the period 2014 to 2033, at an average rate of 570 

dwellings each year.  

 

3.4. Mulbury Warrington Ltd appreciates the Council has calculated the Objective Assessed 

Need (OAN) using the standard methodology for the period 2018-2028 by using the 

2014-based household projections which subsequently identifies a figure of 482 dpa 

for the period. Whilst the SHMA update has ‘sense checked’ these against a number 

of economic scenarios, it is disappointing the overall requirement has only been 

marginally uplifted to 486 dpa. This approach is not ambitious and will not make the 

significant contribution that is needed to reducing affordable housing need and raising 

the profile of the borough. Whilst the Council can opt for a different growth agenda 

to that set out in the Preferred Options, it is our firm view this Plan will not assist the 

borough in raising its profile or competing with neighbouring authorities such as 

Warrington. In this regard the Local Plan as written is backward step and it does not 
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seek to maximise the opportunity for economic and social development within the 

borough. 

 

Spatial Strategy for meeting development needs 

3.5. Policy LPA02 sets out the Spatial Strategy for the borough. The Policy is clear that 

growth in St Helens should be focussed within the Key Settlements. In addition, Figure 

4.1 (Key Settlements Plan) and Figure 4.2 (Key Diagram) within the LPSD clearly 

indicates that Site Ref. 3HS is on the edge of the St Helens Core Area and is therefore 

a highly sustainable location for future housing development. Paragraph 4.68 further 

notes that “Land for new development will be identified in sustainable locations, 

generally within, on the edge of, or close to Key Settlements”. 

 

3.6. We contend that residential development at Site 3HS is fully in accordance with Policy 

LPA02 as the site is clearly on the edge of the St Helens Core Area and in a highly 

sustainable location. The site can deliver a significant element of housing within the 

plan period (market and affordable homes) and should be allocated within the Local 

Plan rather than safeguarded – there are no deliverability issues associated with this 

Site. Whilst it may be reasonable to enable some new housing development to come 

forward in the outlying areas of the Borough, the Council has taken a disproportionate 

approach by not allocating the Eccleston Park Golf Course, given its better location 

and proximity to the urban core and its overall sustainability. For the reasons set out 

in section 5 of these representations, the site is sustainable, unconstrained and 

deliverable and should therefore be allocated to contribute towards the identified 

housing requirements.  

 

Supply of Deliverable Land 

 

3.7. Policy LPA05 seeks to meet housing needs in St Helens. During the period from 1 April 

2016 to 31 March 2035, a minimum of 9,234 net additional dwellings should be 

provided in the Borough, at an annual average of at least 486 dwellings. It is 

understood that this will be met from: 

a) Completions; 

b) Sites with planning permission; 

c) Housing allocations shown on the Policies Map and listed in Table 4.5; 

d) Sites without planning permission identified in the Strategic Housing Land 
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Availability Assessment (SHLAA); and 

e) ‘Windfall’ development, including development on small sites not individually 

identified in the SHLAA, sub-division of dwellings and conversions / changes of 

use. 

 

3.8. We have significant concerns with the content of the Council’s 2017 SHLAA which 

should provide key evidence in relation to the capacity and deliverability of previously 

developed land. The Council’s assumptions on sites should be realistic based on 

evidence supported by the development industry who have relevant and up to date 

knowledge of the viability and deliverability prospects of such sites.  

 

3.9. The table below provides commentary on several larger sites which are identified as 

being capable of delivering residential development within the plan period. The table 

includes questions with regards to some of the assumptions which have been applied 

to each site and therefore if their inclusion has a realistic prospect of future 

development. 

 

Large SHLAA sites  

 

SHLAA 
Site 
Ref 

Name Capacity Time frame Comments 

9 Moss Nook 
Urban 
Village 

802 6-15 yrs This site is also an identified 
housing allocation (Ref 10HA)  
 
It is well documented this is a 
heavily contaminated Site that 
has been previously allocated for 
housing but has failed to deliver 
a single dwelling.  
There are around 14 known coal 
shafts and areas of shallow coal 
present within the centre of the 
site and northern boundary, 
along with an infilled reservoir 
and railway cuttings.  
 
The Site is in a low market value 
area which further adds to 
viability issues for this site given 
the very extensive remediation 
that would be required.  
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SHLAA 
Site 
Ref 

Name Capacity Time frame Comments 

We do not consider that the site 
will be fully developed within the 
plan period – we have seen no 
evidence to demonstrate the Site 
can be delivered and we consider 
it to be unrealistic this site will be 
developed within the 
forthcoming plan period.  
The site should not be subject to 
an allocation for a yield of 802 
homes within 15 years. 

25 Alexandra 
Park 
(Former 
Pilkington 
HQ)  

162 6-10 yrs There are significant 
contamination and ground 
condition issues associated with 
this site including shallow coal 
workings within most of the 
perceived developable area. 
There is a fundamental question 
as to whether this land is suitable 
for residential development at all 
based on the information before 
us. Remediation costs will be 
significant and as with the Site at 
Moss Nook (Site Ref. 9) this is a 
low market value area and there 
is no evidence to support the 
viability and deliverability of this 
Site.  

61 Land to 
north and 
south of 
Corporation 
Street 

169 6-10 yrs This Site has been vacant for 
many years. It is a difficult Site to 
develop and given ground 
conditions a high density 
development would be needed 
to provide 169 dwellings. This 
would need to be in the form of 
multi-storey apartments and it is 
clear from our market 
knowledge there is no market 
demand for this type of 
development in this location. As 
per previous comments for other 
Sites, there is no evidence to 
demonstrate the viability and 
deliverability of this Site during 
the forthcoming Plan Period.  

78 Former St 
Helens 
Glass, 

149 6-10 yrs This is a heavily contaminated 
Site. There are also known issues 
with ground conditions including 
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SHLAA 
Site 
Ref 

Name Capacity Time frame Comments 

Corporation 
Street 

shallow coal workings. 
Remediation costs will be 
significant. Again there is a lack 
of evidence to demonstrate the 
viability and deliverability of this 
Site during the forthcoming Plan 
Period.  

111 Land east of 
City Road, 
Cowley Hill 

813 0-15yrs - 
410 
15 yrs + -408 

There are multiple seams of coal 
at shallow depth. The site has 
been extensively mined. Soft 
alluvial deposits are also present 
to the east of the site and 
therefore significant and costly 
foundations would be needed 
which is likely to have an adverse 
impact on site viability.  
 

 

3.10. Based on the Sites highlighted above, we consider there is a realistic prospect these 

Sites will not deliver the quantum of housing envisaged within the life-span of the 

emerging Local plan.  In summary, the published evidence within the 2017 SHLAA in 

relation to PDL is not up to date and the capacity and deliverability assumptions 

contained within it are overly optimistic. The inclusion of these Sites within the 

Housing Land Supply are highly questionable without significant further evidence that 

takes account of site constraints, developable area and the overall viability of 

development.  

 

Allocated Sites  

3.11. In addition, the capacity of sites proposed to be allocated within the plan period are 

also questionable. The table below sets out our commentary on this issue. 

 

Allocated 
Site Ref 

Name Capacity Time frame Comments 

2HA Land at 
Florida 
Farm 
(South of 
A580) 

522 Within Plan 
Period 

We understand that Site 
capacity has now reduced to 
400 dwellings – the 
assumptions concerning 
capacity for this Site should 
therefore be reconsidered.  
As with all Sites in the East 
Lancashire Road corridor, 
there are very well known 
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capacity issues at Junction 23 
of the M6 motorway at 
Haydock which will restrict the 
level of growth in this corridor 
during the Plan period without 
very significant improvements 
at this location. 

4HA Reginald Rd 2988 480 within 
plan period  

This is a new Allocation within 
this version of the Local Plan. 
No evidence has been put 
forward to demonstrate the 
deliverability credentials of 
this Site. There are known 
access issues with this Site and 
we would raise considerable 
concerns regarding the 
locational sustainability 
credentials of this Site and 
whether it should be allocated 
at all. There is no evidence to 
demonstrate the Site could 
deliver 480 dwellings during 
the forthcoming plan period.  
EPGC by contrast is in a highly 
sustainable location, could 
deliver up to 1,000 dwellings, 
including 300 affordable 
homes, and critically, the Site 
could easily be delivered prior 
to 2035.  

10HA Moss Nook 
Urban 
Village 

802 Within Plan 
Period 

See comments above for 
SHLAA Ref 9.  
 
 

 

3.12. Based on the sites highlighted above, we consider these Sites are unlikely to come 

forward within the plan period at the rates envisaged by the Council.  This creates the 

need for additional allocations to meet the housing requirements set out in the Plan.  

 

Safeguarded Sites 

3.13. The table below provides some comments regarding two other safeguarded Sites 

where we are aware of issues that may affect their suitability for Safeguarding.  

LPSD 
Ref 

Name Notional 
Capacity 

Time 
frame 

Comments 

1HS Land south of Leyland 
Green Rd, Garswood 

291 Post 
2035 

We understand the current 
landowner does not support 
the release of the Site and 
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does not wish for it to be 
developed for housing.  

8HS Land south of A580 
between Houghtons 
Lane and Crantock Drive 

1,027 Post 
2035 

We consider this Site to be 
significantly constrained by 
access. The Junction at 
Windle Island suffers from 
significant queuing during 
peak and off-peak times 
despite several highways 
schemes that have targeted a 
reduction in queuing traffic.  

 

3.14. We consider there to be a need for further evidence to support the safeguarding of 

these Sites.  
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4. Green Belt Review 

  Draft Green Belt Review 2016 
 
4.1. An initial draft Green Belt Review was undertaken in 2016 to support the Local Plan 

Preferred Options Consultation. The Study undertook an assessment on the relative 

performance of the Green Belt, by splitting it into parcels of land and assessing them 

against the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in National Policy.  

 

4.2. Following the Green Belt parcel assessment, a further review was undertaken of Green 

Belt sites that were promoted through the Call for Sites consultation. This considered 

the development potential for of each of the sites, considering, site specific constraints 

such as flood risk, ecology and access, as well as the performance of the Green Belt 

parcel in which it is contained.  

 

4.3. The Green Belt assessment and review was integral to the Local Plan preparation 

process and its purpose was to identify areas where development could be 

accommodated without harming the fundamental aims of national Green Belt policy 

as set out in the NPPF.  

 

4.4. Eccleston Park Golf Course was reviewed as part of this process (Reference GBS_044) 

 

4.5. The overall conclusion of the 2016 assessment noted that the “Site located in very 

sustainable location. Green Belt parcel is of moderate significance as the settlement 

has already merged and it is well contained. Site capacity would depend on highways 

access and traffic impacts”.  

 

4.6. Subsequently the site was promoted for allocation. A copy of the initial Green Belt 

Review of our Clients Site is Contained in Appendix 2. 

 

Green Belt Review 2018 
 
4.7. In 2018, an updated Green Belt Review was published to accompany the Submission 

Draft Local Plan. 

 

4.8. When comparing the results of the two assessments (set out in the table below) it is 

apparent that EPGC is assessed more favourably in relation to Purpose 2. The reason 
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for this is provided in the table on page 383 of the 2018 Green Belt Review and explains 

that the ‘green belt gap’ in which the Site is located has already been significantly 

reduced due to the merging of Eccleston Park, Rainhill and Whiston on the north-

western and southern sides. As such there is no longer any visual/perceptual 

separation of these settlements on the ground. 

 

4.9. We emphatically agree that given the strong boundaries around the parcel, it provides 

only a weak role in preventing further merging. The conclusion in the Review, there is 

no longer a strategic gap between Eccleston Park, Rainhill and Whiston in this location 

is strongly supported. 

 

 2016 Review  2018 Review 

GB Reference GBS_044 GBP_087  

Stage 1b Scores    

Purpose 1 
Check the 
unrestricted sprawl 
of large built-up 
areas 
 

Low Low 

Purpose 2 
Prevent 
neighbouring towns 
merging into one 
another 
 

Medium  Low 

Purpose 3 
Assist in 
safeguarding the 
countryside from 
encroachment 

Low Low 

Overall Score  Low Low 

 

4.10. The overall score for the site continues to make little contribution to the purposes of 

the Green Belt. 

 

Conclusions of GB Review (Reference GBP_087) Eccleston Park Golf Club 

4.11. Table 5.4 within the 2018 Green Belt Assessment provides the comments and 

justification as to why sites have been allocated, safeguarded or discounted.  
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4.12. Pages 117-119 of the GB Review (2018) provide the conclusions in relation to our 

clients site. The table below sets our response to the published conclusions. 

 

 

St Helens Council Conclusion Response 

There are a number of constraints 

which would have a significant impact 

on overall NDA and deliverability of 

development. 

The Council fails to provide any detail or 

evidence regarding the constraints that 

are said to have a significant impact on 

NDA and the deliverability of this Site. 

This matter is considered in greater detail 

at Section 5 of these representations.  

Parcel constitutes a major area of 

mainly greenfield land, its release for 

development and timing would need to 

be clearly justified in the light of the 

Council’s objective of making efficient 

use of PDL to meet development needs. 

The Council’s objective of making 

efficient use of PDL to meet development 

needs is acknowledged but as set out in 

more detail in section 3 of these 

representations, the Council’s evidence 

base is out of date and delivery 

assumptions and capacity for previously 

developed sites are highly questionable. 

Furthermore, other Greenfield Greenbelt 

Sites have been allocated for residential 

development, as such the arguments 

advanced by this conclusion are 

fundamentally flawed.  

Parcel has good levels of accessibility to 

service and public transport etc 

Scope to improve facilities at the 

adjacent railway station by provision of 

car parking  

We agree the site is highly sustainable 

and accessible. The Site offers the 

opportunity to provide parking for the 

adjacent Railway Station (Eccleston 

Park).  

Substantial constraint is the golf course. 

This is a valued recreational facility. 

National policy seeks to protect it. At 

LPPO stage, Sport England objected to 

the allocation of the site for housing. 

The golf club closed in Summer 2018 and 

the site is not accessible to the public. A 

Golf Needs Assessment has been 

undertaken by WYG. This clearly 

illustrates that the loss of this facility is 
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St Helens Council Conclusion Response 

Further evidence has not been 

obtained, meaning that the allocation 

would conflict with national policy 

not detrimental to the recreational 

amenity of the borough. It should be 

noted that remaining Members from 

EPGC have now found new facilities.  

With the completion of Golf Needs 

Assessment, the Site Owner is now 

engaging with Sport England concerning 

the circumstances of this Site.  

Constraint of the highway network- 

Number of junctions in the area 

experience capacity issues that are 

likely to be difficult to improve 

practicably or economically 

A detailed Transport Assessment has 

been completed over the last 12 months, 

the scope of which has been agreed with 

St Helens Council and Knowsley Council 

(as neighbouring authority). The findings 

of the TA do not concur with the view 

held by the Council.  

 

Knowsley Council (Highways Authority) 

objected to the allocation at LPPO 

stage. Constraints are considered likely, 

in absence of evidence to the contrary, 

to at least substantially limit the 

residential capacity of this large parcel. 

Knowsley Council has not submitted any 

evidence that we are aware of to 

substantiate these assertions. To the 

contrary, the TA that we have prepared 

confirms the Site could accommodate up 

to 1,000 dwellings.  

Number of physical constraints eg 

Pylons/ railway line adjacent to the site. 

Appropriate buffer zones would be 

required to protect residential amenity. 

This would reduce NDA 

Substantial investigations have been 

completed by the Site Owner. A 

constraints plan is included at Appendix 

3. This clearly demonstrates the impact 

of the constraints referred to by the 

Council. Appropriate buffer zones and 

wayleaves can be accommodated within 

this site whilst still supporting up to 1,000 

dwellings.  See section 5. 

Buffer required to protect woodland 

This would reduce NDA 

Any future Masterplan for this Site could 

easily incorporate these buffer zones and 
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St Helens Council Conclusion Response 

it need not affect the NDA beyond what 

we are already aware of / 

accommodating.  

UU has advised that a number of major 

infrastructure assets run through the 

parcel. 

This would reduce NDA. 

The Site owner is fully aware of the assets 

that pass under this Site. Detailed work 

has been undertaken (in conjunction 

with UU) to establish the detailed routing 

and depths of these assets. Whilst the 

NDA is reduced by these assets, the 

constraints plan demonstrates that up to 

1,000 dwellings can be achieved from 

this Site.  

 See section 5.  

The 2018 SA assessed the parcel and 

concluded that development within it 

would have a positive impact on the 

achievement of a number of SA 

objectives 

We welcome this and further argue that 

the site is highly sustainable, accessible, 

provides no contribution/purpose to the 

Green Belt. The site is wholly appropriate 

to be allocated for development within 

the plan period. 

The parcel is considered suitable for 

removal from the Green Belt but more 

evidence is needed to justify the loss of 

the former golf club and to ascertain 

the contribution the parcel can make to 

meeting housing needs. Therefore, this 

parcel is not required to meet the needs 

within the plan period and is now 

safeguarded rather than allocated. 

We agree that the parcel is suitable for 

removal from the Green Belt. 

Evidence has been prepared to justify the 

loss of the golf club in the Golf Needs 

Assessment. This information will be 

made available to the Council.  

The site is capable of meeting housing 

needs and should be allocated for 

development in the plan period. 

 

4.13. It is clearly evident from the above the issues raised by the Council in relation to EPGC 

are outdated and do not properly reflect the circumstances for this Site. We have 

clearly demonstrated the suitability of the Site for allocation. Indeed, the very many 
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positive attributes of this Site place it in a stronger position compared with many of 

the PDL Sites and Allocations the Council relies on to meet its housing requirements.  
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5. Response to Identified Constraints 

Eccleston Park Golf Club site was previously proposed by the Council as an allocated 

site for residential development (reference HA8) at the Local Plan Preferred Options 

stage in December 2016. As set out in the previous section, the Green Belt Review 

highlights a number of perceived constraints, however, these are unsubstantiated and 

not correctly balanced against the planning merit of bringing forward the site for 

development when compared against other sites which have been taken forward as 

allocations in the current Local Plan period or those PDL Sites presumed to be 

deliverable. Site 3HS - Eccleston Park Golf Course is ‘deliverable’ and ‘developable’ 

within the meaning of the NPPF, as it available now for development having been 

closed as a golf club since mid-2018. This section provides additional information and 

evidence on how the various constraints can be overcome.  

 

Highways  

5.1. The TA considers a proposed development of up to 1,000 residential units. Access to the 

site will be provided via new priority junctions, Portico Lane and Two Butt Lane with the 

existing access from Rainhill Road being modified to accommodate larger vehicles. 

 

5.2. An assessment of accessibility by walking, cycling, and public transport has been 

undertaken. The site is located adjacent to numerous well served bus stops and 

Eccleston and Rainhill Railway Stations. There will be a choice of sustainable travel 

options available to future residents and an enhancement of access by active travel from 

existing residential areas to rail stations through the development of this site. 

 

5.3. A separate travel plan framework has been prepared which includes further 

recommendations for promoting sustainable travel at the development site. 

 

5.4. Detailed impact assessment using computer modelling has been undertaken at the 

following highway locations: 

 

▪ Site Access/ Portico Lane; 

▪ Sie Access / Rainhill Road; 

▪ Rainhill Road / Elton Head Road; 

▪ Delph Lane / Scotchbarn Lane / Two Butt Lane; 

▪ Portico Lane / Old Lane; 

▪ A58 St Helens Road / Portico Lane; 
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▪ A57 Warrington Road / Rainhill Road; 

▪ Nutgrove Road / Elephant Lane; 

▪ Two Butt Lane / Holt Lane; and 

▪ Holt Lane / Warrington Road. 
 

 

5.5. The assessments show that the site access junctions will operate within their design 

capacity. Impact assessments at the other major junctions considered demonstrates that 

the development will have a marginal impact on the operation of these junctions. 

Although many of these junctions are predicted to be busy in the future (taking account of 

committed development) the junction modelling demonstrates that the change in 

junction operation at these locations as a result of the proposed development will not be 

severe. Where the development has had a significant impact on the junctions’ 

performance mitigation measures have been identified. 

 

Physical Constraints: 400kV Overhead Line and Water Mains 

5.6. An investigation undertaken by BTS Surveyors has assessed the capability of delivering 

residential development if the overhead lines and water mains are retained. The 

report has assumed the capacity of the site as up to 1000 dwellings and clearly 

concludes that net developable area would not be compromised due to the overhead 

line and water mains, as per the Parameters Plan at Appendix 3.  

 

400kV Overhead Line 

5.7. The report acknowledges that due to the restriction on the overhead line, it will not 

be possible to place any form of building underneath, however due to the clearance 

distances provided by National Grid it will be possible to place Public Open Space, 

SUDS and roadways directly underneath the overhead line. 

Water Mains 

5.8. The report acknowledges that due to the restriction on the mains, it will not be 

possible to construct buildings over the mains however it is clear from the Conveyance 

that roadways and other utilities can be installed at a ninety-degree angle to the pipe, 

as demonstrated by the concept Masterplan (see Appendix 4). It will also be suitable 

to place Public Open Space, and potentially SUDS above the main. 
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5.9. Trial holes have been undertaken to ascertain the exact location and depths of the 72 

inch main. The trial holes were dug to a depth of 2.5m and the main had not been 

reached so this is more than sufficient for any level changes, service and road crossings 

over the main. This was undertaken in the presence of the asset owner, United Utilities 

who have confirmed that roadways above the main are feasible upon providing a 

design showing “the level of the crown of the water main, proposed level of the 

roadway and the construction of the protection and the roadway ensuring that it will 

disperse loading so not more than 8.5kN/m2 in transmitted onto the 72” main.” 

 

5.10. In summary, soft landscaping, POS, SUDS, footpaths and roads can all be built within 

the overhead line corridor and the water main corridors. As the development will have 

to provide a minimum provision of open space, SUDS and infrastructure, these green 

corridors would be best used to serve the development. 

Golf course provision in the Borough 

5.11. The key constraint identified by the Council to bringing forward the Eccleston Park Golf 

Course is the Sites former use as a Golf Course and the outstanding objection from 

Sport England. The Golf Club Needs Assessment considers supply and demand in detail 

and clearly concludes there is no justification for the retention of the Golf Course.  

Environmental Constraints 

Flood Risk and Drainage  

5.12. A Flood Risk and Drainage Review has been undertaken by Mott MacDonald. This 

confirms that the site is in Flood Zone 1 and that the risk of flooding on the site is low. 

Furthermore, it confirms that surface water can be appropriately managed on site.  

 
Landscape and Visual Impact  
 

5.13. The site is not subject to any formal landscape designations. Whilst the development 

will result in a change to the local landscape (given there would be an intensification 

of development on site compared with the current use as a golf course), the 

development proposals would sit comfortably given the surrounding residential 

properties.   

 

Ecology & Arboriculture  
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5.14. A Phase 1 Habitat Survey has been undertaken for the site. The survey provides the 

baseline conditions for the site which concluded the need for GCN, Bat and Surveys. 

Surveys undertaken during 2018 have confirmed GCN are not present. The Site is 

enclosed by typical landscape character features which include small mature 

woodland blocks (northeast of Wedgewood Gardens); mature trees (surrounding the 

application site and along Rainhill Road); avenues and remnants of former avenue tree 

planting; areas of semi-natural planting (east and west of Rainhill Road). The lack of 

suitable habitat and significant on-site trees that could be impacted by any 

development is minimal.  

 

Archaeology and Heritage 

5.15. There are no registered World Heritage Sites, Archaeological Areas, Scheduled Ancient 

Monuments, Conservation Areas, Registered Parks and Gardens, Registered 

Battlefields wholly or partly within the Assessment Area. The site does not therefore 

contain any designated heritage assets for which there would be a presumption in 

favour of preservation in situ and against development. 

 

Noise  

5.16. A full acoustic survey has been completed for this site. The acoustic survey concludes 

that noise incident on the proposed development consists of distant traffic noise. The 

assessment has identified mitigation measures that would ensure suitable internal 

noise conditions for future residents. Such mitigation measures include appropriate 

glazing and the use of trickle vents. In terms of outdoor noise, the development has 

been designed in such a way that noise in external amenity areas will be as low as 

practicably possible and well within the required standards. 

 

Air Quality  

5.17. The site does not fall within any air quality designation. The greatest impact of the 

proposed development in air quality terms will be from emissions from increased 

traffic movements. A full Air Quality Assessment is currently being prepared.  

 

Conclusion  

5.18. The matters raised by the Council and other consultees have been addressed by the 

various technical investigations listed above. There are no planning grounds that 
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support the change in the allocation status of this Site from the Preferred Options Plan 

to that before us now.   
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6. Benefits of Residential Developments  

6.1. It is a long established principle that residential development can deliver far reaching 

economic and social benefits. The Site has the ability to deliver multiple benefits as set 

out below.  

 

Affordable Housing  

6.2. The proposed development seeks to provide 30% affordable housing (which in the 

case of this site, equates to around 300 dwellings). The level of affordable housing 

proposed reflects the requirements set out in the emerging Local Plan.  

 

6.3. In terms of delivery, there is significant interest from a number of housebuilders and 

the landowner is currently advancing these discussions. Given the size of the site 

coupled with the knowledge of the Site from a technical perspective, the site could be 

easily delivered within the Plan period, with at least 400 dwellings be delivered in years 

1-5. The site would make a very significant contribution towards meeting the need for 

market affordable homes in St Helens.  

Extra Care Housing  

5.1 The Site would also be capable of delivering much needed mainstream care and/or 

extra care housing and independent living options. Increasing this type of provision is 

a clear aim of policy LPC01. 

 

Other Benefits  

 

5.2 In addition to the benefit of providing a housing scheme there are also numerous other 

benefits that would arise from the residential development.  

▪ Capital Investment and Expenditure Benefits: this relates to the value of capital 

investment and expenditure generated by the industry on new land for housing 

development; 

▪ Construction Benefits: this relates to the impacts of this capital investment on 

construction employment and associated income generation and economic 

output during the construction of housing; 
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▪ Direct Employment Benefits: the number of people employed directly by house 

builders and their contractors, as well as the levels of economic output generated 

by these jobs;  

▪ Indirect and Induced Employment Benefits: further jobs supported in the wider 

economy in house building supply chains and by spending amongst direct and 

supply chain employees on goods and services; 

▪ Resident Expenditure Benefits: level of expenditure generated by residents of new 

housing development; 

▪ Public Finances: contribution through tax revenues generated by house builders 

and their supply chain; 

▪ Local Authority Revenue Benefits: the benefits that house building development 

brings in terms of local authority financial receipts from New Homes Bonus and 

Council Tax; 

▪ Local Community Benefits: financial contributions made by house building to fund 

new facilities, services and infrastructure for local communities. s  

 

5.3 More specifically, based on the House Builders Federation Housing Calculator, the 

development of 1000 homes is estimated to: 

▪ Support the employment of 3,100 people; 

▪ Increase open space, community sport, leisure spending by £806,200 which could 

for example provide 45 x 5 a side football pitches; 

▪ Generate £806,200 towards education spending which could provide up to 380 

▪ classroom spaces; 

▪ Generate £12,053,000 in tax revenue, including £1,129,460 in council tax revenue. 
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7. Summary and Conclusions  

7.1. These representations have identified the Council’s evidence base in relation to PDL is 

outdated and inaccurate. Assumptions are un realistic, therefore the delivery of the 

housing requirement is in jeopardy.  

 

7.2. It is clear from these representations the available supply of existing PDL in the urban 

area is unlikely to come forward as expected and therefore more sites are required to 

be allocated for development. Those Sites currently identified as Safeguarded that 

score highly (such as EPGC) should be allocated for housing in the forthcoming Plan 

period.  

 

7.3. Our clients site continues to be a sound choice to be allocated for development within 

the plan period as it was in the previous LPPO. The Council has not provided any 

evidence for their change in position.  Additional evidence has been provided as part 

of these representations to address the constraints and concerns highlighted by the 

Council in their evidence, mainly the Green Belt Review 2018. The site is deliverable 

and can contribute promptly to providing much needed housing in St Helens. A 

number of benefits will also be brought to the borough as a result. 

 

7.4. Mulbury are an experienced developer with a proven track record delivering complex 

sites for market and affordable housing and varying forms of care uses. As highlighted 

earlier in these representations, Mulbury are currently in detailed discussions with two 

major housebuilders and a number of Registered Providers (regarding the affordable 

requirement) with a view to accelerated housing delivery from this Site, this would 

include the early delivery of Affordable Housing. This Site therefore offers the 

opportunity to make a very significant contribution to the five-year housing land 

supply.  

 

7.5. Turning to benefits associated with housing developments, it is accepted that all 

residential developments can deliver various benefits, however, only those Sites that 

are truly deliverable will provide these benefits. Our clients Site is available now and 

capable of very early delivery, therefore securing the multiple benefits set out in these 

representations.  
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7.6. We politely request the Council to review the new and additional evidence submitted 

as part of this representation which demonstrates the site can be delivered in the plan 

period and the site should be reinstated as an allocation. The Site owners would 

welcome the opportunity for further dialogue with the Council in this regard.  
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Appendix 1 – Site Location Plan  
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Appendix 2 – Green Belt Review – Extract 2018  
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Appendix 3 – Constraints Plan  
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Appendix 4 – Concept Masterplan  
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(For official use only)
St.Helens
Council

St Helens Borough Local Plan202O-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or

online at www sthelens. ov.uUlocalolan

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than Spm on llUednesdav 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A - Personal Details
Part B - Your Representation(s)

PART A - DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

Signature: Date: L

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your

comments to be considered you MUST include your details above-

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

Title: Mr Title.
First Name: lan First name,

Last Name: Brown Last Name:

Organisation/com pany: Organisation/company

Address:
20, Stonecross Drive, Rainhill, Prescot,
Merseyside.
Postcode: L35 6DD Postcode:

Tel No

Mobile No:

Email

Localtheof St Helensbe of BoroughfutureWould tolike kept updated stagesyou
of thetheof forPlan202A-2A35? submission examination, publicationlanP (namely

of therecommendations and

Please note - e-mail is the Counci!'s preferred method of communication. lf no e-mail

NoYes (Via Email)

address is we will contact r address

Address:



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesdav 13th March
2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merceyside
WA1O {HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am - 5:1Spm)

or by e-mailto: planninqpolicv@sthelens.oov. uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form-

FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.oov.uUlocalplan. lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email:
Telephone:

planninqpolicv@sthelens.qov. uk
o't7$ 676190

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan2O20-2035 Submission Draft

to the Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be

forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this

in line with our Information and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we

do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at

wurw. sthelens. gov. uk/l ocal pl a n.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out you r representation/comment.



Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
sepa rate com menUrepresentation.

PART B - YOUR N

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so

we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies

this form before you comPlete it.

Please tick as apProPriate

3. To which of the Local Plan does this
X Habitats

Regulation
Assessment

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

3HS Policies
Map

LPAO6 Paragraph
/ diagram
/ table

Policy

Other documents (please name
document and relevant

is.2020-2035PlanLocalSttheDo4. consider Helens Boroughyou
and Iesfsthe SoundnessofofforGuidancethe noteread
NoYes
NoYesSound?
No XYesComplies with the DutY to

Coo

not:itis isbecause itisPlantheconsider Local unsound,5. !f you
SoundnessofIesfsof thefornotetheread GuidancePlease

XJustified?
XEffective?
XConsistent with National

Poli

lf you wish to suoport the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also use

this box to set

Let me be clear. I am against any development on greenbelt, or removal of land from

greenbelt, untilALL brownfield land has been developed first. St Helens Council repeatedly

Itat"s that it has a 'brownfield first' policy.Why then is 60/o of St Helens greenbelt earmarked

for development. NppF 2018 states that there must be exceptional circumstances before

greenbelt is built upon. There are NO exceptional circumstances described within these local

plan documents.

Please

comments

isconsider theyouof why6. Please give



development.
o Sport England is a statutory government consultee. lt objected at local plan stage 1 to

EPGC status being changed from golf club. This objection has not yet been answered
or resolved. Any objection from a statutory consultee must be resolved or upheld. St
Helens Council must provide compelting evidence that there is an over subscription of
golf within the local area to enable the land to be reclassified. They have thus far failed
to do this.

Highways - both the Warrington Rd/ Rainhill Rd (Skew Bridge) junction, and the Portico

Lane I Prescot Rd junction are confirmed, by council officers, to be at full capacity.
Major works would have to be undertaken at these junctions to facilitate extra traffic.

There is very little, if any scope, at the Skew Bridge.

The following are all reasons which, in my opinion, should facilitate Eccleston
3HS, retaining its greenbelt status and not being relabelled safeguarded land

Park Golf Club,
i.e. reserved for

EPGC, whilst inactive at present, is still a golf course and maintained as such. !n all of
St Helens Councils documentation it is referred to as a former golf club. This is

misleading for the planning inspectors. lt is still a golf course, just not active at present.

Recent traffic events, such as the link road roundabout works, along with the recent

Longton Lane upgrade, both served to demonstrate that Rainhills roads cannot cope

with an increase in traffic flow. Throughout the duration of these works Rainhills roads

were gridlocked on a regular basis.

The land at 3HS is the naturat green buffer that separates Whiston, Portico, Eccleston

Park, Nutgrove, Thatto Heath and Rainhill, if this were to be removed from greenbelt

and reclaisified as safeguarded (built on in as little as 3 years) it would create a

continuous area of urban dwellings. This land is the ONLY green buffer between these

localities. Keeping its greenbelt status would prevent that urban sprawl.

Rainhill will also be dramatically and negatively affected by the Halsnead Garden

Village that has been given government approval in nearby Whiston. This huge

development of 1500 homes will impact significantly on Rainhills roads that are already

struggling at full capacity. EPGC should remain greenbelt to ensure that it does not

add to this planned chaos.

Air pollution levels within St Helens are atready amongst the worst in the country. St

Helens ill conceived plans to attract thousands more HGVs into the area will only make

this situation worse. We need to conserve the green areas that are necessary to soak

up the pollution and preserve the townsfolks health and wellbeing.

There has been a declining population in St Helens since 1981. Whilst there may be

some increase with the extra provision of warehousing positions, there would not be

sufficient growth to justify St Helens Councils unrealistic figures for expansion.

A councilthat quotes one of its mantras as'Brownfield First', should be held

accountable to that and develop allthe brownfield first before ANY greenbelt

development is considered.

Office of National Statistics state that 383 houses should be built per year. St Helens

Council arbitrarily decide to build 486 per year. Using the lower figure could lead to all

development required being undertaken on brownfield sites.

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a



a Safeguarded land is a term used to mislead people. The small print of the submission
draft (page 47) enables safeguarded land to be built on after a minimum of 3 years.

This is not in keeping with the integrity of a designated 15 year development plan. The
council even had to reissue a letter to residents after they were accused of actively
misleading the general public. Allsafeguarded land should be removed from the plan

immediately.

a St Helens Labour Councillors voted through this plan in a whipped vote. I am led to

believe that matters of development or building planning are not allowed to be

whipped. This therefore renders this whole process unsound. lndividual Labour

councillors had issues with the plan and were not allowed to speak for fear of
retribution and deselection from their posts. This is undemocratic. The video is

available to watch on the councilwebsite.

Please continue on a sheet if

or text. Please be as ASofrevised

You

PlanLocalmaketo the legallyconsiderwhatsetPlease out mod necessary7 ,)ification(s you
b whereabove thisidentifiedhave attheto mattersoundor youhaving regardcompliant

ISwith tothethatnote cooperatedutytorelates NESSsound non-complianceplease any(NB
ificationmod makewillto thiswill needificationmod examinationat whyof say)ncapable

rtoablebewill if are forwardor It youputPlanLocal sound. helpful youthe compliantlegally

Remove all tand to be reclassified as safeguarded from the plan, with immediate
effect. These can be reviewed in future should such astronomical housing levels
actually and unlikely be necessary.

Compile a plan developing only brownfield sites. There are ample within the
borough. lf there is still then a proven need then revise the plan.

a

a



continue on a sheet if

Please note your representation should cover succinctly allthe information, evidence and

supporting information necessary to support / iusfrfy the representation and suggested

modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further

representations based on the original representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector, based

on matters and rssues helshe identifies for examination.

Please note the lnspector will determine the most approPriate procedure to adoPt to hear fhose

who have indicated that they wish to patticipate at the oral part of the examinatian

Thank you for taking the time to complete and retum this response form'
Please keep a copy for future reference'

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the
oralexamination

No

do you consider it necessary8.
oral of

to participate

examination?
is seeking a

in

9. lf you wish to ParticiPate at the oral part of the examination, please outline whY You

be



I the undersigned, declare that I fully support this objection to development on St Helens greenbelt

and the removal of greenbelt status from Eccleston Park Golf Club. I would like to be included as an

additional objector, utilising all of the objection points described below.

NAME ADDRESS CONTACT SIGNATURE
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0072 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Miss Jennifer Brown 

Organisation  

Address 15 Barrowfield Road 

Eccleston 

St Helens 

 WA10 5JU 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LA05 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents Green Belt Review (2018) 

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? Yes 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

The Council appear to be using out of date statistics and information and therefore the outcome of 

the plan is less accurate.  

The potential for using Brownfield sites has not been fully utilised. The use of Green Belt sites is 

clearly just the easier option as this is the most attractive option for developers. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 1:23:31 PM 
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St Helens Borough Local PIan
2020-2035 (Su bm ission Draft)

Ref: LPSD

I 3 MAR 20tg
(For official use only)

St. Helens
Cou ncil Representation (i.e. Gomment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at
www.sthelens. gov. u k/local pl an

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than Spm on Wednesday 13th March 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;

Part A - Personal Details Part B - Your Representation(s)

PART A. YOUR DETAILS
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your comments to be
considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Loca! Plan 2020-2035?
(namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the lnspector's recommendations and
adoption of the Plan),
@ ves (via email) E ruo

Please note - email is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no email address is provided,
we will contact you by your postal address.

1. Your Details
(we will correspond via your agent)

Title: N A

2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)

Title:

First Name:

Last Name:

9ert ot First name:

Last Name:

Organisation/company Organisation/company:

Address: )7ty " OArr?S'KtQN. A*AO Address

AntNFraA . .87 l€tents
adtres €?s-to€.

Postcode: tnl4tt 9xE Postcode:

Tel No: Tel No

Mobile fr/obile No:

Email:Emait: ..

Signature:
t4

,l

t?rtAr{f '

Date:



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March 2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Gouncil
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WAIO 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
(open Monday-Friday B.30am - 5.'15pm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMATION

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email : planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Telephone: 017 44 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All repre-o rtations made will be forwarded to the
Plarrning lrrspectorate for consioeration during the Examination.

DATA PROTEGTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this in line with
our lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we do and on your rights
please see the data protection information on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lVany thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form,
setting out your representation/comment.

Please use a separate copy of Part B
for each separate comment/representatioJr.
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3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Policy Paragraph/
diagram
table

6|\ft.
6il''

Policies
tVap

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant parVsection)

W

PART B . YOUR REPRESENTATION
Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so we know

who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies this form before you

complete it.

Please tick as appropriate

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Loca! Plan 2020-2035 is:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of Legal Compliance and the Tests of Soundness

Legally Compliant?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

! Yes

fl Yes

! Yes

ENo
ENo
ENo

5.lf you consider the Local Plan is unsound, is it because it is not:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of the Tests of Soundness

Positively Prepared?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

E
tr
tr
E

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as precise as possible.

lf you wish to support the tegal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also
use this box toGtEut your comments.

Please continue on a separate if necessary

,/

/,/,7



7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Loca! Plan
compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 6. above
relates to soundness (NB please note that any non-compliance with the duty to
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification wil! make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. lt will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

ly
this

rs

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to supporUjustify the representation and suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspector, based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

9.lf you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, ptease outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Please note the lnspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.

8.lf your representation is seeking a modification; do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (the hearings in public)

K No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

1800756t\4
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0110 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr Allen Burdett 

Organisation  

Address 11 Crantock Grove 

Windle 

St helens WA10 6EJ 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA07 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Effective 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

8HS 

The proposal to have Crantock Grove as an access route into the new housing development of 1,000 

+ houses is obviously unsound and flawed. The impact on traffic congestion for those in that area 

would be totally catastrophic. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

A new junction would need to be provided from the A580 to the proposed new housing 

development 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 9:13:18 AM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0296 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr Keith Burke 

Organisation  

Address 2 Cheyne Walk 

Sutton Heath 

St. Helens WA9 5SY 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA05.1 - Application P/2018/0060/FUL - 

Development site 9HA 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? Yes 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

There has been access to open space via a path linking Elton Head Road and Sherdley Road between 

the mobile phone mast on Elton Head Road (appx map ref SJ 50838 92711) and the western end of 

the St Helens Linkway bridge (appx map ref SJ50845 93326) for many years. The path runs through 

unmanaged wild grassland between Suttons Distribution Centre and the St. Helens Linkway, it is 

home to trees and bushes and is a haven for wildlife. It is not a public right of way but is well 

established and constantly used. It provides access to walking space which is open and away from 

traffic. The plan proposes this space and its path will be lost as it is part of the new housing 

development. The plan makes provision for pedestrian access through the new development. 

However, the path will not be continuous, it will not be through open space, and will not be traffic 

free. Apart from the local park there is very little access to open space in the area and any such 

space needs to be maintained in the interests of social, mental, and environmental well being. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

The plan is eradicating much open space in the local area and risks creating a claustrophobic 

environment. There is already very little accessible open space in the local area. In the interests of 

the environmental and social well being of the local community what little open space there is must 



be maintained. I propose that the boundary between the new housing development and St. Helens 

Linkway is widened thus maintaining at least some of the existing open space and the path through 

it. By making better provision to maintain accessible open space which is free from traffic the 

soundness of the plan will be improved. The risk of severe impact on local wildlife can be minimised 

and the social and mental well being of the local community will benefit. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/8/2019 5:55:32 PM 
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46 Central Avenue
Eccleston Park

Prescot
Merseyside

L34 2qP

10th March 2019

Dear Sirs

St Helens Borough Local Plan : Subrnission Draft Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012

Thank you for your letters of 15, 16 and 25 Jantary 2019. I have written previously

regarding the Local Plan and enclose a copy of my letter dated I I January 2017 from

which you will see that I had concerns about and was opposed to the removal of

Eccleston Park Golf Club from its green belt status.

I am saddened to learn that the green belt status has been removed and the site has

been safeguarded for housing As far as I can see, the reasons set out in

my letter of I I January 2017 are still arguments for protecting the green belt

.5 tjs :#
l. Although the St. Helens Council's letter dated 25January 2019 states that, under

draft policy LPA06, housing and employment development of safeguarded sites

before 2035 will be refused, there is no guarantee that this date could not be

brought forward. I understand that Mulberry Warrington Ltd paid six million

pounds for the site and it is difficult to believe that a developer would invest such a

sum of money if it did not think that it would be able to start development in the

very near future.

2. In addition to the risks already pointed out regarding building in close proximity to

power cables and pylons, the North West, and St Helens in particular, have been

singled out as one of the worst areas in the country for respiratory diseases.

3. As someone who walks nearly every day of the week along Portico Lane (85413)

from the junction with Central Avenue to the convenience store at the roundabout

where Portico Lane meets Delph Lane and Old Lane, I can confirm that this

stretch of road already carries a large volume of tra{fic and there is often

congestion, particularly at peak travel times. Assuming a development of 968

houses and an average of two cars per household, some 2,000 cars will be added

to an area already experiencing congestion, particularly if there is to be secondary

access to and from Portico Lane as has been suggested. There would also be a

serious risk of accidents for the reasons stated in my letter of I I January 2017 .

status, in addition to the following points. x -*v*



+. A development of 968 houses with an average of "say" 4 persons per household

would increase the local community by almost 4,000 people. As well as issues

concerning pollution and congestion, there appears to be a lack of essential

services, such as medical centres, dentists and schools to support such an increase.

Ironically, a school on an adjoining site in Delph Lane was closed some years ago

for housing development.

5. St Helens is a town with a falling population. The coal mining and glass making

industries, which were a major factor in the expansion of the town during the

Industrial Revolution, no longer exist (apart from Pilkingtons, although it no

longer employs the huge workforce it once did). House prices are lower than the

national average and in low demand.

6. When the Local Plan was produced in late 2016, there were brief references to a

lack of brownfield sites being available for development but there was no detailed

information regarding their locations and why they had been dismissed. An article

in The Times newspaper of 12 February 2018 dealing with the sacrifice of green

belt land for development included St. Helens as an example of town with a

brownfield capacity of 5,8I B houses but with a proposal to create +,093 houses in

the green belt. It appears that the Council's register now supports this figure of
5,BlB, which raises the question as to why a more progressive Council should not

be focusing its efforts into addressing the redevelopment of these sites into more

attractive locations.

7. The site of Eccleston Park Golf Club has a long history for use as farmland. For

over 200 years, it served as the farm for Rainhill Hospital. During the lst and 2nd

World Wars, the hospital was used for the rehabilitation of members of the armed

forces and the grounds no doubt helped with their rehabilitation and mental well

being. With the formation of the golf club in 1999 it continued to provide outdoor

recreational facilities and support a diversity of wildlife until its closure by

Mulberry fdo*.r in 2018, which also resulted in the loss of over 30 jobs in an area

where unemployment is high.

B. It is a fundamental part of planning law in this country that local Councils and the

Government should only release Green Belt Land in exceptional circumstances. I
cannot see that the plan put forward by St. Helens Council has demonstrated this.

Quite the opposite in fact - it is "working against" its own plan by removing green

belt status. I sincerely hope it is rejected by the Government Planning Inspector.

Yours faithfully,

A R Bvron



46 Central Avenue
Eccleston Park

Prescot

Merseyside
L34 2qP

l lthJanuary 2017

Dear Sirs

Local Plan 2018-2033 - Preferred Options Consultation

I am writing to comment generally on the above plan and specifically regarding Site

HAB, because my property is close to Eccleston Park Golf Club.

Site HA8 - Eccleston Park Golf Club

l. The site is almost entirely surrounded by housing and other development. Whilst

there may be a temptation to "fill it in" with more housing, a more imaginative

approach would be to leave it alone rather than destroy the only "breathing space"

within a built up area.

2. A railway line forms a boundary with part of the site and it is dissected by a

power cable and four Iarge pylons. As such, it would be necessary to create large

corridors of land between these structures and housing. All of these features create

environmental concerns in close proximity to housing, particularly health risks

from power cables.

3. Page 57 of the Plan states that primary access to the site would be from the 85413

with secondary access at Portico Lane. This suggests that a stretch of Portico Lane

running approximately South from Eccleston Park Station would be used. If so, it
comprises a short distance of approximately 200 metres with visibility restricted at

one end by the railway bridge near Eccleston Park Station and a sharp bend at the

other end near a children's nursery. The road is not designed to carry the volume

of traffic it already does so that the extra traffic associated with a development of
968 homes would increase traffic flow, pollution and the risk of accidents. Creating

a bus route through the development would appear to add to a potential problem

and there seems to be a risk that the development of the site would worsen the

impacts on existing roadworks rather than minimise them as the Plan suggests.

+. The Plan also refers to an open watercourse and the need to reduce the risk of
flooding. Rainfall patterns and water table levels are increasing generally, and over

development of land is a factor which contributes to flooding. In the St. Helens

area, another factor is the decline in the glass manufacturing industry, which used

to draw off large volumes of water. The removal of areas of open land to replace

it with hard standing developments is reducing natural areas where water can



naturally disperse and it is hard to imagine how a development of 968 homes can

enhance biodiversity as stated in the Plan.

Brownfield sites

Throughout the Plan, there are brief references to a lack of brownfield sites being

available for development, (including references to 2016 Strategic Housing Land

Availability Assessments) but there is no detailed information regarding their locations

and why they have been dismissed. In the same way that specific arguments have been

put forward to try to justify why green belt land should be released, similar detailed

information regarding the unsuitability of specific brownfield sites would have created

a more "balanced" Plan.

For instance, recent press reports suggest the redevelopment of retail parks into low

level blocks of flats around courtyards and gardens. Not only would it remove ugly

sites and structures) which are becoming increasingly threatened by the rise in online

shopping but it could also help to answer the unaffordability problem by using areas

where infrastructure already exists.

Also of concern is the government's new homes bonus (introduced to incentivise

councils to allocate more land for housing) and suggestions that this is encouraging the

release of green belt land.

Hopefully, the government's new white paper due to be released this month will re-

enforce its commitment to protect green belt land and reform the new homes bonus to

encourage the re-use of urban brownfield land.

Green Infrastructure

Policy LPA09 refers to Green Infrastructure and Policies LPC05 to LPC 12 deal with

connected issues such as the protection of open spaces in close proximity to housing.

Throughout the Plan, much emphasis is placed on retaining maintaining and creating

areas which achieve these objectives.

It seems that Site HAB already achieves the objectives set out in the above policies. It
is a single oasis of open space surrounded by housing is already landscaped as part of
its function as a golf course providing outdoor sporting and recreational facilities and

is a suitable environment to support a diversity of wildlife.

As such, the Council would be "working against" its own Plan by removing its green

belt status.

Yours faithfully,

A R Byron
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Dear Sir/Madam 

I wish to object to the St Helens local plan on the grounds outlined in the letter dated 1st March 2019 
from my constituency MP, , to the Chief Executive of St Helens Council.  I fully 
support my MP's comments and continue to be dismayed at St Helens Council's apparent 
determination to remove Green Belt protection from the sites identified.  This is a dire loss of 
amenity.

I am particularly concerned about site 2ES (Haydock Point).  Following the public consultation in 
2017 I wrote to the developers, Wigan Borough Council and  to outline my 
objections.  I also submitted them to St Helens Council via your online consultation on the local 
plan.  I re-iterate my objections here:

1. Levels of vehicular traffic in the area at peak times are already extremely high.  Congestion is 
regular and severe.  This has a significant effect on journey times, leading to personal frustration, 
high levels of damaging emissions, and elevated costs to the local economy.  I use the A49 
Warrington Road to get to the M6 southbound every working day.  It frequently takes more than 10 
minutes to travel the 1 mile from the Kings Arms on Gerard Street in Ashton to J23 Haydock Island.  
One day this week it took me 40 minutes.  Whilst I appreciate that the main entrance to Haydock 
Point is likely to be on the A580 East Lancs Road, rather than the A49, it seems likely that traffic 
signals, lane markings and other routing mechanisms will be adjusted to favour traffic to/from 
Haydock Point.  Otherwise how can you truthfully claim that the development is ideally situated for 
the M6?  Furthermore, the already high levels of traffic using the M6 are only going to increase.  So 
my journey to work is only going to take longer and become more frustrating.  And that goes for 
many people living in Ashton-in-Makerfield.

2. The site is currently greenbelt land.  I understand that St Helens Council are considering a plan to 
rezone it as development land.  This is unacceptable.  Greenbelt land should be protected and 
enjoyed by all.  Rezoning it and developing it represents a significant loss of amenity.  And when I'm 
stuck in traffic on the A49, I would like to be able to see open countryside instead of staring at yet 
another warehouse. 

3. Whilst the land comes under the jurisdiction of St Helens Council, the bulk of the negative impact 
will be felt by residents of Wigan Borough Council in Ashton, Golborne, Lowton and Leigh.  I have 
written to Wigan Borough Council's planning team about this and asked them to make 
representations to St Helens Council.

4. Where is the demand for this additional logistics capability?  There are many similar sites in the 
area already, and I believe that some lots are empty, such as the former Asda distribution warehouse 
at Marus Bridge.

5. Creation of new jobs is a good thing, but how many of them will be filled by local residents, and 
how many by people from elsewhere, leading to yet another increase in traffic levels.

From my perspective as a resident of Ashton-in-Makerfield, there is little or no benefit to the local 
community as a result of this plan, but there is significant negative impact.  I hope that planning 

Consultation on St Helens Borough Local Plan
Dave Cable 
to:
planningpolicy
12/03/2019 12:24

Page 1 of 2
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permission is withheld.

Finally, I note that yet another very large warehouse is in the final stages of construction on the north 
side of Penny Lane, adjacent to the M6, at the junction with Long Lane (the A49).  The junction and 
road alignment is being remodelled, presumably to allow for increased lorry traffic.  If the Haydock 
Point development goes ahead as well then Ashton is going to come to a complete halt.

I hope you take my objections, the objections of my MP, and objections from other local residents 
fully into consideration.
Best regards

Page 2 of 2
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0262 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr Arthur Caddick 

Organisation  

Address 18 Amanda Road 

Rainhill L35 8PP 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy  

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Effective 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

When Rainhill hospital closed approval was given to build on the footprint of the old hospital 

buildings only, why are you now proposing to build on the old hospital farm land. The plan is to build 

900+ houses, the local schools are full, there are only 2 doctors surgeries in the village ( 1 of which is 

not accepting any new patients). What are the proposals for education and healthcare? 

900+ houses will generate at least 1500 vehicles trying to exit the estate, it will be extremely 

dangerous to exit onto a very narrow Rainhill Road or even more dangerous to exit onto an even 

narrower Portico Lane which has a hazardous blind spot at the railway bridge at Eccleston Park 

Station. 

By building on this green belt land the consequence will be that St Helens will join up with Rainhill to 

create a sprawling mass of houses with no green space. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 



9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/10/2019 2:20:35 PM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0030 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mrs Carol Cain 

Organisation  

Address 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

No 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA04 

Paragraph / diagram / table Warehousing Liverpool Road/Millfield Lane sites 

2EA, 5EA and 6EA 

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

No more Warehouses needed in Haydock, too many HG and LG traffic movements affecting 

congestion and air quality affecting health 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Go elsewhere, Brownfield sites, existing industrial facility can be re-utilised. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 4:49:56 PM 

 



Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0044 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mrs Carol Cain 

Organisation  

Address 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

No 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA05 

Paragraph / diagram / table Housing Florida Farm South site 2HA 

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

There cannot be any more housing in Haydock (FFS) on such a scale. There is a limited and failing 

infrastructure which cannot support more people, traffic, congestion and air quality. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Delete this land from the proposed removal from the Green Belt 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

To ensure that my issues are heard. 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 4:03:14 PM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0032 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr David Cain 

Organisation  

Address 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA04 

Paragraph / diagram / table Warehousing Liverpool Road/Millfield Lane sites 

2EA, 5EA and 6EA 

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

Haydock does not need any additional stress on infrastructure caused by industrial development. 

There is little enough room for more HG or LG traffic, congestion and air quality are severely 

affected by existing facility. The J23, M6 is not fit for purpose and needs to be re-addressed, 

Highways England are aware of issues pertaining. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Logistically, Haydock is a spent force. Consider other options, utilise existing industrial facility 

including Brownfield sites elsewhere. The use of Greenbelt is against the National policy. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 



To be present to hear all comments. 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 4:44:26 PM 

 



Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0075 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr David Cain 

Organisation  

Address 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

No 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA05 

Paragraph / diagram / table Housing Florida Farm South site 2HA 

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

There cannot be any more housing in Haydock (FFS) on such a scale. There is a limited and failing 

infrastructure which cannot support more people, traffic, congestion and air quality. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Delete this land from the proposed removal from the Green Belt 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

To ensure that my issues are heard. 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 1:02:46 PM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0049 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mrs Nicola Calderbank 

Organisation  

Address 91 Rookery Drive 

Rainford 

St.Helens 

Merseyside 

 WA118BA 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy  

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

YES 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

I believe the Local Plan put forward by St Helens council is fundamentally flawed and it is based on 

inaccurate data relating to housing need. In such cases unless there are exceptional circumstances of 

which St Helens council have not brought forward there is no need to destroy Green belt land. Other 

reasonable alternatives have not been sought including using more previously developed land. 

Such alternatives would have a less damaging effect on the environment and lead to less need for 

infrastructure. 

Site 8HA as described in the local plan is next to an industrial area which itself poses risks of 

pollution. The site is Grade 1 agricultural land and is actively farmed providing employment and 

economic growth. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

St Helens council should use the standard method to calculate housing need and consider other 

reasonable alternatives on already previously developed land. 

 



8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/13/2019 3:42:47 PM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0443 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mrs Wendy Callery 

Organisation  

Address 18 Crocketts Walk 

Eccleston 

St Helens 

Merseyside WA105DU 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA05 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents GREEN BELT REVIEW(2018) 

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

I believe 8hs and 3hs should remain in the green belt.There will be a substantial loss of grade 1 and 2 

agricultural land with a negative impact  on farming and distribution jobs. 

Economic growth predictions for St Helens are based on flawed historical data that does not justify 

the aspirational targets included in the plan 

The housing need assessment does not use standard methodology and no case for exceptional 

circumstances has been made  

The plan promotes unsustainable traffic growth causing severe traffic issues at Bleak Hill road, 

Windle island that will not satisfy the NPPF (2016) 

 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 



9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 2/25/2019 12:08:59 PM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0023 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Miss Jacquie Capper 

Organisation cheshire mouldings 

Address 7 normans road 

sutton WA9 4JQ 

Agent Details  jacqiue capper 

 

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy local plan 2020-2035 submission draft 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map 3ha / 4ha/ 5ha 

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? Yes 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? Yes 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

we support this allocation we are the owners of some land at 4ha 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/20/2019 4:29:15 PM 
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I 2 MAR 2019

St Helens Borough Local PIan
2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Gomment) Form

Ref: LPSD

(For official use only)

St. Helens
Council

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at:

www.sthel ens. gov. u k/local pl a n

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;

Part A - Personal Details Part B - Your Representation(s)

PARTA-YOURDETAILS
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form

Date: ta 3 "t

Last Name: C A RRtr-ERY Last Name:

Organisati on/com pany: N IA

Address +-7 MooR.EurA Y Address

R A rnt k{ tLL
P RE SC-oT

Postcode: L35 0Pp Postcode:

Tel No

Mobite No

Email

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in orderfor your comments to be

considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035?
(namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the lnspector's recommendations and
adpption of the Plan)

I ves (via email) n llo

Please note - email is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no email address is provided,
we will contact you by your postal address.

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

First Name:....A.t*.hR.E.-t 1........ First name:



t

RETURN DETAILS 
.

Please return your completed form to us by no later than Spm on Wednesday 13th March 2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Counci!
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WAIO lHP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
(open tMonday-Friday B.30am - 5.1Spm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMAT!ON

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: wwwsthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email : planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Telephone: 017 44 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be forwarded to the
Planning lnspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this in line with
our lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we do and on your rights
please see the data protection information on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lt/any thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form,
setting out your representation/comment.

Please use a separate copy of Part B
for each separate comment/representation.



PART B . YOUR REPRESENTATION
Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so we know
who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies this form before you

complete it.

Please tick as appropriate

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

3.To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Policy
t?loto

Paragraph/
diagram
table

3us
Policies
lVap

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

&
/

Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant parVsection)

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Loca! Plan 2020'2035 is:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of Legal Compliance and the Tests of Soundness

Legally Compliant?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

I Yes

! Yes

I ves

ENo
Mruo
d*o

5.lf you consider the Local Plan is unsound, is it because it is not:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of the Tests of Soundness

Positively Prepared?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

il
flg
il

6. Please give details of why you consider the Loca! Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as precise as possible.

!f you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also
use this box toFt out your comments.

I . Jh4 poguAcr.Son d 5+. t\aJ4.ns hcus bc-e-r. r.c.d.u.6,1ra3 tirtc.a-
\qtt so trrt\!J.-e- ond r\o(, has U^4- raJronal-c- -,f cv mora- housin{
d-a-J iv 4d -{rorn .

2. Jt-o brorpn.li4fd tggist-C,/ {cu St. t+al-o*ts Lor-r-rtc*t q?ab'ts l-o

have Iru? o,-\-b .i cr./ 5, 8OB h'.orn^e.S so tohg isiJc +hi. *, 5
g riori I-i Sa-d .

a . O^r^, 57 hl;c*ac.;vls o) t{^/\d o+Fac^, s +D bs r-c. otuJ+.a d (+cd"U + .

ro.l-il/ l4ran {,tg Ztt l"qc.kac*as (+al to r+'6) 
'

(Pueo.sa Sa.a ajlachod

s Y\a-eJ.) .



7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 6. above where this
relates to soundness (NB please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. lt will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

J t -e corrn <-r-I S K€ ufd d.afgJ3* U^ S \ a4..d -\ro rn PL(

P-Posr-d FQ.n4ovo-l {rom +t_a- SL!I;Jc{J}.,{-L9+z-'lor4-njoidi{ ,!iH^ V\4 Ncltiorual ?tan*.ig Po,ic3 Fra.rvr.orr:or.rt(

(ao \ot) .

J K4- Lou,r\Lu[ Sh.oufd r\-ot Crnsi d-e/ r.4-rno" i ,S ]4ni S

\a,n.d {-ft^ gr.qe4^.ba1t 1o p\cLLa- i n Sc/-{4-3t-to^/d-Q.d

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to supporVjustify the representation and suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspecto6 based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

9.lf you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

N Ia-

Please note the lnspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.

Please keep a copy for future reference.

8.lf your representation is seeking a modification; do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (the hearings in public)

J No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

1800756tvr
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I 2 MAR 2019

St Helens Borough Local PIan
2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Gomment) Form

Ref: LPSD

(For official use only)

St. Helens
Council

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at:

www.sthel ens. gov. u k/local pl a n

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;

Part A - Personal Details Part B - Your Representation(s)

PARTA-YOURDETAILS
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form

Date: ta 3 "t

Last Name: C A RRtr-ERY Last Name:

Organisati on/com pany: N IA

Address +-7 MooR.EurA Y Address

R A rnt k{ tLL
P RE SC-oT

Postcode: L35 0Pp Postcode:

Tel No

Mobite No

Email

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in orderfor your comments to be

considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035?
(namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the lnspector's recommendations and
adpption of the Plan)

I ves (via email) n llo

Please note - email is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no email address is provided,
we will contact you by your postal address.

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

First Name:....A.t*.hR.E.-t 1........ First name:



t

RETURN DETAILS 
.

Please return your completed form to us by no later than Spm on Wednesday 13th March 2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Counci!
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WAIO lHP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
(open tMonday-Friday B.30am - 5.1Spm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMAT!ON

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: wwwsthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email : planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Telephone: 017 44 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be forwarded to the
Planning lnspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this in line with
our lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we do and on your rights
please see the data protection information on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lt/any thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form,
setting out your representation/comment.

Please use a separate copy of Part B
for each separate comment/representation.



PART B . YOUR REPRESENTATION
Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so we know
who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies this form before you

complete it.

Please tick as appropriate

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

3.To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Policy
t?loto

Paragraph/
diagram
table

3us
Policies
lVap

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

&
/

Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant parVsection)

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Loca! Plan 2020'2035 is:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of Legal Compliance and the Tests of Soundness

Legally Compliant?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

I Yes

! Yes

I ves

ENo
Mruo
d*o

5.lf you consider the Local Plan is unsound, is it because it is not:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of the Tests of Soundness

Positively Prepared?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

il
flg
il

6. Please give details of why you consider the Loca! Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as precise as possible.

!f you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also
use this box toFt out your comments.

I . Jh4 poguAcr.Son d 5+. t\aJ4.ns hcus bc-e-r. r.c.d.u.6,1ra3 tirtc.a-
\qtt so trrt\!J.-e- ond r\o(, has U^4- raJronal-c- -,f cv mora- housin{
d-a-J iv 4d -{rorn .

2. Jt-o brorpn.li4fd tggist-C,/ {cu St. t+al-o*ts Lor-r-rtc*t q?ab'ts l-o

have Iru? o,-\-b .i cr./ 5, 8OB h'.orn^e.S so tohg isiJc +hi. *, 5
g riori I-i Sa-d .

a . O^r^, 57 hl;c*ac.;vls o) t{^/\d o+Fac^, s +D bs r-c. otuJ+.a d (+cd"U + .

ro.l-il/ l4ran {,tg Ztt l"qc.kac*as (+al to r+'6) 
'

(Pueo.sa Sa.a ajlachod

s Y\a-eJ.) .



7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 6. above where this
relates to soundness (NB please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. lt will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

J t -e corrn <-r-I S K€ ufd d.afgJ3* U^ S \ a4..d -\ro rn PL(

P-Posr-d FQ.n4ovo-l {rom +t_a- SL!I;Jc{J}.,{-L9+z-'lor4-njoidi{ ,!iH^ V\4 Ncltiorual ?tan*.ig Po,ic3 Fra.rvr.orr:or.rt(

(ao \ot) .

J K4- Lou,r\Lu[ Sh.oufd r\-ot Crnsi d-e/ r.4-rno" i ,S ]4ni S

\a,n.d {-ft^ gr.qe4^.ba1t 1o p\cLLa- i n Sc/-{4-3t-to^/d-Q.d

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to supporVjustify the representation and suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the lnspecto6 based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

9.lf you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

N Ia-

Please note the lnspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.

Please keep a copy for future reference.

8.lf your representation is seeking a modification; do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (the hearings in public)

J No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

1800756tvr
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Ref: LPSD

3 MAR 20ls
(For official use only)St.Helens

Council

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020'2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or

online at www.sthele ns.oov.uldl olan

please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than Spm on Wednesdav 13th March

2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannoll-be accepted.

This form has two Parts;
Part A - Personal Details
Part B - Your Representation(s)

please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your

comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via Your agen!

Title Title:

First Name (-t xt S
First name

Last Name
C--t>5"'r2-

Last Name:

Organisation/company Organisation/company

Address: Z- SHALD\,6A€- D fct$a
l{l1.:bl /:_7 Ufe*J

Postcode f{

Address

Tel No: Tel No

Mobile No Mobile No

Email Email

Signature: Date 3 ls / /?

please note - e-mail is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no e-mail
Yes (Via Email)

I ostal addressaddress is rovided we will contact

No

ffi

PART A. YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

1. Your Details

H.rz <

Postcode.

theof HelensSt Boroughfutureof stagestolike keptyou
of thefor examinationtheof Plansubmission publication2020-2035?Plan (namely

theofand



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than Spm on Wednesdav 13th March
2019 by:

post to Local Plan
St.Helens Gouncil
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA1O lHP

or by hand delivery to Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am - 5:15pm)

planni nq policv@sthelens. qov. ukor by e-mail to

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMATION

lf you require further information please see the FAes on our website at
www.sthelens.qov.uldlocalplan. lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planninqpolicv@sthelens.qov. uk
Telephone: 01744 G70190

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
fonruarded to the Planning lnspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this
in line with our lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
mvrw.sthelens. ov. uk/localolan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out you r representation/comment.



Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
separate com menUre presentatio n.

PART B - YOUR ESENTATION

please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so

we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies

this form before you comPlete it.

Please tick as appropriate

Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Policies
Map

Paragraph
/ diagram
/ table

Policy

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
parUsection)

NofYes ELegally Compliant?
ruo X/TA'-ESound?
No f /YesComplies with the DutY to

Cooperate

nPositively Prepared?
Justified?
Effective?
Consistent with National PolicY?

The Submission Draft, in some policy areas, fails to meet the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF).

a) positively prefared - ln fact too positive, leading to over-planning for jobs and housing.

bj Justified -'jobs and housing numbers are over Jstimated and more brownfield reuse is possible, these combined

would erode'exceptional circumstances;
c) Effective - the policies would be more effective if the site allocations were based on a brownfield preference.

dj Consistent with national policy - there are some policies that conflict with the NPPF, 2018 such as Section 1'l:

the most effective use of land

the protection of an up to date, adopted local planGreen Belt, is more vulnerable to development without



LPA01 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

I support Policy LPA01 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development, to ensure development is directed to
the right places, for the right reasons to ensure minimum harm to rural land. There is so much benefit from our
countryside, we should not sacrifice it so easily.
I hope that the Local Plan will bring a wide range of benefits, such as planning for sufficient and suitable jobs and
homes for local people, particularly for to the needs of more vulnerable groups like the elderly, and importanly for
rural communities too.

"The Council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions which mean that proposals can be
approved wherever possible" this wording will limit the development management function oi the Council in the
future. lf a developer challenges a decision to refuse, the Council will be in a position where the onus is on it to
show it has worked proactively with developers at appeal. Given the limited resources of the planning department,
I am concerned that the planning team will not have the capacity to do this sufficienfly and thus it will te more
difficult to resist appeals from developers, and consequently they will be more likely to be allowed against local
wishes.

ln addition to planning for needed development, St Helens should have suitable policies and allocations to best
protect the countryside and other natural spaces over the period from 2020 to 2035. Protecting the health of our
natural environment, especially land near to large conurbations with large populations, protected by Green Belt
designation, will consequently protect the health of large numbers of people. I am concerned that some policies in
the local plan will not support Policy LPAO1 , such as over-planning for jobs and homes based on flawed
assumptions and evidence that is not just.

Policy LPA02: Spatial Strategy

I strongly advocate a brownfield first approach, which is supported by the Government in Section 1 1 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and the introduction of the Town and Country planning (Brownfield Land
Registers) Regulations 2017 . I acknowledge in Local Plan paragraph 4.6.19 it says "As a priority, the Council will
continue to work to support the redevelopment of brownfield sites in the urban area." the phrase ,,as far as
practicable" makes LPA02 ineffective as it will be open to wide-interpretation by developers, and thus allow them
to more successfully challenge the Council should it refuse development that is contrary to the local plan in the
future especially if other unjustified policies in the local plan lead to the over-planning oiloUs and homes.

I strongly oppose Green Belt release. I consider the estimates for jobs and housing to be too high, and if more
suitable brownfield land was identified, and therefore in combination, there is not thl exceptional circumstance to
justify the release of Green Belt land.
The countryside is loved by many, and has real economic, social and environmental value. The benefit of all land
in the countryside needs to be fully recognised in terms of jobs, added value to the economy, space to walk, ride a
bike and for nature to have a home.
The negative impacts of losing land also need to be understood. Although delivering housing has benefit, it needs
to be directed to places of assessed need, not just because a developer or land owner has responded to the call
for sites. Many developers chase land value rises from farmland being allocated for residentiai use, and they aren,t
interested in issues such as sustainability, ecology, rural economic sectors.

The Council on behalf of its electorate has a responsibility to look after the countryside for the benefit of all of us,
and for future generations. A pre-cautionary approach would avoid the unnecessiry release of valued Green Beit
land full stop. But, safeguarding, will mean that the local plan updates in the future, can refine the jobs and housing
figures, and ensure for a contingency albeit we recommend at a more radically reduced reasonable scale.



Policy LPA03: Development Principles

I support Policy LPA03: Development Principles, places should be inclusive and deprivation should be alleviated in

the iuture. Like my comments to LPA01 and LPA02 I am greatly concerned that by including unjustified, unrealistic
jobs and housing iequirements it will not be able to fulfil this policy. The Government's NPPF penalises Councils in

cases where they are deemed to have failed to meet "Objectively Assessed Needs". Therefore, it is imperative St

Helens is not saddled with unreasonably high jobs or housing requirements.

Policy LPA04 Strategic Employment Sites

I am strongly opposed to Green Belt land release for employment use. The Council has identified that at least

215.4 hec{ares'of new employment land should be developed in St.Helens, I regard this as unjustly excessive. I

believe realism must be applied and the use of up to date data is recommended. The projections for job growth

acrossoffice(Bl),manufacturing(82)andwarehousing/distribution(88)areunlikelytobearoutinreality. This

would cause an over-supply of ehployment property and have an adverse effect on the property market. lt would

lead to widespread vacancies.

Dr. Glenn Athey, economist concludes that there is a lack of transparency over the process that the Oxford

Economics Forecasts have used when determining both the joint Liverpool City Region Combined Authority

(LCRCA) and St Helens borough (St Helens) planning policies. Documentation would suggest that these forecasts

are 'policy-led' and not 'objectively assessed', and are, in any case out of date - along with several other

assumptions underpinning employment land policies, including forecasts of port freight. Considering Dr Athey's

expert opinion, the Council should review the evidence as it is in the public interest to see a proper and transparent

process'for identifying objectively assessed need has been used. The continuing global uncertainties, exacerbated

by Brexit, and moie pessimistic medium and long term scenarios should be factored in properly.

fifing into account tne fact that all the surrounding geography in Liverpool City Region, Greater Manchester and

Cheshire is simultaneously planning for groMh. There is no obvious source of people to take up the jobs in St

Helens. Table 2.1 Laboui Market lndicators in St Helens Borough shows unemployment in St Helens is low when

compared to the rest of the North West and England, at only at 3.6% compared to 5.1% and 4.3% respectively.

Workers are returning to European countries and the Government is not allowing for an increase in immigration

from non-EU countries, so it does remain puzzling as to where the employees for the jobs would come from.

It would be grossly negligent for the Council to allocate too much farmland, which is important for future food

security, and is currenlty protected by Green Belt designation based on economic analysis that is flawed and

consequenfly not fully justified. Furthermore, it would be contrary to the Council's intention to "support proposals to

help diversify the ruril-economy, including through the re-use of suitable buildings in rural areas for appropriate

employmeniuses, subject to oiher policies in the Plan", which is supported. I am concerned about the negative

impacis to the local rural economic sectors, and not least the gross value added to the entire North West Region as

the food and drink sector is a growth sector and involves many businesses, and jobs directly, and indirectly.

What is the local benefit of BB Warehousing formats with new technology replacing human resources, there has

already been considerable B8 development achieved speculatively at Florida Farm and Haydock Park, and in

neighbouring authorities, questioning the need for such an excessive amount in the countryside? The duty to

cojperate his been non-existent on ttre cumulative harm from such big intrusions jn Green Belt in neighbouring

authorities causing sprawl along the M6, M61 and M62 motorways. Despite calls for action to the Secretary of

State from local MPs, the harm has not been addressed by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local

Government. We should be moving forwards in accordance with promises by Government to protect Green Belt.

Policy LPA04.1: Strategic Employment Sites

I am opposed to needless release of Green Belt land for employment uses

Planning applications for development within a Strategic Employment Site should be supported by a

compre[ensive masterplan covering the whole Site, which must set out details of at least a) to j).

Policy LPA05: Meeting St.Helens Borough's Housing Needs

Research shows that housing assessments produced by local authorities (SHMAs) are inaccurate, inflated and

unreliable. The housing figures produced by SHMAs are not being balanced with sensible planning for

infrastructure, consideiati6n of environmenial constraints, and realistic assessments of what housebuilders will be

able to deliver



The Government in July, 2018 introduced stringent Housing Delivery Tests, which Councils are to be assessed
against. lf they fail, it results in more countryside land being approved for development. So, now it is even more
incumbent on Council's not to plan for one single house too many, as if the housing industry lacks capacity, or
stops building due to poor market conditions, the public is penalised if the council is assessed as having failed, and
more beloved countryside will be lost to development. Government repeats brownfield first encouragement, and
promises continued Green Belt protection.

The Government has a growth policy for housing, and in National Planning Policy Framework Section 5 it sets out
local planning authorities "to determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance
- unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future
demographic trends and market signals.

Speaking in a parliamentary debate, Mr. Malthouse stated that any planning inspector will accept a "properly
evidenced and assessed variation" from the target, adding "lf, for example, you have constraints like areas of
outstanding natural beauty or Green Belt or whatever it might be, and you can justify a lower number, then an
inspector should accept that". These words should allow St Helens, with its important Green Belt setting, to make
the case for lower housing numbers.

The Governrnent should rely on relevant and up to date evidence, as it sets out as a general requirement of
national planning policy, as explicitly stated in NPPF, 2018, paragraph 31 of the that the "preparation and review of
all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence.

Expert demographer Mr Piers Elias, demonstrates that the 2016-based data would yield a much-reduced figure of
360 dwellings per year. And, based on the opinion of expert economist Dr Athey, the employment projections
should be further adjusted downwards to reflect up to date data and realistic assumptions, relating to the current
economic realities, then it follows the housing requirement also needs to be adjusted downwards. Whereas, the
submission local plan identifies a need for at least 9,234 new dwellings (at an average of at least 486 new
dwellings per year) to be completed between 20'16 and 2035. Allowing for expected completions before 2020, this
figure translates to a minimum of 7,245 dwellings within the Plan period from 'l April 2O2O lo 31 March 2035.
The SHLAA identifies enough housing land to accommodate 7,817 dwellings, including the windfall allocation. The
BrownJield Register 2017 identified enough land to accommodate 5,818 dwellings, therefore only 1,427 homes on
greenfield (at an average build out rate of 40 per hectare this equates to 35 hectares) should be required.
However, there may be more brownfield sites yet to be recorded on the Brownfield Register. The minimum density
should be increased to at least 35 dwellings per hectare (dph) as 30 dph could be deemed as contrary to Section
11 of the NPPF as it does not make effective use of land.
There are likely to be sites assessed as unsuitable for the Brownfield Register that could in fact be considered as
suitable, meaning more brownfield land is available for development.

Table 4.6 should be up dated, to evidence a lower housing requirement figure, to show a brownfield land figure,
and to reduce the amount of housing numbers being focused in the Green Belt. The Council could introducL a
brownfield target, to focus activity regarding a brownfield preference. Table 4.7 shows a range of annual
requirements with the highest identified of 78 dwellings in the year 2025126, which is unfathomabty high. St Hetens
would struggle to achieve such a high figure, and it is doubtful that the private sector, even if supported by public
sector development could reach such an impossible figure. For three decades St Helens has had a declining
population, only in 2007 did a modest 0.2% growth happen. The guestimate figures bear no resemblance to this
fact.
Adequate affordable, or low cost housing should be provided to cater for lower income households.

The Council needs to adopt a more precautionary approach to countryside loss. The countryside is loved by many
and has beneflt to us all. A pre-cautionary approach would avoid the unnecessary release oi valued Green 

-Belt

land. Local plan updates in the future means jobs and housing figures can be revised upwards or downwards
based on robust analysis later.

Policy LPA05.1: Strategic Housing Sites

I am opposed to needless release of Green Belt land for housing



Policy LPA06: Safeguarded Land

I am strongly opposed to the notion that changes in Green Belt should endure well beyond 2035, avoiding the need

for anothei 6reen Belt review for a substantial period, based on flawed assumptions. As stated the Council needs

to adopt a more precautionary approach to countryside loss.

Safeguarded land can be a useful tool, however 85.88 hectares for employment (equal to 39.9%), and 114.19

hectires of such land for housing (equal to 28.60/o of housing numbers), is totally excessive.

lf too much land is allocated all at once, then developers will target that which is most profitable and this tends to

be rural fringe sites with high values. This leaves other areas bereft of investment, often poorer areas whose

community is most in need of it. Planning policy should encourage sustainable development, and not development

in rural places, which is comparatively least sustainable.
Safeguarding too much land now, means that the principle for future development will be established now, it is

morjprudent to decide development principles on a much smaller amount of land at the current time. Locations

for development in the future may not accord with decisions taken now, and should be deferred to a later date with

the benefit of up to date knowledge.

Policy LPA07: Transport and Travel

This policy should insist on all new development, especially for employment and housing to be reliant on public

transport ind it should discourage motor based development. St Helens road network is already heavily used and

investment in public transport has been woefully inadequate.

Development should be focused around integrated transport hubs and that developer contributions are forthcoming

for pubiic transport improvements, and for sustainable travel modes such as walking and cycling'

Givien 267% oi residents of St Helens do not have access to private car transport it is imperative that places are

better connected through modes other than private car transport.

After this stage, further submissio ns will be onty at the request of the lnspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Please note the lnspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adoPt to hear those

who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.

No, I do not wish to participate at the
oral examination
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St.Helens
Council

St Helens Borough Local Plan2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or
online at www. sthelens. ov. uk/localplan

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no laterthan Spm on Wednesdav 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A - Personal Details
Part B - Your Representation(s).

PARTA-YOURDETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form

signatu Date: ?/s /,q

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Ref: LPSD

I 3 t,lAR 201s

(For official use only)

2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

Title: F{ a- Title:
First Name Sr-ta,s:4- First name

Last Name C-erru-a1 Last Name

Organisation/company Organisation/company

Address: Z 3<eytsrre_r_re Dr-a-..fa
\-{ rr*-r.U--a1 r UJ tc.6t_\ .

Postcode: UJ l..r2-- 3hse Postcode
Tel No: Tel No:

Mobile No

Email Email

Please note - e-mail is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no e-mail

Yes (Via Email)

ur ostal addressaddress is urovided we will contact

No

aolffi

1. Your Details

Address.

Mobile No:

Would ike to futureof of Localtheyou updated Boroughstages
2020-2035?Plan submission theof forPlan examination of the(namely publication

of therecommendations and



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than Spm on Wednesdav 13th March

2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WAIO lHP

or by hand delivery to Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am - 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to planni nq policv@sthelens. qov. uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed coples of this form.

FURTHER INFORMATION

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at

www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan. lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via

Email:
Telephone:

planninq policy@sthelens.qov. uk
01744 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft

to the Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be

foruvarded to the Planning lnspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this

in line with our lnformation and Records t\4anagement Policy. For more information on what we

do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at

www. sthelens. gov. uk/local plan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out your representation/comment.



Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
sepa rate com me nUre prese ntati on.

PART B - YOUR REPR TION

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with part A so
we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies
this form before you complete it.

Please tick as appropriate

Policy Paragraph
/ diagram
/ table

Policies
Map

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
parUsection)

Legally Compliant? Yes n NoC
Sound? Yes n No ['z
Complies with the Duty to
Cooperate

Yes n No Iz

red?Positive P tr
Justified?
Effective?
Consistent with National Pol

The Submission Draft, in some policy areas, fails to meet the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NppF):
a) Positively prepared - In fact too positive, leading to over-planning for jobs and housing.
b) Justified - jobs and housing numbers are over estimated and more brownfield reuse is possible, these combined
would erode'exceptional circumstances;

is more

NPPF,
morebe effectiveEffective - the policies would if the allocations were basedsite dc) brownfield preference.

nationalConsistent withd) - there are some conflict withpolicy the as Section 11'.2018 suchpolicies that

up to date, adopted



LPA01 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

I support policy LpA01 presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development, to ensure development is directed to

tne i-ignt ptacei, for the right reasons to ensure minimum harm to rural land. There is so much benefit from our

countryside, we should not sacrifice it so easily.
I hope that the Local plan will bring a wide range of benefits, such as planning for sufficient and suitable Jobs and

homes for local people, particulad! for to the needs of more vulnerable groups like the elderly, and importantly for

rural communities too.

"The Council witt work proactively with appticants to find sotutions which mean that proposals can be

approved wherever possible" thii wording will limit the development management function of the Council in the

tjture. lf a developer challenges a decision to refuse, the Council will be in a position where the onus is on it to

show it has worked proactive-iy with developers at appeal. Given the limited resources of the planning department'

I am concerned that the planning team will not have the capacity to do this sufficiently and thus it will be more

difficult to resist appeals from de--velopers, and consequently they will be more likely to be allowed against local

wishes.

ln addition to planning for needed development, St Helens should have suitable policies and allocations to best

protect the countryside and other natural spaces over the period from 2020 to 2035. Protecting the health of our

natural environment, especially land near to large conurbations with large populations, protected by Green Belt

designation, will consequently protect the health of large numbers of people. I am concerned that some policies in

the l6cal plan will not support Policy LPAO1, such as over-planning for jobs and homes based on flawed

assumptions and evidence that is not just.

Policy LPA02: Spatial StrategY

I strongly advocate a brownfield first approach, which is supported by the Government in Section 11 of the National

elanniig Poticy Framework (NPPF), and the introduction of the Town and Country Planning (Brownfield Land

Registeis) Regulations 2017 . I acknowtedge in Local Plan paragraph 4.6.19 it says "As a priority, the Council will

conlinue io worf to support the redevelopment of brownfield sites in the urban area." the phrase "as far as

practicable" makes LpAO2 ineffective as it will be open to wide-interpretation by developers, and thus allow them

io ,or" successfully challenge the Council should it refuse development that is contrary to the local plan in the

future especially if other unjustified policies in the local plan lead to the over-planning of jobs and homes.

I strongly oppose Green Belt release. I consider the estimates for jobs and housing to be too high, and if more

suitablebrownfield land was identified, and therefore in combination, there is not the exceptional circumstance to

justify the release of Green Belt land.
ine iountryside is loved by many, and has real economic, social and environmental value. The benefit of all land

in the couniryside needs to Oe tutty recognised in terms of jobs, added value to the economy, space to walk, ride a

bike and for nature to have a home.
The negative impacts of losing land also need to be understood. Although delivering housing has benefit, it needs

to be directed to places of asJessed need, not just because a developer or land owner has responded to the call

for sites. Many developers chase land value riies from farmland being allocated for residential use, and they aren't

interested in issues such as sustainability, ecology, rural economic sectors.

The Council on behalf of its electorate has a responsibility to look after the countryside for the benefit of all of us,

and for future generations. A pre-cautionary approach would avoid the unnecessary release of valued Green Belt

land full stop. 
-But, 

safeguarding, will mean that the local plan updates in the future, can refine the jobs and housing

figures, and ensure for i contingency albeit we recommend at a more radically reduced reasonable scale.



Policy LPA03: Development Principtes

I support Policy LPA03: Development Principles, places should be inclusive and deprivation should be alleviated in
the future. Like my comments to LPA01 and LPA02 I am greatly concerned that by including unjustified, unreatistic
jobs and housing requirements it will not be able to fulfil this policy. The Government's NPPF penalises Councils in
cases where they are deemed to have failed to meet "Objectively Assessed Needs". Therefore, it is imperative St
Helens is not saddled with unreasonably high jobs or housing requirements.

Policy LPA04 Strategic Employment Sites

I am strongly opposed to Green Belt land release for employment use. The Council has identified that at least
215.4 hectares of new employment land should be developed in St.Helens, I regard this as unjusfly excessive. I

believe realism must be applied and the use of up to date data is recommended. The projections ior job groMh
across office (B1), manufacturing (82) and warehousing/distribution (88) are unlikely to bear out in reality. This
would cause an over-supply of employment property and have an adverse effect on the property market. It would
lead to widespread vacancies.

Dr. Glenn Athey, economist concludes that there is a lack of transparency over the process that the Oxford
Economics Forecasts have used when determining both the joint Liverpool City Region Combined Authority
(LCRCA) and St Helens borough (St Helens) planning policies. Documentation would suggest that these forecasts
are 'policy-led' and not 'objectively assessed', and are, in any case out of date - along with several other
assumptions underpinning employment land policies, including forecasts of port freight. Considering Dr Athey's
expert opinion, the Council should review the evidence as it is in the public interest to see a proper ind transparent
process for identifying objectively assessed need has been used. The continuing global uncertainties, exaceibated
by Brexit, and more pessimistic medium and long term scenarios should be factored in properly.
Taking into account the fact that all the surrounding geography in Liverpool City Region, Creater Manchester and
Cheshire is simultaneously planning for growth. There is no obvious source of people to take up the jobs in St
Helens. Table 2.1 Labour Market lndicators in St Helens Borough shows unemployment in St Heleni is low when
compared to the rest of the North West and England, at only at 3.6% compared to 51% and 4.3o/o respectively.
Workers are returning to European countries and the Government is not allowing for an increase in immigration
from non-EU countries, so it does remain puzzling as to where the employees for the jobs would come from.

It would be grossly negligent for the Council to allocate too much farmland, which is important for future food
security, and is currently protected by Green Belt designation based on economic analysis that is flawed and
consequently not fully justified. Furthermore, it would be contrary to the Council's intention to "support proposals to
help diversify the rural economy, including through the re-use of suitable buildings in rural areas foi appropriate
employment uses, subject to other policies in the Plan", which is supported. I am concerned about the negative
impacts to the local rural economic sectors, and not least the gross value added to the entire North West iegion as
the food and drink sector is a growth sector and involves many businesses, and jobs direcfly, and indirecfly.

What is the local benefit of 88 Warehousing formats with new technology replacing human resources, there has
already been considerable 88 development achieved speculatively at Florida Farm and Haydock park, and in
neighbouring authorities, questioning the need for such an excessive amount in the countryside? The duty to
cooperate has been non-existent on the cumulative harm from such big intrusions in Green Belt in neighbouring
authorities causing sprawl along the M6, M61 and M62 motorways. Despite calls for action to the Secietary of
State from local MPs, the harm has not been addressed by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local
Government. We should be moving forwards in accordance with promises by Government to protect Green Belt.

Policy LPA04.1: Strategic Employment Sites

I am opposed to needless release of Green Belt land for employment uses
Planning applications for development within a Strategic Employment Site should be supported by a
comprehensive masterplan covering the whole Site, which must set out details of at least a) to j).

Policy LPA05: Meeting St.Helens Borough's Housing Needs

Research shows that housing assessments produced by local authorities (SHMAs) are inaccurate, inflated and
unreliable. The housing figures produced by SHMAs are not being balanced with sensible planning for
infrastructure, consideration of environmental constraints, and realistic assessments of what housebuilders will be
able to deliver.



The Government in July, 2018 introduced stringent Housing Delivery Tests, which Councils are to be assessed

against. lf they fail, it results in more countryside land being approved for development. So, now it is even more

iniumbent on bouncil's not to plan for one single house too many, as if the housing industry lacks capacity, or

stops building due to poor market conditions, the public is penalised if the council is assessed as having failed, and

more beloved countryside will be lost to development. Government repeats brownfield first encouragement, and

promises continued Green Belt protection.

The Government has a growth policy for housing, and in National Planning Policy Framework Section 5 it sets out

local planning authoritiei "to determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be

informed by I local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance

- unless eiceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future

demographic trends and market signals.

Speaking in a parliamentary debate, Mr. Malthouse stated that any planning inspector will accept a "propprly

evidenced and assessed viriation" from the target, adding "lf, for example, you have constraints like areas of

outstanding natural beauty or Green Belt or whatever it might be, and you can justify a lower number, then an

inspector should accept that". These words should allow St Helens, with its important Green Belt setting, to make

the case for lower housing numbers.

The Government should rely on relevant and up to date evidence, as it sets out as a general requirement of

national planning policy, as explicitly stated in NPPF, 2018, paragraph 3't of the that the "preparation and review of

all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence.

Expert demographer Mr Piers Elias, demonstrates that the 20'16-based data would yield a much-reduced figure of

36b dwellingJ per year. And, based on the opinion of expert economist Dr Athey, the employment projections

should be fJrtner aOlusteO downwards to reflect up to date data and realistic assumptions, relating to the current

economic realities, tiren it follows the housing requirement also needs to be adjusted downwards. Whereas, the

submission local plan identifies a need for at least 9,234 new dwellings (at an average of at least 486 new

dwellings per year) to be compteted between 2016 and 2035. Allowing for expected completions before 2020, this

figure tianslates to a minimum of 7 ,245 dwellings within the Plan period from 1 April 2020 lo 31 March 2035.

The SHLAA identifies enough housing land to accommodate7,817 dwellings, including the windfall allocation. The

Brownfield Register 2017 idintified enough land to accommodate 5,818 dwellings, therefore only 1 ,427 homes on

greenfield (at in average build out rate oi+O per hectare this equates to 35 hectares) should be required.

Flo*"uer, there may bJ more brownfield sites yet to be recorded on the Brownfield Register. The minimum density

should be increased to at least 35 dwellings per hectare (dph) as 30 dph could be deemed as contrary to Section

11 of the NPPF as it does not make effective use of land.

There are likely to be sites assessed as unsuitable for the Brownfield Register that could in fact be considered as

suitable, meaning more brownfield land is available for development.

Table 4.6 should be up dated, to evidence a lower housing requirement figure, to show a brownfield land figure,

and to reduce the amount of housing numbers being focused in the Green Belt. The Council could introduce a

brownfield target, to focus activity regarding a brownfield preference. Table 4.7 shows a range of annual

requirements iritn tne highest identified of 78 dwellings in the year 2025126, which is unfathomably high. St Helens

would struggle to achiev6 such a high figure, and it is doubtful that the private sector, even if supported by public

sector development could reach such an impossible figure. For three decades St Helens has had a declining

population, only in 2007 did a modest 0.2% growth happen. The guestimate figures bear no resemblance to this

fact.
Adequate affordable, or low cost housing should be provided to cater for lower income households.

The Council needs to adopt a more precautionary approach to countryside loss. The countryside is loved by many

and has benefit to us all. A pre-cautionary approach would avoid the unnecessary release of valued Green Belt

land. Local plan updates in the future means jobs and housing figures can be revised upwards or downwards

based on robust analysis later.

Policy LPA05.1: Strategic Housing Sites

I am opposed to needless release of Green Belt land for housing.



Policy LPA06: Safeguarded Land

I am strongly opposed to the notion that changes in Green Belt should endure well beyond 2035, avoiding the need
for another Green Belt review for a substantial period, based on flawed assumptions. As stated the Couniil needs
to adopt a more precautionary approach to countryside loss.
Safeguarded land can be a useful tool, however 85.88 hectares for employment (equal to 3g.9%), and 114.1g
hectares of such land for housing (equal to 28.6Yo of housing numbers), is totally excessive.

lf too much land is allocated all at once, then developers will target that which is most profitable and this tends to
be rural fringe sites with high values. This leaves other areas bereft of investment, often poorer areas whose
community is most in need of it. Planning policy should encourage sustainable development, and not development
in rural places, which is comparatively least sustainable.
Safeguarding too much land now, means that the principle for future development will be established now, it is
more prudent to decide development principles on a much smaller amount of land at the current time. Locations
for development in the future may not accord with decisions taken now, and should be deferred to a later date with
the benefit of up to date knowledge.

Policy LPA07: Transport and Travel

This policy should insist on all new development, especially for employment and housing to be reliant on public
transport and it should discourage motor based development. St Helens road network is already heavily used and
investment in public transport has been woefully inadequate.

Development should be focused around integrated transport hubs and that developer contributions are forthcoming
for public transport improvements, and for sustainable travel modes such as walking and cycling.
Given 26.7ok of residents of St Helens do not have access to private car transport iiis imperativL that places are
better connected through modes other than private car transport.

After this stage, further subr?issions witl be onty at the request of the lnspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

No, I do not wish to participate at the
oral examination

Please note the lnspector will determine the most
who have indicated that they wish to participate at

appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.
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RE: LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATION

carr michael 

to:

planningpolicy, 

13/03/2019 10:22

1 Attachment

Dear Sir/Madam,

further to the online representation that I made this morning, please see the attached formal 

representation setting out my comments in relation to the Local Plan process and Parcel GBP 098.

Please can you confirm receipt?

Regards

Mike Carr

Page 1 of 1
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REPRESENTATION MADE BY MR MIKE CARR  – 12th MARCH 

2019 

THIS REPRESENTATION RELATES TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PARCEL GBP 098 - LAND 

SOUTH OF A580 EAST LANCASHIRE ROAD AND EAST OF HOUGHTONS LANE, WINDLE - 

DEVELOPMENT SITE TO BE REMOVED FROM THE GREEN BELT, BUT TO BE SAFEGUARDED FOR 

FUTURE. 

FUTURE REPRESENTATIONS.  

I would like to make it clear at this stage that I wish to take part in any forthcoming Inquiry into the 

adoption of the Local Plan. I am happy to make verbal representations to the Planning Inspector and 

to be cross-examined by the Council Counsel and the Counsels that are likely to represent the 

developers who have an interest in developing land in the Borough, which the Local Planning 

Authority (LPA) proposed to be released from the Green Belt. 

BACKGROUND COMMENTS 

St Helens Council (The LPA) sets out its position in relation to the release of land from the Green 

Belt, identifying that this process and the release of proposed development sites, would somehow 

result in “a balanced plan for a better future”.  The underpinning arguments are that the Borough 

needs to release this land from the Green Belt to support the provision of much needed new homes 

and sites for commercial development, despite there being no robust evidence to support such a 

concept. 

In addition, it is quite clear that there is ample brownfield land and other more sustainably located 

and less constrained green belt land, which would allow the LPA to provide new homes and 

employment land if such an argument stands up to reasonable scrutiny.  

In reality, it seems clear from the sites that are proposed to be released from the green belt, provide 

‘easy’ options for the developers that they will rely on to develop these site. This would be 

detrimental to the residents of the Borough and would cause a level of harm that is unjustified and 

unsustainable. 

THE CURRENT POSITION IN RELATION TO THE PROPOSED RELEASE OF LAND SOUTH OF A580 EAST 

LANCASHIRE ROAD AND EAST OF HOUGHTONS LANE, WINDLE 

The most up to date document offered by the LPA is the Green Belt Review December 2018. This 

document provides the LPA’s current position in relation to sites, which it intends to take forward to 

the formal adoption stage through the Inquiry process. 

Whilst there are considerable negative arguments to be made in relation to the proposed release of 

other sites in the Borough, this statement relates specifically to parcel GBP 098. 

Taking this into account, the Green Belt Review December 2018 identifies that:- 

- This large parcel (GBP 098)is located outside the edge of the current urban area to North 

West of Windle and Eccleston. Although the parcel was proposed by the Council as an 

allocated site at the LPPO stage, a number of constraints affect it that would have a 



significant impact on the NDA and the deliverability of development within it. These 

constraints, considered in the context of the reduced amount of new housing that is now 

identified as being required in the Borough, have led the Council to change its conclusions 

relating to this parcel. 

The parcel has well defined boundaries formed by existing housing and adjacent highways. 

However, it constitutes a substantial green field site which provides high quality agricultural 

land. Its development would form a sizeable outward extension of the urban area into the 

countryside, beyond a currently well-defined urban edge. These factors mean that the 

release of the parcel for development, and the timing of its development, would need to be 

carefully justified in the light of the Council’s objective of making efficient use of previously 

developed land to meet development needs. 

Significant improvements to highways infrastructure would also be required to support the 

successful development of the parcel. It would not be possible to provide vehicular access 

(except for potentially a very limited number of dwellings) directly from the estate roads 

from the south due to existing capacity issues along small estate roads and junctions. As a 

result, access is likely to be primarily from Houghton’s Lane, which is currently a narrow 

country lane which would require a substantial upgrade and realignment through the parcel 

and a new junction to link with the A580. Significant improvements would also be likely to 

be needed to public transport facilities including (due to the scale of the parcel) a new bus 

route through the parcel. 

The Habitats Regulation Assessment process has identified that the parcel is likely to provide 

functionally linked habitat for bird species, connected with European protected sites in the 

wider area. Any proposed development would need to be informed by a suitable ecological 

study informed by wintering bird surveys. If the use of the parcel by the relevant species is 

confirmed, a mitigation strategy (which may need to be of substantial scale given the size of 

habitat which may be affected) would need to be agreed and implemented, probably using 

land which is outside the parcel. This process is likely to take a considerable period of time. 

Development would only be acceptable if a suitable and deliverable mitigation strategy is 

agreed. 

A further factor that needs to be considered is the availability of schools capacity and other 

social infrastructure. Given the scale of the parcel it is possible that a new primary school 

will be required and potentially upgrades to other social infrastructure and amenities. 

The parcel is also affected by a number of other constraints as set out below. It is considered 

that these can be addressed within the master planning of a new development. 

A buffer of approximately 20m would be required to protect Windle Brook (a designated 

LWS, which runs through the site). This can be readily accommodated as part of the green 

infrastructure to serve development within the parcel. 

Two UU pipelines, including a main combined sewer, run through the site from its north-

eastern to south western corners. Their size and location is likely to limit the residential 

capacity of the parcel. 



Due to the parcel’s proximity to the A580 a significant buffer (with a minimum width of 40m) 

would be needed, together with other attenuation measures, to mitigate the impacts of 

noise and air pollution from the road. 

The 2018 SA concluded that development of the parcel would have a mixed impact on the 

achievement of SA objectives, with a number of likely negative effects in relation to 

biodiversity, landscape sensitivity, agricultural land and the historic environment. Whilst 

these effects (with the exception of the loss of agricultural land) are considered to be likely 

to be capable of being suitably mitigated this will impact on the phasing of development. 

In summary, the parcel is considered suitable for removal from Green Belt. However, having 

regard to all the factors described above, it is now recommended that the parcel be 

safeguarded (in order to meet potential housing needs beyond the Plan period) rather than 

allocated for development. 

KEY COMMENTS MADE BY THE LPA IN ITS CURRENT ASSESSMENT RELATING TO PARCEL GBP 098 

1. Its development would form a sizeable outward extension of the urban area into the 

countryside, beyond a currently well-defined urban edge.  

 

This statement by the LPA clearly supports the conclusions that the allocation of this land in 

the local plan would conflict with the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy, which is to 

prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  

 

It also identifies the purposes of including land within the Green Belt as being: 

 

1. to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

2. to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

3. to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

4. to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

5. to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land. 

 

The release of parcel GBP 098 would conflict with the fundamental aim of the Green Belt 

and with points 1, 2, 3 & 5 set out above. 

 

2. The constraint parameters set out by the LPA at the start of this process where pre-selected 

by the LPA, and DID NOT allow all the sites put forward to be properly and lawfully assessed 

in relation to the constraints attached to each particular site.  Whilst the LPA are allowed a 

certain amount of flexibility in terms of the assessment parameters they set, what is clear is 

that any LPA MUST take into account the requirements of applicable planning guidance, 

which specifically relates to site constraints. 

 

Taking this into account, the initial green belt review set out an extremely limited criteria 

base, so as to assess the suitability of site in terms of their importance to the Boroughs 

green belt. This initial aims of the review appear to have discounted/included sites on that 



basis only. I say this because of the many examples of the site allocation process set out in 

the NPPF (2012 & 2018) and the NPPG, which set out specific rules and guidance through 

which LPA’s consider planning applications and allocate sites through the Local Plan process. 

 

In particular, and amongst other site constraints, there is a flood plain to either side which 

falls within Flood Zone 3 of the Environment Agencies current mapping system. 

 

Further to the above, and through the initial allocations process, the LPA set out a site 

parameter test of 2/3 of a site not being covered by fluvial flooding. This is something that 

the LPA appear to have made up, without any reference whatsoever as to the requirements 

of Paragraph 100 of the 2012 NPPF. 

 

Such an approach is fundamentally incorrect. 

 

At the time of the initial green belt review, the 2012 NPPF provided the governing planning 

rules attached to all elements of the planning process. In terms of flooding, Section 10 - 

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change set out the 

Government’s policies. In this case, paragraph 100 identified the following:- 

 

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing 

development away from areas at highest risk, but where development is necessary, making 

it safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere. Local Plans should be supported by Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment and develop policies to manage flood risk from all sources, taking 

account of advice from the Environment Agency and other relevant flood risk management 

bodies, such as lead local flood authorities and internal drainage boards. Local Plans should 

apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development to avoid where 

possible flood risk to people and property and manage any residual risk, taking account of 

the impacts of climate change, by: 

 

 ● applying the Sequential Test; 

 

● if necessary, applying the Exception Test; 

 

● safeguarding land from development that is required for current and future flood 

management; 

 

● using opportunities offered by new development to reduce the causes and impacts of 

flooding; and 

 

● where climate change is expected to increase flood risk so that some existing development 

may not be sustainable in the long-term, seeking opportunities to facilitate the relocation of 

development, including housing, to more sustainable locations. 

 



THE SEQUENTIAL TEST REQUIREMENTS SET OUT IN THE 2012 NPPF AND THE CURRENT 

DOCUMENT ARE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS THAT FOR PART OF THE LOCAL PLAN PROCESS 

AND THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS. 

 

THE LPA’S APPROACH TO PARCEL GBP 098 IN TERMS OF FLOOD RISK 

I attended the meeting at St Julies and discussed this with . I asked him 

where the Sequential test document was, through which the Council assessed sites in terms 

of flooding, as directed above. He advised me that there was a Flood Risk Assessment but no 

sequential test. 

 

Such an approach is contrary to the requirements set out in the NPPF, and has resulted in 

the Parcel GBP 098 being left as a preferred option, despite there being many other sites 

identified in the Green Belt Review, that did not fall within an area of potential flooding, 

which paragraph 100 seeks to fundamentally avoid. 

 

Such an approach by the LPA in this Local Plan process, indicates that the allocation of 

Parcel GBP 098 as a safeguarded development site, would be unlawful because the LPA 

HAVE NOT FOLLOWED THE LAWFUL REQUIREMENTS SET OUT IN THE NPPF. 

 

So that there is no doubt as to the Governments approach, the updated 2019 NPPF version, 

sets out the same required process in Section 14, paragraphs 155 – 165 set out what is 

required. 

 

 claimed that the Eccleston sites flooding issues could be dealt with 

through the development of the site at some time in the future, which is perhaps true. 

However, and what is essential to recognise is that St Helens Council did not follow the 

applicable policy and legally required directions set out in the NPPF, as it chose not to 

sequential test any sites that were susceptible to flooding and identified in a flood risk area. 

 

Given that the Eccleston site was and still is promoted as one parcel of development land, 

the specific requirements attached to the site being sequentially tested have not been 

carried out. If this were a planning application, St Helens Council would be bound to refuse 

the planning application through lack of information. 

 

Further to this,  a planning application in Congleton, 

whereby the refused planning application for residential development went to appeal. The 

Planning Inspector concluded that to all intents and purposes, the proposed development 

was acceptable. However, the site fell within a flood zone that required a sequential test to 

be carried out. This had not been done. 

 

As such, because the requirements of the NPPF had not been followed, he could not allow 

the appeal. 

 



In terms of St Helens Local Plan process and the allocation of site, the Eccleston site was not 

tested in any way, but remained as a preferred option. This is a failure of Policy and 

potentially makes its allocation unlawful.  

 

THE CURRENT REVIEW 

The current Green Belt Review December 2018 clearly identifies a significant series of 

planning constraints that should have formed part of the constraint parameters used at the 

start of this whole process. Those constraints, the LPA now identify as being a number of 

constraints affect it that would have a significant impact on the NDA and the deliverability of 

development within it. Those constraints are identified as:- 

 

- The site is a substantial green field site which provides high quality agricultural land.  

This is contrary to NPPG guidance 

 

- Significant improvements to highways infrastructure would also be required to support the 

successful development of the parcel. 

This is potentially contrary to the provisions of the NPPF 

 

- The Habitats Regulation Assessment process has identified that the parcel is likely to provide 

functionally linked habitat for bird species, connected with European protected sites in the 

wider area. 

This is potentially contrary to the NPPF and in conflict with European Habitat Regulations 

 

- The availability (or lack) of schools capacity and other social infrastructure. Given the scale of 

the parcel it is possible that a new primary school will be required and potentially upgrades 

to other social infrastructure and amenities. 

This indicates that the allocation of this site would conflict with the 3 strands of sustainable 

development 

 

- A buffer of approximately 20m would be required to protect Windle Brook (a designated 

LWS, which runs through the site). 

This is contrary to the provisions off the NPPF as this site remained in the process, despite 

their being many sites that would have been sequentially preferable, if such a tet had 

actually been carried out. 

 

- Two UU pipelines, including a main combined sewer, run through the site from its north-

eastern to south western corners. Their size and location is likely to limit the residential 

capacity of the parcel. 

This adds further to the potential of flooding on the site if there is a breakdown in pipeline 

infrastructure. 

 

- Due to the parcel’s proximity to the A580 a significant buffer (with a minimum width of 40m) 

would be needed, together with other attenuation measures, to mitigate the impacts of 

noise and air pollution from the road. 



This suggest that the development of this site would be contrary to health and thereby 

conflict with the 3 strands of sustainable development. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The LPA’s current 2018 Green Belt review sets out the substantial constraints that are applicable to 

this site.  When read together, and taking into account all other relevant material planning 

considerations in relation to the position of the site within the Borough, it is entirely reasonable to 

conclude that the allocation of this site and any future development of the site would be 

unsustainable. This is due to such a development having clear and demonstrable adverse impacts on 

this part of the borough, thereby meaning that the allocation of the site does not represent 

sustainable development. 

What is also clear is that if these constraints had been identified in the first instance, as the LPA were 

legally required to do through the provisions of the NPPF, then Parcel GBP 098 would most likely 

have failed the sequential test approach, although we will now never know. 

As such, the LPA’s failure to carry out its statutory responsibilities, despite claims that they can deal 

with flooding on the site through the development process, is at best misinformed, and at worst 

unlawful. 

What is also clear is that the release of parcel GBP 098 would conflict with the fundamental aims of 

the Green Belt, and its allocation would conflict with 4 of the 5 purposes of including land within the 

Green belt. The LPA may argue that there are Very Special Circumstances that outweigh this harm, 

although when you consider the identified constraints of this site at the same time, there is no 

justifiable reason why Parcel GBP 098 should remain as a preferred site. 

 



Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0115 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name MR MIKE CARR 

Organisation  

Address 17 BROOKSIDE AVENUE 

ECCLESTON WA10 4RN 

Agent Details MR MIKE CARR 

 

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy PARCEL GBP 098 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

A REPORT WILL BE SENT TO THE PLANNING POLICY EMAIL TODAY. 13TH MARCH 2019 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

THE REMOVAL OF PARCEL GBP 098 FROM THE LOCAL PLAN PROCESS 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

I CONSIDER THIS NECESSARY BECAUSE I AM A CHARTERED TOWN PLANNER WITH SIGNIFICANT 

EXPERIENCE IN THIS TYPE OF PROCESS. 

I CONSIDER THAT THE COUNCIL APPROACH TO THE INITIAL ALLOCATIONS PROCESS WAS 

UNLAWFUL, PARTICULARITY THAT IT SET SUCH A SMALL SERIES OF CONSTRAINT PARAMETERS SO AS 

TO SELECT SITES FOR ALLOCATION. THIS DID NOT COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE NPPF 

OR THE NPPG. IN PARTICULAR, THE LPA DID NOT FOLLOW THE LAWFUL REQUIREMENTS SET OUT IN 



THE NPPF, WHICH REQUIRED PARCEL GBP 098 TO BE SEQUENTIALLY TESTED AGAINST OTHER 

AVAILABLE SITES THAT WERE LESS EXPOSED TO FLOODING. 

SUBSEQUENTLY, THE PARAMETERS IDENTIFIED BY THE LPA WHERE NOT LAWFUL, NOR ROBUST 

ENOUGH AND LET A SPECIFIC AND WHAT I CONSIDER TO BE PRE-SELECTED SITE INTO THE 

SELECTION PROCESS.  

TAKING THE ABOVE INTO ACCOUNT, THE LPA's GREEN BELT REVIEW DECEMBER 2018 NOW CLEARLY 

IDENTIFIES THE FOLLOWING IN RELATION TO THIS PARCEL -   

"ALTHOUGH THE PARCEL WAS PROPOSED BY THE COUNCIL AS AN ALLOCATED SITE AT THE LPPO 

STAGE, A NUMBER OF CONSTRAINTS AFFECT IT THAT WOULD HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE 

NDA AND THE DELIVERABILITY OF DEVELOPMENT WITHIN IT" 

THIS SUPPORTS MY CONCLUSIONS THAT THE ALLOCATION OF THIS SITE FOR DEVELOPMENT AT ANY 

STAGE WOULD, BECAUSE OF THE FLAWED ALLOCATIONS PROCESS, WOULD BE UNLAWFUL BECAUSE 

THE RULES SET OUT IN THE NPPF HAVE NOT BEEN FOLLOWED, THEREBY MAKING THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF THIS SITE UNSUSTAINABLE IN PRINCIPLE. 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0371 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name MR JOHN CASE 

Organisation  

Address 6 EAGLE CRESCENT, RAINFORD. WA11 8BG 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy Local Plan - HA8 - Rookery Lane 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Justified, Effective 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Building on Greenbelt - HA8- Grade 1 Agricultural land should only be considered if all Brownfield 

sites have been assessed and used.  Affordable housing is needed in St Helens. 

This land provides employment. 

HA8 is also near to an Industrial Estate and there have been explosions and fires in the recent past- 

seems dangerous. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/4/2019 9:34:03 AM 
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0252 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Miss Caroline Cassidy 

Organisation  

Address 128 Leach Lane  

St Helens WA9 4PH 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy HS04 Land at Bell Lane 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

 

Basically, the land was set for release (safeguarded). Now, the council have decided not to release it 

because there are multiple owners & they feel it is too difficult when there are plots with only one 

owner. That's fine, but when they safeguarded it, they knew about the situation & have done for 12 

years. This decision is discriminatory in my opinion. I have worked hard to contact the owners who 

are all willing to sell their land. A lot of the unsold land belongs to the company who sold it to us in 

the first place, so it is not in their interests not to sell the land. This land has new builds right up to 

the perimeter of the land. A residential housing area behind it & other farm houses just past it. So, 

why it hasn't been released is a mystery. The problem is, a lot of the landowners are in their 

retirement and in another 15 years, they may not be alive. The land they own, like ours will go to 

charity or family members. So, when you finally run out of land and want to use it for housing, it will 

be an even bigger problem than it is now. 

 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Firstly, I think that the wording of this plan is so confusing, so having a say on it is difficult. 

Landowners have been put off filling in these forms, so my comments may not be in the right area or 

indeed answer your questions. This process should be made simpler than it is. 



I feel there has been no help from the council for the Bell Lane site. A planning officer assured me he 

would write to the landowners to try & help matters when I couldn't locate a few of the owners. 

That didn't happen. The same officer said the council did not want to put any resources into this site 

since other (easier) sites were available. A new build in this area I feel would enhance the local area 

which has been on the decline for years. Small businesses have closed due to not having any passing 

trade. Houses are all around it. The council have been busy allowing playing fields that have been 

enjoyed & used for many years to be built upon, clogging up a very small side road with traffic, doing 

nothing to enhance my area in the slightest. Yet the land we own has been left an eyesore, with 

overgrown shrubbery & self seeded trees blocking anyone's view of the countryside. At some point 

you are going to need this land, as you simply cannot build in front of it before you release this 

parcel as you will have already set the precedent for housing. But, the longer it is left, the more 

trouble you will have getting anyone to sell. I have worked tirelessly over the years contacting the 

plot owners & we all feel very let down by the council. Safeguarding the land for housing gave us all 

so much hope as many of us lost our life savings on buying this land from Propertyspy. To confirm, 

some of the owners have given up on filling these forms in, so I hope that someone, somewhere will 

reconsider this plot of land and hopefully add it to the local plan. I feel we have been discriminated 

against. 

 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

 

Response Date 3/10/2019 4:52:15 PM 

 



Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0325 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Miss Caroline Cassidy 

Organisation N/A 

Address 128 Leach Lane 

St Helens WA9 4PH 

Agent Details  

 

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-

2035? (namely, submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector’s 

recommendations and adoption of the Plan) 

Yes (via e-mail) 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Policy LPA 06 

Paragraph / diagram / table Appendix 5,6.7 

Policies Map HS04 Land at Bell Lane 

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

Fragmented build due to multiple ownership 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? No 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? No 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or 

fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as concise as possible. 

Basically, the land was set for release (safeguarded). Now, the council have decided not to release it 

because there are multiple owners & they feel it is too difficult when there are plots with only one 

owner. That's fine, but when they safeguarded it, they knew about the situation & have done for 12 

years. This decision is discriminatory in my opinion. I have worked hard to contact the owners who 

are all willing to sell their land. A lot of the unsold land belongs to the company who sold it to us in 

the first place, so it is not in their interests not to sell the land. This land has new builds right up to 

the perimeter of the land. A residential housing area behind it & other farm houses just past it. So, 

why it hasn't been released is a mystery. The problem is, a lot of the landowners are in their 

retirement and in another 15 years, they may not be alive. The land they own,  go to 

charity or family members. So, when you finally run out of land and want to use it for housing, it will 

be an even bigger problem than it is now. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Firstly, I think that the wording of this plan is so confusing, so having a say on it is difficult. 

Landowners have been put off filling in these forms, so my comments may not be in the right area or 

indeed answer your questions. This process should be made simpler than it is. 

I feel there has been no help from the council for the Bell Lane site. A planning officer assured me he 

would write to the landowners to try & help matters when I couldn't locate a few of the owners. 
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