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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0013

Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Miss Lynn Mahon
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 P/2018/0249/FUL

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:
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.

The use of green belt land should be utilised only in exceptional circumstances and reasons fully
evidenced and justified. This application is unsound and contrary to strong objections. There are far
better places where brown belt land can be utilised. This is unsuitable for an area of local historic
importance. The proposed use of this land is highly inappropriate for the surrounding areas, which
would increase traffic in an already congested area, the air pollution would increase as would the air
quality. It is totally at odds with the Governments policy on green belt land. The area cannot take
mass warehousing and HGV's that this would bring. It would destroy Newton-le-Willows, Winwick,
and Lowton. The wildlife will be destroyed, masses of habitat destroyed. The planet cannot afford to
continue to cause such mass destruction with proposals such as this one. No exceptional
circumstances have been met in order to legally push forward with this plan, it contravenes
everything descriptive that green belt is. Hundreds of trees that work naturally to absorb the
pollutants will be destroyed and hundreds of diesel HGV's poisoning the area will be in their place.
We do not need it in this area and we are already being boxed in by Florida Farm, Omega both huge
sites in such a small area.

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
The planning should be limited only to the brown belt land available and under no circumstances
should the green belt be encroached upon. No exceptional circumstances have been met to do so.




8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 5/7/2019 6:37:01 PM
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Ref: LPSD

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form (For official use only)

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

online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

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).

PART A — YOUR DETAILS

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

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

Title: Title:

First Name: First name:

Joan M. N/A

Last Name: Last Name:

Maloney N/A

Organisation/company: N/A Organisation/company: N/A

Address: Address:

3 Garsdale Avenue, N/A

Rainhill, Prescot, Merseyside
Postcode: N/A

Postcode: L35 40E

Tel No: N/A

Mobile No: N/A

Email: N/A

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
Plan 2020-2035? (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector’'s recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes X (Via Email)

Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.




RETURN DETAILS

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

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.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.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate 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
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

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
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?

Policy | LPAO6 | Paragraph | 3HS | Policies Sustainability | X Habitats
/ diagram Map Appraisal/ Regulation
/ table Strategic Assessment
Environmental
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? Don't Know Don't Know
Sound? No X
Complies with the Duty to No X
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

5. If 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?

XX | XX

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 precise as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also use this
box to set out your comments

This representation is from the following:

Mr & Mrs Maloney,

I
Mr Maloney & Mrs Roberts-Malone | EENENEGE
Mr & Mrs Roberts [

We have been residents in Rainjjjjjjjilli - The key point of our representation is the protection (
Greenbelt space for future generations and to avoid urban sprawl and overcrowding in Rainhill. W
believe this will help promote a healthier lifestyle and environment for the residents. The physical
and mental wellbeing needs of residents have to be considered now as it will have an impact on f
generations especially if green spaces are taken away.

« We think that in Rainhill there is a lack of green spaces for parents and children to ||| |l

we think this is extremely important. A safe, dog-free zong,

away from busy polluted roads is lacking in Rainhill and this should be considered a priority for th
current community over and above the need for housing.

* Air quality is already established as a factor in childhood and adult respiratory illness so adding
roads, traffic and congestion is not good for the current and future population of Rainhill and St Hg

f the
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and
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* Increased traffic will impact pedestrian safety and health.

» We would argue that the planned housing is not required as quite often new housing developmgé
not ‘affordable’ for the average person. New housing will also have an impact on the saleability of
housing.

* Alongside any planned new housing there would be a need for nurseries, schools, hospital spa

& dentist surgeries, etc within the local vicinity of the housing to avoid the need to drive thus creating

more congestion and polluti
[ to add further pressure on these school spaces would be impractical.

» The greenbelt space was designated as such to avoid urban sprawl and a continuous area of hg
roads. Releasing the greenbelt space negates the reason it was put there in the first place.

» Extra housing means extra car use and the traffic in Rainhill is already a major issue. Warringto
is the only main road through Rainhill and is used by freight vehicles, buses and cars at all times
At busy times the road can be backed up through the village and if there is an incident on the M64
traffic can be backed up the whole way along Warrington

we have seen how quickly the traffic can back up. There is often particular issue W
entrance to the Jones’ Estate which has just one entry/exit point for several hundred houses. This
is always crowded and can be difficult to use especially as it is effectively a crossroads with Know
Road.

» The new junction structure at Longton Lane/Mill Lane may add some relief to the traffic problem
Warrington Road but the traffic leading up to the Skew Bridge from Warrington Road and Rainhill
is the main problem.

* We already see the issue of parking outside all the schools and on adjacent roads such as those

Briscoe’s estate. Double parking is a factor and can lead to issues with emergency vehicles gettin
access.

» Adding extra traffic to Warrington Road will impact the historic Skew Bridge as there is little scof
developing this.

 The junction from Vincent Road to Rainhill Road is already extremely busy and difficult to use at
times. Vincent Road is often used as a cut-through to avoid the Rainhill Rd/Warrington Rd junctio
traffic lights and despite traffic calming measures the traffic on Vincent Road is increasing. Adding

further housing along Rainhill Road on the old Eccleston Golf Club will make the Vincent Rd/Rainhil

Rd junction impossible to use due to increased traffic.

* Rainhill has an historic past and is known as the home of the Railway. We think it is important fo
village to remain as much as possible a ‘village’ whilst modernising in an appropriate way. We sh¢
developing Rainhill as an historic destination and creating a proper Railway museum rather than f
on housing.

« Rainhill station is on a busy commuter route to Liverpool and Manc i [ NG |
know the trains area already busy at peak times. The council should be in discussion with Northe
as to the need for increased train capacity should any new housing be considered.

* We want Rainhill to a be a vibrant community and village not part of an urban sprawl that looks |
everywhere else.
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Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

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. It 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.

The Council should delete this land from the proposed removal from the Green Belt,
therefore abiding with the National Planning Policy Framework (2019).

The council should not consider removing this land from Green Belt to place in
safeguarded.

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

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 Inspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If 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, | do not wish to participate at the
oral examination

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




Please note the Inspector 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.




RO1111















RO1112















RO1113










































RO1114
























RO1115



PlLoooy /A

13 MAR 2019
£ Village Home and Garden
~ ‘\%}i 4 o | Walmesley Road
% | , Eccleston
I St. Helens
' WA10 5IN

March 122019

Reference — St Helens Proposed Local Plan (2018)

Please find enclosed a Representation signed by 189 local people who would like to explicitly
~support the comments made in Section 6 of the attached form. I also enclose one letter passed
to me to forward for your attention. R ‘

I would appreciate an acknowledgement of this Representation Form at the earliest -
opportunity as many of my customers are anxious to know that their voices are being heard.

Mike Myers
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number WF0472

Type of Submission Web submission

Full Name Mr Simon Marsh
Organisation Battlefields Trust
Address Kemp House, 152 City Road, London, EC1V 2NX HP27 OHS

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 LPC 11: Historic Environment

Paragraph / diagram / table

Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic
Environmental Assessment

Habitats Regulation Assessment

Other documents

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Pl

an 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:
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.

| am responding to the consultation on the St Helens Local Plan on behalf of the Battlefields Trust, a
national charity dedicated to the preservation, research and presentation of battlefields as historical
and educational resources (see www.battlefieldstrust.com)

I am responding specifically to policy LPC11: Historic Environment and offer the following comments.
A. The policy covers the requirement in para 189 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
for a developer to provide a statement of significance relating to a heritage asset threatened by
development, but appears silent on the provisions in para 190, which require local authorities to
identify and assess the significance of a heritage asset based on available evidence. In the Trust's
view this should be included to make clear that significance will be independently assessed by the
Council rather than relying on the developers assessment.

B. The policy should also be clear that for designated heritage assets, great weight should be placed
on their conservation as outlined by para 193 of the NPPF. This should be the starting point for any
consideration of less than substantial harm assessments. The draft policy seems to water this down.
C. Para 3 of the draft policy relating to substantial harm also appears to dilute the NPPF statement
than such harm should be wholly exceptional. In the Trust's view the NPPF language should be
reflected in this section of the policy.

D. There is an inconsistency between paras 4 and 5 of the draft policy. Para 4 relating to designated
assets links public benefits to optimum viable use, whereas para 5 relating to non-designated assets
makes no such linkage. This seems to be the wrong way around as optimum viable use criteria could




be used to push through a planning application relating to a designated asset on public benefit
grounds whereas it could not be similarly applied to a non-designated asset as the policy currently
stands. As drafted this provision seems designed to make it easier for the Council's planning
committee to agree applications which harm designated assets. This seems to the Trust to be
contrary to the spirit of NPPF para 193.

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
Explicitly use the language of the National Planning Policy Framework and ensure all elements are
covered.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 ‘ 2/19/2019 10:52:58 PM
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Lllas)

~Ref-PSE—

St Helens Borough Local Plan

A 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) [eoreaseony
Counci Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at:
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

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)
2
SIE AN
PART A - YOUR DETAILS W ”’j A
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form. 1 S '!&\?3
W
a
1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicabi\a)’
(we will correspond via your agent)
LEL A L,
First Name: A lteen ... s, FiFStNAME:
LastName: MBI LASENAME: oo
Organisation/COMPaNY: ... Organisation/CoOMPanNY: ...
ATArESS ...
Postcode: ... s
Tel No: .
Mobile No: .
Email

Signature:

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 Plan 2020-20357?
(namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector's recommendations and

adoption of the Plan)
[ ] Yes (via email) [ ] No

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




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 Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
(open Monday-Friday 8.30am - 5.15pm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan
If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government’s Planning Inspectorate 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: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

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
for each separate comment/representation.
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number WF0201

Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Mr Peter martin
Organisation

Address 57 Rainford Road

Windle Wal06dd

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 SHBPL
Paragraph / diagram / table
Policies Map HA8

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.

1. St Helen's council have not consulted with other councils and haven't published statements of
common ground.

2. Sustainability appraisal - 4 sites scored 4 negatives, HA8 is one of the sites. The other 3 sites were
discarded. HA8 is the least appropriate greenbelt site allocated for housing.

3. HA8 is next to an industrial area. The risks associated are like other similar sites that were
excluded during the site assessment phase.

4. We have not seen any consultation with National England over the loss of Grade 1 farmland.

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

The council should consult with other councils and publish statement(s) of common ground.

The council should amend the plan to consider the risks and impacts to continuing with HA8 through
it's own assessments and the decisions made when other similar sites were excluded. The standard
method of calculating housing needs should be used.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 3/11/2019 9:17:10 PM
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number WF0211

Type of Submission Web submission

Full Name Miss Lucy Martin
Organisation

Address 11 Beech Gardens WA11 8D

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 SHBPL
Paragraph / diagram / table
Policies Map HA8

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.

Other similar sites have been excluded in the site assessment phase, there are risks linked to this site
so why go ahead with it?

Natural England haven't been consulted, the site is grade 1 farmland.

The site was assessed as least appropriate Greenbelt site for housing alongside 3 other sites. Those 3
were discarded.

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
The plan should be amended by keeping the Greenbelt land.
Use the standard method to calculate housing needs

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 3/11/2019 7:49:50 PM
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0014
Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Dr Joshua Masheder
Organisation
Address 14 The Pastures
New Bold
St Helens
WAD9 47B
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 Greenbelt Building

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:
Positively prepared, Justified

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 work in the local hospital and community as a Doctor, | reguarly work in the local ED and regularly
see trolley waits of over 6 hours. This not only puts residents at risk due to prolonged waits to see a
doctor and receive treatment it also adds a pressure for patients to be discharged in order to make
further space. | feel should this building work go ahead there is not enough infrastructure in neither
Whiston or Warrington hospital to cope with the increased demand. This puts the current residents
at increased risk, and the new residents in an area with not enough facilities to cope with the
demand. This does not only apply to the hospital but local GP, Dentists, Ambulance Services. The
country nationally is struggling for health care professionals, building more houses in an area where
these essential facilities are already bursting at the seams buts the current residents lives at risk.
The Road infrastructure around the area including the M62, local roads and schools WOULD NOT
COPE WITH THE EXTRA DEMAND.

Before any further houses are passed, | feel that a consultation with health suppliers, schools, local
amenities needs to happen to find how these services will cope.

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
Reduce the housing planned.




Build on Brown Sites.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
Yes, | 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:
A prospective of a health professional in an area where the resources are already saturated. | feel it
necessary to have an input from a residents and employee perspective.

Response Date | 5/2/2019 11:48:11 PM
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Ref: LPSD

St Helens Borough Local Plan

Jot? - 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) [Looonaweey
council Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at:
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

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 tweo parts;

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

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

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

§

S N
J i \.\gk

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

Organisation/COMPANY: .. OTGANISBLON/COMP@NY? s rcesrmrrsessins s
niaress, 14 CRALGRY STRET pddress..
Ry A =

Postcode;  fas#

B 3 (o e T 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.

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 email) [ ] No

Please note - email is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no email address is pravided,
we will contact you by your postal address.

Signature: _




RETURN DETAILS
Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March 2&|)19 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
{open Monday-Friday 8.30am - 5.15pm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.

FURTHER INFORMATION
If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uk/iecalplan

If you stili need assistance, you can contact us via:

Emaii: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk ‘
Telephone: 01744 676190 ‘

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government’s Planning Iinspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be forwardgd to the
Planning Inspectorate for cansideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personai 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: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

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 PartB |
for each separate commentlrepresentatior?.
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Ref: LPSD

/1 1 MAR 2019

(For offictal use only)

‘ A
St.Helens
Council

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

Please ensure the form is refurned 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).

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

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

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

Title: MRS Title:
First Name: First name:

Jear~d
Last Name: Last Name:

MATHER
Organisation/company:; e Organisation/company:
Address: 17 ARNVA Rp., Address:

RAINSFoRAD.

Postcode: WA W 5 BU Postcode:
TelNo: I | ¢! No:
Maobile No: Mobile No:
Email: Email:
Signature: Date: !01 - B - Zoi |

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.

Inspector's recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

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

Yes L] {Via Email) No [A”

address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.

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




RETURN DETAILS

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

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8 30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: pfanningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable o accept faxed copies of this form.
FURTHER INFORMATION

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

Email: pianninqpolicv@stheIens.qov.ukr
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate 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 cur Information and Records Management Policy. For more inforrnation on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

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
separate comment/representation.




4

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
Policy Paragraph Policies tainability Habitats
/ diagram Map Appraisal/ Regulation
/ table Strategic Assessment
l ’ Environmental ‘
Assessment
Other documents (please name ﬁ( ‘
document and relevant AN
part/section) ! ?O LA'Q_&’

Plegise 1oa
Legally Com
Sound? Yes
Complies with the Duty to Yes [ No [
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

O
=
o

=

Plgase read the Buidantce notoH
Positively Prepared?

Justified?
Effective?
Consistent with National Policy?

tCame b CatS wRioll ol Pt

FAroin onn T a bp gy (oade e
R lorad Ve ® PR uly
Lol b2 o veed Lxbre, AorkotsT Seogesesy

VS =G T C LI Oi-\

L Please continue on a separate shest f necessary




"as precise: és posmblé

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary i
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 Inspector, based
o matfers and issues he/she identifies for examination.

No, | do not wish to participate at the Ye, | wish to pai the oral
oral examination examination

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish fo pamb:bafe at the oraf part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a cony for future cefetence,




RO1141



St.Helens St Helens Borough Local
Council Representation (i

/) Ref. LPSD

/s {1 MAR 2018

Submission Draft)

ment) Form {For official use only)

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

online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

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}.

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

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

MHTHER

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details {if applicable}
(we will correspond via your agent)
Title: "y R Title:
First Name: Fust name:
B REK
Last Name: L.ast Name:

Organisation/company:

Organisation/company:

Address: 7 ArRNIAM @ ROAD Address:
RAINFORD

Postcode: W A Il B Postcode:

Tel No: Tel No:

Maobile No: o Mobile No:

Email: mail:

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
Plan 2020-20357 (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector’s recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes v {(Via Email)

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

Nol |




RETURN DETAILS

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

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Haltl
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpoticy@sthefens.gov.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.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planninggolicy@sthelen’s.qov.uk"
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’'s Planning Inspectorate 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 ine 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
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

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
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.

Paragraph Pohmes Sustamablllty Habitats
/ diagram Map Appraisal/ Regulation
/ table Strategic Assessment
Environmental
Assessment
Other documents (please name
document and relevant A Fooic Y
part/section)

Plﬁﬂ .

Legally Comphant? Yes O No [
Sound? Yes U No 4
Complies with the Duty to Yes [l ' No [
Cooperate

Please lick as appropriate

Posmvely Prepared’? A
Justified? A
Effective? (%]
Consistent with National Policy? | [J

A o uffrwé Sl /lc’(j Hads Con oy AL ;J %,wc,{ G e
N R ('~}/‘—'¢"‘¢4 +v ALesa ~fuds !;L-Joﬂ,\ Ginedtal by PO m o o
Jir(.-( A.‘-aél-ﬁl,kt Ly "} , dqa

TR q’i\—odg R “J;\-Ju.c***/ oy M(S,Er‘t_.ﬁas Cn Tl e 5_3-

clia e FINON b\j tov  ilg rews ot o 3'—0}4«'5—-:1»\," ey \JLA':‘ATE
“Tha %uc-_%p_;hr A o Chaatr Gk {5 e o
L(i;—[ ’3_9_&-!.5 rlee e g

i T pe gnlea i $4 T e e T =)
e Flad NHS‘ oo i"q."((’ S of v ,’-

.6 n 3‘-1_—\.’ ,‘:.k OA

Frp Lo ol Vo oot
F= ke Levey b} o &u” < oo hrprs A [Pfro w A
Neo ¢ om oot s ts fmme hern ptacty fof ymems

Pfease continue on a separate sheetl if necessary




Flease continue oh a separate sheet if necessary

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 Inspector, based
on matters and issues hesshe identifies for examinatior:.

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

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt fo hear those
who fhave mdicated that they wish fo 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 far future reference.
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1 LastName MAT’FW Ns

Council

Please also read the Representation Form Guldance Note that is avallable with thls form or

onhne at www sthelens gov uk/localgla

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than pm
2019. Any comments recerved after thls deadline cannot cannot be accepted

' ThlS form has two parts
Part A — Personal Detalls
PartB - Your Representatron(s)

PART A — YOUR DETAILS ‘

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

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representatton (i.e. comment) Form - ,

LAk

13 MAR 2019

| Ref:LPSD

| (For official use only) .

[T Your De'ai's

T2 Your Agent’s Detalls (rf appllcable)

(we will correspond via your agent)

' Trtle

Tile: MR

LPOOIEA.

Firsthame: Jou N

Fxrst name

. Last Name

| ,‘Orgamsatlonlcompany NIA

: ,_f Orgamsatronlcompany

"'“Add'ess B, CERA D CLOSE

Wﬁﬁ)féip

BeolesTea ;AR,KA, P%cm’ ,

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be aocepted and that in order for your
comments to be oonsrdered you MUST mclude your detarls above ~

Would you Iika to be kept upd ated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local -

'Plan 2020-20357 (namely submission of the Plan for examinatlon pubhcaﬁon of the
'lnspector’s reeommendatrons and adoptlon of the Plan) .

Yes XE] (Via Emalt)

NoD

' Please note e—mart is the Councn's preferred method of commumcatxon if no e-mall .

address is provrded we wrlt contact you by your gostal address




RETURN DETAlLS |

" Please retum your completed form to us by no Iater than 5pm on Wednesday 13* March
2019 by: ~ ' , LR .

pOSt to: : Local,Plan
~ ‘ - St.Helens Council
Town Hall
- Victoria Square
‘St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand dellvery to: ~ Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday- '
P Fnday 8: 30am 5: GOpm) ‘ ‘

| g_lfby emailto: ‘, glannlnggolicy@ sthelene.gov.uk,

: Please note we are unable to accept faxed coples of this form

FURT HER lNFORMATION .

1o you requlre further mformatnon please see the FAQs on our websrte at
1 www. sthelens gov. ukllocalplan If you still need ass:stance you can contact us via:

 Emai: ~ lanningpolicy(
Telephone 01744 676190

i NEXT STEPS

: 'The Councll mtends to submlt the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Subm:ssxon Draft
to the Govemment's Planmng Inspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Plannmg lnspectorate for oons:deratlon durmg the Exammatlon

DATA‘PROTECT!ON :

We prooess personal data as part of our publnc task to prepare a Local Plan and wall retam th|s ,
inline with our lnformahon and Records Management Pollcy For more mformatnon on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protectlon mformatlon on our websnte at o

WWW. sl:helens qov ukllocalplan ‘

Many thanks for taklng the ttme to fill out this fom1 your co-operatlon is gratefully reeelved




. 1 'Effectlve‘?

vutL ’Ul«ll IGF! cacl Itﬂll‘ll IIUUII!IIIIUI ll.- -

Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
' separate commentlrepresentatlon. -

PART B YOUR REPRESENTAT]ON

~ Please use a separate form Part B for each representat:on and supply together with Part A so ‘
we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Gurdance Note that aceompanles .y

this form before you complete it.

| 3 To whtch part of tl'ae?l_ecaliPlan does this re _presentatron relate? a C
Policy | LPAO6 Paragraph 3HS | Policies | Sustamablmy x { Habitats
g |/diagram | Map | Appraisal/ | Regulaton |
- ltable | | |Strategic | Assessment o
: ok e k;Envrronmenml o
‘ o | Assessment
Other documents (please name -

- document and relevant partlsect;on)

o 'augh Local Plan 20202035 is. e
lanations of Legal Camggance and the Tests of Soundness

‘ Legally Compllant? . Don’t Know - | Don’tKnow )
',Cooperate ‘ L : - o -

1 Please ﬁckasappropnate “ o

e Tests of Soundress

o “Posrtlvely Prepared'? 5

;xxXxifz',

luonsrstentwl’th Nanonal Polrcy’? ;




| _ ; For a project of tlns size and hkely oomplexxty, exxstmg }ocal schools and facthtxes wxll be ; 1

nads vith increased pressure on medical and dental practices already under
severe resu'amt. Thls will be further pmsszmwd by the recently proposed Government 7 day

GP. ‘opening hours and furthe impositions on the already stretched Whiston Hospntal A& % o
E department will be inevitable. The ripple effect on all social services must be given close Vo
scmtmy bearing in mind the fragile condition of the NHS and Councxl budgets and the ever- |

Ler® G

increasing burden on Borough citizens.
It is evident that brownsite availability is cons;derable, able to support over 80% of ﬂle

Table 4.6 requirement and dlstnbuuon would be spread thus negatmg the loss of Green bclt :

in 3HS.

Whilst it is aoceptedﬂxatthe 3Hstaoonﬁrmedtwoandthreeﬂoodzonzw1thah1ghwaterM

table, thelossofﬂusareamﬁhmdlandscapebuﬂdmgwﬂldrama&caﬂyaﬂ'ectsoﬁ
, landscape drainage and in parts is hkely to be subject to flooding, particularly near the
~ existing brook. Portico Lane is the main link between the A57, Warnngtnn Road ( (vla

B5201) Dclph Lane) and the A58 St Helens Road and currenﬂy 1t cannot suppoxt the |
amount of traffic at times. T

v Both the Warrington Rd/Rmnhﬂl Rd. (Skew Bndge) _;uncnon and the Pornco Iane/Prescot

- Rd. junction are confirmed with council figures at capacity. The road width restrictions at o

~ the Eccleston Park railway bridge and Warrington Rd. Skew bndge would negate any

' ~poss'bleadvantagesofmajormadworkstofasclhtateexn'ah-aﬂic o
Car parking between Georgian Close and the almost 90 degree bcnd near the Lodge |
constantly stops and restricts buses on this busy route and, when the schools are open |~

~ standing traffic can been found on a regular basis ﬁ'om the traffic lights at Scotchbam A

' Lane/Two Butt Lane. The housing development on the eX. school sztc in Scotchbam Lane s .

fexacerbanmgthls situation.

~ If Portico Lane would be used for uafﬁc access it could only be betweem Pomco House and L E
the Lodge which would mean the exit would be directly opposite Portico Avenue or |
JGeotgzan Close. Fither of these would be most hazardous due to the obstructed views from |
the rising hill after the railway station and the sharp nght hand bend at the Lodge (children’s
k'nursery) Experience has shown that despite the road signs and chevrons installed, traffic
_approaches the latter at excessive speeds out of rush-hour Exnt from both Pomco Avenuc -

_ and Georgian Close is always fraught with danger.

- Two Butt Lane is a narrow single carriageway mthasenes ofcalnnng measures and,k“
, -mamly due to the traffic build-up from the Wamngton Road traffic lights up Delph Lane |

many drivers use Two Butt Lane as an “escape’ route, taking them into the congested Holt . |

Lane and school traffic with 20mph restrictions. Other small estates in the |

fRamth/Lccleston Park/'I‘hatto Heath areas are hkely to be aﬁ'ected in the same manner -

T

e

S




(continued)

L]

“flora and fauna mcludmg over 13 which are protected To lose these would be a natural |

It should be noted that most main camageways boundmg the proposed site are called
‘Lanes’ and, not having changed since their inception when the area was principally rural
are not suitable for even the current usage. In most cases the local infrastructure is such that
to accommodate the hkely increase of traffic of all types, weights and sizes would be almost
impossible and the increase in pollution would be intolerable. With Thatto Heath and St |
Helens as a whole averaging just under 52 deaths per 100,000 from respiratory disease this
concentrated proposed development no doubt will be severely detrimental to health in these
localities.
Beanng in mind the limited access/egress for the site, Wthh must be subject to Developer
proposals if the plan is approved by public consensus, there must be consideration given for
the likely ‘rabbit warren’ planning probability which no doubt will give rise to Fire engme
and policing problems.
The objection by Sport England to the closing of the golf course has not yet been answered
by the St Helens Council, which is a statutory requirement. o
During the years from when the land was a farm for the now demolished hospltal through 1ts e
occupation by a local farmer and then the golf club, the site has supported many species of % N

4 '%
%Mwm~mu~m~;

disaster.
It is of concern that whllst the St Helens Council have publicised the Local plan etc. at no 9

time have they called for public meetings for open discussion. All local meetings have been

organised by a volunteer steering group with information prov:ded during the past two ¢

years, supported by public donations.




»

Thgfcdungiil should delete this land from the proposed removal from the greenbelt, |

therefore abiding with the National Planning PolicyiFrameWOrk (2019)

| The ¢du"np’il should not COhsider‘remo\ring this land from green belt to place in 1
safeguarded ~ :

. : . _Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidenceand
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 Inspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. :

No, | do not wish to the‘ :

| oral examination

Please ~n6te,~ the Ihspebtar will determine thefmbst ‘apprbpﬁéte procedure to adopt to hear tho‘ée
~ who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination .

Thénk you for taking the time ftb‘ ckom'plé‘te; and retum this r'espon‘se, form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.




) ine

1. NAME [OSEMARY MATTHES DRINT NAME .....

ADDRESS

| give explicit pennisélon for my name to be used in this response.

2‘-‘ NAME ﬁgﬁﬁgﬁiit}ﬁﬁimﬁﬁaﬁféiiiiiif PR'NT NAME ddddsiddidusidinnndiiusainnonnsdiasnEenEussaNANEN RS

ADDRES
DATE .1 2.3

SIGNRURE

1 give explicit permission for my name to be used in this response.

3. NAME ..O10BHAN. IWADE - PRINT NAME

SIGNWTURE ..

| give explicit permission for my name to be used in this response.

& i 3w
Eoem d

4. NAME lOﬁTf'LWOT’A’—”W PRINT NAME ....

ADDRESS

=

ek e

| give explicit permission for my name to be used in this reéponse.

WE HAE W KKED TaETHER A Tt
SV S Ok, | |
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Page 1 of 2

St Helens Local Plan Submission Draft
McBride, Sean

to:

'planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk'
13/03/2019 12:30

5 Attachments

i
A

St Helens Local Plan Submission Draft Rep - March 2019.pdf

]
A

Vision Document - Land at Weathercock Hill Farm Rev A 13 03 19 compressed (2).pdf

i
A=

Weathercock Hill Farm_Ecological Statement(1.1).pdf

] ]
Eal Eal

Landscape Feasibility Statement - Land at Weathercock Hill Farm.pdf 2503.TN.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam

Further to the above consultation to the Council's Local Plan Submission Draft; please find attached
a representation submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes (North West) Ltd. | also attach
supporting documentation concerning site 1HA South of Billinge Road, East of Garswood Road and
West of Smock Lane, which is within the control of the Company.

| trust that the attached information is sufficient at this stage, and will be given full consideration. |
would welcome the opportunity to engage further in the preparation of the St Helens Local Plan
and would be happy to arrange a meeting with the Council to discuss the land at Garswood to
ensure its confirmation as a viable development site.

| look forward to confirmation of receipt of this response in due course.

Kind regards
Sean

Sean McBride
Persimmon Homes (North West)

30-34 Crofts Bank Road, Urmston, Manchester, M41 OUH
]

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web8774.htm 30/05/2019



Page 2 of 2

We are proud to be an official partner of Team GB.
|E Persimmon

As part of our partnership with Team GB, we're Building Futures, giving away £1 million to the
next generation of stars. Find out more....

The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for
the addressee. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended
recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance
on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient please contact the
sender and delete the message.

Our privacy policies for our customers, employees and job applicants are available at
https://www.persimmonhomes.com/corporate/corporate-responsibility/policies

Persimmon Homes Limited is registered in England number 4108747, Charles Church
Developments Limited is registered in England number 1182689 and Space4 Limited is registered in
England number 3702606. These companies are wholly owned subsidiaries of Persimmon Plc
registered in England number 1818486, the Registered Office of these four companies is Persimmon
House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE.

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web8774.htm 30/05/2019












Framework stating that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered ‘through the

preparation or updating of plans’ (para 135).

34

Whilst addressed in more detail later in this representation, the Council’s Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment 2017 [SHLAA] identifies an existing housing land supply of
6,344 homes; significantly short of the emerging Local Plan housing requirement of 9,234
net additional dwellings. The Company considers that exceptional circumstanceé exist to

release land from the Green Belt, as required at para 137 of the Framework.

08

3.5

It is necéssary that the Council seeks to identify sufficient sites to meet St Helens’ full
objectively assessed need within its own authority area. Given Warrington and Halton, those
neighbouring authorities who form the Mid-Mersey HMA, are also undertaking a Green Belt
review to accommodate their future hou;ing needs; it being confirmed that they (along with
nearby districts in Liverpool and Greater Manchester City Regions, and West Lancashire) will

be unable to accommodate St Helens’ unmet needs.

3.6

The Company also supports the Council’s identification of land for safeguarding to meet the
longer term housing and employment needs of St Helens, considering this approach to be in

accordance with para. 139 of the Framework.

o9

4.1

Policy LPAO3: Development Principles

The Company are broadly supporting of the development principles set out within policy
LPAQ3 particularly the creation of sustainable communities and the requirement that nevs)
development assists in meeting the challenges of population retention and growth, by
providing a mix of homes, including tybes and tenures to meet needs and aspirations of all

existing and future residents.

5.1

Policy LPAO4: A Strong and Sustainable Economy

The Company generally supports policy LPAO4 which seeks to maximise opportunities for

economic growth, job creation and skills development.

: -

5.2

Whilst acknowledging the importance of protecting sites allocated for employment and
viable employment sites from being developed for alternative uses, it is considered that

paragraphs 4 and 5 of the policy do not fully accord with the Framework.





































Appendix One

Land at Weathercock Hill Farm, Garswood - Parameters Masterplan




Accomodation Schedule

Site Area: 9.90 hectares
Green Infrastructure: 2.40 hectares
Net Development Area: 7.50 hectares
Number of Homes: 265
Gross Density: 27 homes/ha
Net Denity: 35 homes/ha

Site Boundary

Green Infrastructure
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|
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FIGURE1: SITE LOCATION
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1

Land at Weathercock Hill Farm (south of Billinge
Road and east of Garswood Road) presentsan
opportunity to create a sustainable, distinctive
ond attractive urban extension to the existing
settlement of Garswood. Allocation of the site
through the development plan process would
constitute sustainable planned growth to the
north east of St Helens.

The land represents a logical development
site, in a sustainable location that is suitable,
available and achievable. The site s
unencumbered by technical constraints and
will provide much needed new homes early in
the Plan period.

The site is controlled by Persimmon Homes,
one of the UK’s largest housebuilders, who
have a proven track record of delivering new
homes in St Helens and Merseyside.

Thisdocument seeksto highlight the feasibility
and suitability of the site to deliver residential
development in the short term.

2.0 STRATEGIC LOCATION

2]

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Garswood lies to the north east of St Helens
Borough, to the east of the Liverpool City
Region in eastern Merseyside, approximately
113km to the west of the M6 and 1.25km south
west of the M6 Junction 25.

The site has easy access to a range of
destinations, including St Helens, Wigan,
Bolton, Warrington, Manchester and Liverpool,
providing access to a range of services and
employment opportunities.

The site also has easy access to the local

settlements of Garswood, Ashton-in-
Makerfield, Haydock and Billinge, all of which

lie within Skm of the site boundary.

As well asaccessto the strategic road network,
the site is also close to Garswood train station,
which provides direct services to Wigan and
Liverpool. There are also numerous bus stops
along Billinge Road to the north east, and
Garswood Road to the west of the site.

Thus the site has excellent transport
connectivity to the main highway and public
transport networks, with a range of local and
regional destinations and facilities nearby.

M PERSIMMOIN




[ BO
M6 "
A58 - Mé61
ASHTON -IN-
S ‘ D
\_/

-
AN

FIGURE 2: STRATEGIC LOCATION

M PERSIMMON



3.0 SITE LOCATION & CONTEXT

3.

3.2

The proposed development site is located on
land currently utilised as arable farmland, and
coversan area of approximately 9.93 hectares
(24.5 acres).

site Is

The context of the

characterised by the following land uses:

immediate

 Totheimmediate north ofthe siteliesBillinge
Road, beyond which comprises greenfield
land primarily used for arable farming and
playing pitches;

* The existing settlement of Garswood lies to
the immediate east and south of the site,
the immediate surroundings characterised

by residential development and local
amenities; and
¢« The settlement of Billinge is located

approximately 1.3/7km to the west of the site.

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

The boundaries to the site follow existing
nighways infrastructure and field boundaries,
resulting in a well defined and contained
development area.

There is presently one point of access into
the site, located along Garswood Road to the
west. Proposed vehicular access points will
pe based on highways recommendations and
suitability.

There are no Public Rights of Way (PRoWw)
which traverse the site, however there are 6
footpaths within Tkm of the site boundary, the
closest being footpath 935, to the north east.

The topography on site is gently undulating,
with an overall fall from north west to south
east.

In terms of vegetation, the site comprises
open arable farmland, with field boundaries
defined by a combination of hedgerows and
hedgerow trees.

3.8

3.9

Built elements on site are reserved to the
boundariesand include post-and-wire fencing
and built form associated with the curtilages
of adjoining residential properties.
There are currently no permanent water
podies on the site, although there is currently
a semi-permanent pond to the north east of
the site, caused by a drainage defect. There
Is also a drainage channel which runs parallel
to the eastern site boundary.
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3.1 SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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3.2 LOCAL CONTEXT PHOTOGRAPHS
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3.3 WIDER CONTEXT
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4.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

4]

4.2

4.5

4.4

4.5

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

The National Planning Policy Framework (‘the
Framework’) was published on 19th February
2019 and sets out the Government’s planning
policies and how they should be applied; such
policies being a material consideration in both
olan-making and decision-taking.

At the heart of the Framework is a presumption
in favour of sustainable of development (para.
10); identifying three overarching objectives in
achieving sustainable development - economic,
social and environmental.

The Framework sets out that plans and decision
should apply the presumption in favour of
sustainable development and positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to
rapid change (para 11).

Policies  within  the Framework  support
Government’s objective of ‘significantly boosting
the supply of homes’ and state the importance that
a sufficient amount and variety of land can come
forward where it is needed, and that the needs
of groups with specific housing requirements are
addressed (para 59).

The Framework is clear that planning policies
should identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites,
taking into account their availability, suitability
and likely economic viability; and should identify
specific, deliverable sites for years one to five of
the plan period, and

4.6

4.7

4.8

developable sites or broad locations for growth,
for years 6-10 and where possible years 11-15(para.
©7/); identifying and updating annually its supply
of deliverable sites to provide a minimum of five
years worth of housing against their housing
requirement (para. /3).

The Framework is clear that small and medium
sized sites can make an important contribution
to meeting housing requirements of an areaq,
and are often built out early (para. 68), however
also noting that the supply of large numbers of
new homes can often be best achieved through
clanning for larger scale development, such as new
settlements or significant extensions to existing
villages and towns, provided they are well located
and designed, and supported by the necessary
infrastructure and facilities (para. 72).

The delivery of new homes at Weathercock Hill
Farm would contribute towards achieving the
overarching aims of national policy as it would
maoke a significant contribution towards housing
land supply in St Helens.

The development of the site would perform o
positive economic, social and environmental role
and, therefore, represent sustainable development
In accordance with the Framework.
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4.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

4.9

410

411

412

ST HELENS LOCAL PLAN

St Helens Council are currently preparing a new
Local Plan, which once adopted will supersede
the St Helens Core Strategy Local Plan (October
2012). The Submission Draft Local Plan ("the Local
Plan’) identifies a requirement for a minimum of

486 dwellings per annum in the period to March
2035 (Policy LPAOS).

The Local Plan seeks to meet the challenges of
population retention and growth by providing
for a mix of types and tenures of quality homes
to meet the needs and aspirations of all existing
and future residents Iin sustainable locations
(LPAO3).

The Local Plon seeks to focus regeneration
and growth to the key settlements of St Helens
Core Areaq, Blackbrook and Haydock, Newton-
le-Willows and Haydock, Rainford, Billinge,
Garswood and Rainhill (LPAO2).

Whilst encouraging the reuse of the previously
developed land and seeking to optimise the
amount of housing developed on a site, the Local
Plan releases land from the Green Belt to enable
housing and employment needs to be met in
full over the Plan period; also releasing further
land from the Green Belt for safeguarding to
meet development needs beyond March 2035
(LPAO?2).

M PERSIMMOIN

4135 Table 45 of the Local Plan identifies sites

allocated for new housing development. The site
at Weathercock Hill Farm is identified as Site
Ref THA (referred as ‘Land South of Billinge Road,
East of Garswood Road and West of Smock Lane,
Garswood’) which is expected to deliver at least
216 new homes in the Plan period.

414 Housing development on the Weathercock Hill

Farm site would contribute towards meeting St
Helens housing requirement and provide arange
of high-quality housing that reflects local needs
and aspirations. As evidenced in this document,
there are no technical or legal encumbrances
which would preclude its development for
housing early in the Plan period.




5.0 THE NEED FOR GREEN BELT RELEASE IN ST HELENS

5]

5.2

5.3

5.4

The need for Green Belt release isinseparable
from objectively assessed housing need

(OAN).

Givenhistoric housing deliveryandthereliance
on the development of previously developed
sites to meet housing needs, it is considered
that a step change is necessary in order to
accelerate housing delivery in St Helens. The
Council should seek to diversify the supply
towards truly deliverable, sustainable and
unconstrained sites. Land at Weathercock Hill
Farm presents such an opportunity.

It is noted that
approximately 65% of the total land area of
St Helens (approx. 86km  of 135km ), with the
Green Belt boundaries last being reviewed

Green Belt accounts for

in 1984 and only being subject to minor
alterations since.

The requirement for areview of the Green Belt
to accommodate long term housing needs
has been accepted by St Helens Council both
in their adopted Core Strategy and also in the
current Submission Local Plan; table 4.6 of the
Local Plan identifying that sites with an overall
capacity of 2,034 homes must be released
from the Green Belt to meet housing needs up
to 20335.

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

The Submission Local Plan identifies a housing
land supply of 6,544 homes - equivalent to 13
years supply and insufficient to meet housing
requirements across the Plan period (2020-
2035); this figure reducing to 5,550 homes
(11.4 years) when allowing for an 15% non-
delivery allowance.

St Helens Council have ackowledged that
due to a lack of brownfield land and Green
Belt constraint, there has been relatively little
housing development in settlements such as
Garswood, with housing growth not reflecting
population size.

Given Garswood is identified as a key
settlement, it is considered appropriate that
a proportionate amount of future housing is
distributed to the settlement. Given current
Green Belt constraint, thiscan only be achieved

by releasing sites from the Green Belt.

In accordance with the Local Plans Expert
Group, the Council have made provision for a
20% buffer which resultsin atotal requirement
for Green Belt sites to accommodate 4,105
homes in the first 15 years of the Local Plan.

5.9

National policy is clear of the permanence of
Green Belt boundaries and the need to ensure
their duration beyond the plan period, the
Council also make provision or the release
of further Green Belt sites to be safeguarded
beyond the Plan period.

NPPF advocates such an approach, stating
that once established, Green Belt boundaries
should

circumstances, through the preparation or

only be altered In exceptional
review of a Local Plan, further stating that the
supply of new homes can sometimes be best
achieved through planning for larger scale
development such as extensions to existing

villages and towns.
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5.0 THE NEED FOR GREEN BELT RELEASE IN ST HELENS

FIGURE 4: 5T HELENS BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN 2020-2035
GREEN BELT REVIEW DECEMBER 2018
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The site forms an area of land to be removed
from the Green Belt and allocated for housing
in the St Helens Local Plan (Site Ref: THA). The
site at Weathercock Hill Farm has the potential
to accommodate 265 new homes in the period
to 20355 and making a significant contribution
to meeting housing needs in the Borough.

In assessing the site as part of the Green Belt
Review (Dec 2018) (Site Ref: GBP_025b); it is
concluded that:

‘the sub-parcel has strong boundaries and is located
west of Garswood, with existing residential development
fo the east and south, and pockets of development along
its western boundary. The sub-parcelis in a sustainable
location within walking distance of a local convenience
shop and public transport, including the nearby railway

station.

W hilst the sub-parcel includes agricultural land, the
quality of this (grade 3) is lower than in some parts of
the Borough. Safe vehicular access into the sub-parcel
can be provided from Garswood Road and Billinge
Road.

W hilst surface water flooding occurs in the north
east section of the sub-parcel, this can be addressed
by a suitable sustainable drainage scheme (SuDS).
Development on this sub-parcel could help solve
flooding issues in the surrounding urban area. Located
fo the north is sub-parcel GBP_025a which, whilst also
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513

being considered suitable to be released from
Green Belt, extends out further to the west, potentially
resulting in development being constructed in
isolation, incompatible visually with the existing
settlement of Garswood. If sub-parcel GBP_025b were
to be developed first, development within sub-parcel
GBP_025a could then be viewed as a natural further

expansion of the settlement.

The 2018 SA concluded that development of this sub-
parcel would have a mixed impact on the achievement
of SAobjectives, with a high number of impacts resulting
in positive effects. New residents would have access to
high quality open spaces and natural greenspace, the
sub-parcelis in a sustainable location with good access
to public transport, education and health facilities, and
employment opportunities. In summary, the sub-parcel
has many positive attributes which would justify its

allocation for development.

The principle of residential development at
Weathercock Hill Farm should be supported
because:

« The site is well enclosed by existing
residential development and infrastructure
and its development would not have a
significant landscape impact

The site has the potential to meet
housing needs in Garswood without
harming the Green Belt in this location;

The site has good accessibility to services
and facilities;

The release of the site will assist and help
the Councilto meet itshousing requirement.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE AGAINST GREEN BELT POLICY

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

5 of Belt
undertaken by LUC (February 2019) presents

Chapter the Green Assessment
the findings of the St. Helens Green Belt Review
(2018), and also outlines LUC’s own review of
the contribution of the site to the NPPF Green
Belt purposes. A summary of the findings from

this report is given below.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE IN RELATION TO
GREEN BELT PURPOSE 1

“Green Belt purpose 1 seeks to ‘check the
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’. The
St Helens Green Belt Review does not identify
Garswood as one of the large built up areas.
LUC agrees with this finding. “

St Helens Green Belt Review (2018)
Score: Low

“The sub-parcel is triangular is shape and is
bounded by strong physical boundaries to the
north by Billinge Road, to the west by Garswood
Road, to the east and south by Smock Lane and
the built development of Garswood.

Residential properties run along Garswood
Road to the north west and a significant pocket
to the south, the remaining of the sub-parcel
Is agricultural field. All sides of the sub-parcel
have strong boundaries and therefore the sub-

oarcel is well contained.”

M PERSIMMOIN

6.5

6.6

6./

LUC Green Belt Assessment (2019)
Score: Low or No Contribution

“The Site is not associated with a settlement
that is a large built up area and therefore the
Site makes no contribution to purpose 1 (the
prevention of sprawl from the large built up
areq).

The Site is also well contained by existing
development along Garswood Road. This
containment means the Site has a strong
relationship with the existing built up area of
Garswood, as opposed to the wider countryside
and hence any development within the parcel

would not be perceived as sprawl.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE IN RELATION TO
GREEN BELT PURPOSE 2

Belt
neighbouring towns merging into one another’.

“Green purpose 2 seeks to ‘prevent

The St Helens Green Belt Review methodology
sets out the settlements which it considersto be
‘towns’. It states that the Council has included

towns, but also some smaller settlements
(including Rainhill, Rainford, Billinge and
Garswood).”

St Helens Green Belt Review (2018)
Score: Low

6.8

6.9

“The sub-parcelcontributesbroadly,along with
other parcels (GBP_026), to the physical and
visual separation of Billinge and Garswood. A
strategic gap between Billinge and Garswood
could be maintained if this sub-parcel was
released from the Green Belt.

LUC Green Belt Assessment (2019)
Score: Low

“The Site is
Garswood, and approximately

immediately to the west of
1.4km from
Billinge both of which are considered as ‘towns’

under purpose 2.

The Site is
development along Garswood Lane including

relatively well contained by
Sims Lane End and as such the perception of
the narrowing of the gap between Billinge and
Garswood would be limited. A significant gap
between the settlements would remain.

There are no other relevant settlements under
purpose 2 that should be considered in relation
to the Site”

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE IN RELATION TO
GREEN BELT PURPOSE 3

Belt
in  safeguarding

“Green ourpose 3 seeks to ‘assist

the countryside from

encroachment’”




6.0 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE AGAINST GREEN BELT POLICY

6.15

St Helens Green Belt Review (2018)
Score: Low

“The parcel is very well enclosed on all sides
by highway and residential properties.”

LUC Green Belt Assessment (2019)
Score: Medium

“Whilst the majority of the Site is open, there
the
parcel in the form of residential properties

s some existing development within
along Garswood Road before the junction with
Billinge road. Billinge Road also represents a
‘readily recognisable’ Green Belt boundary to
the north.

The Site s
existing development

relatively well contained by
ond has a stronger
association with the built vup area than the
open countryside. Whilst release of the Site
would lead to the loss of open land within the
Site itself, it would not lead to encroachment

on the wider countryside.”

ASSESSMENT OF GREEN BELT PURPOSES 4
AND 5

“Purpose 4 of Green Belt policy is ‘to preserve
the setting and special character of historic
towns'. The Green Belt Review statesinrelation
to purpose 4, that the Borough

contains a number of Conservation Areas,
Listed Buildings and other designated and
non-designated heritage assets, some of
which fall within its towns. However, the towns
contain substantial areas that are not subject
to any recognised heritage designation and
their settings have already been affected by
extensive modern suburban and industrial
development. Given these circumstances, the
different parcels of Green Belt land cannot
be reliably differentiated in terms of their
contribution to Green Belt purpose 4. The
assessment therefore does not assess each
individual parcel in relation to Green Belt

purpose 4.

LUC
protection of the setting and special character

therefore agrees that purpose 4 -

of historictowns -isnot relevant in thislocality.

Similarly, with regard to purpose 5, To assist
In urban regeneration, by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other urban land’, the
GreenBelt Review setsout that the contribution
of each individual parcel to purpose 5 cannot
be differentiated, and therefore does not
assess each individual parcel in relation to

6.19

©.20 "It

0.21

We agree that purpose 5,isnot something that
can be assessed on a parcel-by-parcel basis.
This is in line with the PAS guidance as cited
In the Review which states that: “..it must be
the case that the amount of land within urbban
areasthat could be developed willalready have
been factored in before identifying Green Belt
land. If Green Belt achieves this purpose, all
Green Belt does to the same extent and hence
the value of various land parcels is unlikely
to be distinguished by the application of this
purpose’”

LUC SUMMARY

s clear that the review of Green Belt
undertaken by St. Helens Borough Council has
found the Site does not make a significant
contribution to the purposes of Green Belt.

LUC has undertaken
similarly concludes that the Site makes little

its own review and
contribution to any of the Green Belt purposes
and therefore its allocation as a housing site
(in terms of Green Belt issues) should not be
considered unacceptable.”
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7.0 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

7.2

7.3

7.4

PUBLIC TRANSPORT CONNECTIVITY

Public transport connections are available by
train and bus. There are train services from
Garswood station, located approximately
500m to the south east of the site. Direct
services provided from the station include
Wigan and Liverpool, with connections to the

regional centres of Manchester and Bolton.

Inaddition to linkages from Garswood station,
there are several bus services that run in close
poroximity to the site along Garswood Road.
High
services 1o

frequency bus connections provide
Ashton-in-
Makerfield, Newton-le-Willows and St Helens.

Wigan, Haydock,

WALKING & CYCLING

The site Is within easy walking distance of
local amenities such as retail, leisure and
employment facilties at Garswood, and also
slightly further afield in Billinge and Ashton-
iIn-Makerfield. All routes to these town centres
have footways and are generally of good

quality, suitable for walking.

ACCESSIBILITY TO FACILITIES & SERVICES
There are several primary schools within

walking distance of the site, including:

M PERSIMMOIN

7.5

7.6

. Garswood Primary School

. Rectory C of E Primary School

. Our Lady Immaculate Catholic Primary
School

. Bryn St Peters C of E Primary School
. Billinge Chapel End School

. RL Hughes Primary School

. Landgate School

. St Thomas' C of E Primary School

There are also four high schools within the
vicinity of the site. These are:

. Byrchall High School

. St Edmund Arrowsmith Catholic High
School

. Haydock High School

. Hawkley Hall High School

HEALTHCARE

There are three GP Surgeries in close
proximity to the site, including Garswood
Surgery to the east, and Ashton Medical
Centre and The Medicentre, both located in
Ashton-in-Makerfield to the east. There are
also three Pharmaciesin the vicinity, including
Garswood Pharmacy, Boots Pharmacy and

Rowlands Pharmacuy.

7.7

7.8

7.9

Three dentists are located within proximity
of the site, including Bryn Dental Practice to
the north east, BA Rimmer Dental Practice to
the east, and Haydock Dental Practice to the
south east.

RETAIL & LEISURE

Station Road, located approximately 320m to
the south of the site, has a range of retail and
leisure facilities, including a post office,
take-aways, hair dressers and public houses.
Approximately 2km to the east, Wigan Road
in Ashton-in-Makerfield has a wide range of
retail and leisure facilites with more amenities
includingbanks,restaurantsand supermarkets.

EMPLOYMENT

A range of employment opportunities are
available in the vicinity, including South
Estate, Fishwick Park

Industrial Estate and Haydock Lane Industrial

Lancashire Industrial
Estate which is located approximately 1.75km
to the south east of the site.

Moreover, Florida Farm North has recently
135,000 sg.m.
10,000sgm of office
space, providing further future employment

been granted consent for

of employment and

opportunities.
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FIGURE 5: LOCAL AMENTIES AND SERVICES PLAN

KEY

CATCHMENTS
emnnnt 1km

isgEEmlI ka

LEISURE
o Garswood Library

e Ashton Leisure Centre

e Ashton-in-Makerfield Golf Club

e Haydock Community Leisure Centre
e Haydock Cricket Club

6 Garswood United FC

o Ashton Athletic Football Club

Garswood Hall Bowling and
Community Club

RETAIL

@ Ashton-in-Makerfield Town Centre
@ Prescot Shopping Centre

@ Local shops in Billinge

@ Sainsbury’s Supermarket

@ Co-operative Supermarket

@ Aldi Supermarket

EMPLOYMENT

@ Goose Green Business Park

@ Ashton-in-Makerfield Town Centre
@ South Lancashire Industrial Estate
@ Haydock Lane Industrial Estate
@ Florida Farm North (consented)

PUBLIC TRANSPORT

c Garswood Railway Station
e Bryn Railway Station

e Bus stops along Newton Road
e Bus stops along Victoria Road

PRIMARY SCHOOLS

o Garswood Primary School

e Rectory C of E Primary School

e Our Lady Immaculate Catholic Primary
e Billinge Chapel End School

e Bryn St Peters C of E Primary School

@ Landgate School
e RL Hughes Primary School
e St Thomas’ CE Primary School

SECONDARY SCHOOLS & COLLEGES
e Byrchall High School

e Haydock High School

e Hawkley Hall High School

HEALTH

PHARMACIES

o Garswood Pharmacy
e Boots Pharmacy
e Rowlands Pharmacy

DOCTORS

o Garswood Surgery
e Ashton Medical Centre
e The Medicentre

DENTISTS
e Bryn Dental Practice
e BA Rimmer Dental Practice

e Haydock Dental Practice
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7.1 OTHER TECHNICAL MATTERS

711

TOPOGRAPHY

The site is gently undulating, with elevations
of approximately 92m AOD (Above Ordnance
Datum) at the northwestern extent of the site,
and approximately 82m AOD to the east of the
site.

NATURE CONSERVATION & ECOLOGY
Ecological Statement (LUC, 2019)

“The
ecological value due to the lack of valuable

Site  was considered of negligible
habitats present, absence of protected species
evidence and limited suitability of habitats
to support protected species. There were no
statutory designated sites located within 2 km
of the Site. Three non-statutory designated
sites were located within 2 km of the Site,
however there is no functional connectivity

between these designated sites and the Site.

The majority of the Site comprises improved
grassland with small areas of scrub, tall ruderal
vegetation, hedgerows, trees, and a dry ditch.
These habitats are regarded as being common
and widespread, and as such, of low intrinsic
ecological value. However, hedgerows, trees,
aond scrub within the Survey Areaq, although
not of particular botanical interest (in terms of
species richness), offer potential opportunities
for low numbers of protected species (such as
breeding birds).”

M PERSIMMOIN

/1.4 Three stands of the

/1.6

Invasive, non-native
Japanese knotweed were identified on the

southern and western boundaries of the Site.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL

LUC Landscape Feasibility Statement (LUC,
2019)

“It Is not considered that development of the
Site will alter any of the wider key londscape
characteristics or Iintroduce a discordant
element in the existing setting when viewed
Although the

ridgeline accommodating the Site is visible in

from the wider landscape.
wider views,the Siteitselfoffersanopportunity
to improve the character and quality of the

settlement edge of Garswood.

The St
Assessment

Helens Landscape Character
(2006) that
opportunities exist to accommodate small

considers

scale development to the west and north

of Garswood, whilst retaining the wider
separation from Billinge. The findings of the
St. Helens Council Green Belt Review (2018)
also states that settlement coalescence of
Billinge and Garswood would not occur, as @

strategic gap between the settlements would

be maintainedifthe Site wasreleased fromthe
Green Belt. Subject to architectural proposals
which are consistent in scale and composition
with the setting of Garswood, the residential
development would not appear incongruous
with the established settlement pattern. The
least sensitive parts of the Site are located in
the south and where the Site abuts existing
residential development along Smock Lane
and also benefits from partial visual shelter
orovided by the rising landform to the north.

the identified
opportunities and constraints, it is concluded

Following consideration of

that the Site should be able to accommodate
sensitively designedresidential development.”

WALKING AND CYCLING
The
walking and cycling, with key routes to local

local area has good provisions for
services having footways. The development
oroposals will seek to enhance existing PRows
and improve pedestrian connectivity both

throughout the site and within the wider area.




7.2 OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS
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8.0 A DELIVERABLE SITE

&1

8.2

According to the Framework, to be considered
deliverable, a site should be available now,
offer a suitable location for development, and
be achievable with a realistic prospect that
housing will be delivered on the site within 5
years, and in particular that the development
of the site is viable.

SUITABLE

This report demonstrates
at Weathercock Hill
residential development, with there being no

that the
IS suitable for

site
Farm

natural or technical constraints which would
hinder its suitability to accommodate housing;
namely:

. Technical advice provided by Croft
Transport Solutions concludes that g
number of access points can be created
off Billinge Road and Garswood Road to
serve the site; these access points can
be provided in accordance with the
design guidance contained within the
Manual for Streets document;

. The site is considered to be located
In an attractive market area and in a
settlement where there has been
relatively little new housing. The
development of the site provides @
significant opportunity to sustainably
meet the needs for both affordable and
market housing in Garswood;

M PERSIMMOIN

8.5

8.4

. The site is currently greenfield and is
occupied and tenanted by a local
farmer. There are few known constraints
which would hinder the delivery of the
site in the short term. There are no
statutory ecological designations on or
near the site;

. The site isin an area at low risk of
flooding and there are no watercourses
on site;

. It Is considered that the site can be
sensitively developed so as not to
have any detrimental impact on the
landscape. Further, the site is not
considered to serve the purposes of
retaining land in the Green Belt and is
bound on all sides by permanent
and defensible boundaries, protecting
the adjacent countryside from further
encroachment.

The site is currently designated as Green Belt
which precludes its suitability for housing
development. Upon the adoption of the Local
Plan, within which the site is a draft allocation,
It is considered that the site will be deliverable

within five years.

AVAILABLE

The site is within the control of Persimmon
Homes, one of the largest housebuilders in the
UK and who has significant experience of

8.5

8.6

delivering new homes in St Helens and intends
to commence development of the site at
the earliest opportunity. There are no legal
impediments or known constraints which
would impede the delivery of the site in the
short term. As a result, the site is considered to

oe availoble for housing development’

ACHIEVABLE

Persimmon Homes have undertaken initial due
diligence work and are confident that there
are no technical or environmental constraints
that would prevent or significantly delay the
delivery of new housing on the site. The site
s greenfield and located within a strong local
market housing areaq.
anticipate that 30-40
completed per year on due to the site being

Persimmon currently
dwellings could be

located within a popular market area where
demand for new housing is strong.

Subject to the land being released from the
Green Belt, the Company expect to submit
a planning application within six months of
adoption of the Local Plan.It is considered that
there are realistic prospects that new homes
willbe delivered onthe siteinthe short term;and
the site could make a significant contribution
towards meeting identified housing needs

within St Helens within 5 years.




9.0 A SUSTAINABLE SITE

9.1

9.2

NPPF sets out that there are three dimensions
to sustainable development: economic, social
and environmental. The development of the
land at Weathercock Hill Farm would have
significant positive economic, social and
environmental benefits and would constitute

sustainable development.

ECONOMIC

The economic benefits of house building
include employment during and after the
construction nousehold

phase, ongoing

expenditure supporting local shops and
services, and contribution to local revenues
through the New Homes Bonus and Council
Tax. Persimmon Homes have quantified these
benefits for 265 Homes. This analysis shows
that a development of this scale could provide

the following economic benefits:

« NewHomesBonus(overbyears)-£1,256,100;

* Increased Council Tax Revenues (per
annum) - £314,025;

+ Estimatedincreaseinhouseholdexpenditure
(per annum) - £6,355,336;

¢« 205 person years of construction jobs,
which equates to 41 full time construction
jobs per year of construction, assuming a

6.5 year build period;

9.3

« 62 full time
supported per year of construction in the

indirect or induced jobs
local community over the course of the
development,

« Gross Value Added per annum - £7,041,006

The development of the site for approximately

265 new homes and associated public open

space hasthe potentialto generate significant

social benefits. In particular the proposed
development will:

« Provide a range of house types, sizes
and tenures which complement existing
oroperties in the local area and help to
diversify the local housing market;

« Enhance the overall guality of the local
ared by creating an attractive place to live;

« Provide areas of public open space and

that

recreational opportunities for both existing

green infrastructure will  provide
and future residents;

* Include opportunities for a range and type
of affordable housing for local people;

« Encourage the use of non-car modes of
transport, especially cycling and walking,
through the provision of new connections

across and within the site.

9.4

ENVIRONMENTAL

A substantial proportion of the site will be
retained as open space and made available
for use by prospective and existing residents.
Existing hedgerows and trees will be retained
facilitate  increased

where possible to

ecological and biodiversity enjoyment,

and a comprehensive landscaping and
olanting scheme will be introduced as part
of any residential development, presenting
opportunity to enhance the ecological value

of the site.
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10.0 DEVELOPMENT VISION AND OBJECTIVES

101

10.2

10.3

A Parameters Masterplan has been prepared
for the site, to demonstrate how the design
and form of the proposed development
responds sensitively to on-site opportunities
and constraints, as well as the characteristics

of the wider area.

ACCESS

There are a number of logical and feasible site
access options and combinations, which have
been determined by the existing road network
and highways principles. The preferred site
access locations are therefore:

« Garswood Road, to the west of the site;
« Billinge Road, to the north of the site;

Access to the site would be agreed through
consultation with the local highway authority
and detailed through any future transport
assessment as required.

A comprehensive  network  of  green
infrastructure and pedestrian links has also
been demonstrated, increasing connectivity
and permeability through the site by retaining
and enhancing Public Rights of Way and the
local cycle network, which improves access to
local public transport routes, local amenities

and public open space.

M PERSIMMOIN

10.5

10.7

MOVEMENT AND STREETS

The street design throughout the development
aims to prioritise non-vehicular movement,
by using methods to reduce vehicle speed,
and also by providing strong pedestrian
connectivity and attractive social spaces.

LANDSCAPE FRAMEWORK

The conceptual layout is shaped by the local
landscape features and context, and will
complement the topography of the site.
Green infrastructure will be utilised to the
poundaries and throughout the site to provide
connectivity and enhance habitats and

piodiversity where appropriate.

Existing PRoWws are to be retained and
improved to create attractive green spaces
and connections.

URBAN FORM

Secure development blocks would be created,
with houses orientated to maximise views of
greenspace and promote natural survellance,
as per Secure by Design requirements.

The aesthetics and massing of the proposed
dwellings will refelect local vernacular and
satisfy local planning policy.




11.0 PARAMETERS MASTERPLAN

hn

gy

Accomodation Schedule Site Boundary
Site Area: 9.90 hectares
Green Infrastructure: 2.40 hectares
Net Development Area: 7.50 hectares
Number of Homes: 265
Gross Density: 27 homes/ha
Net Denity: 35 homes/ha

Green Infrastructure

Development Parcels

Avenue

Street

Shared Drive

W - if
. % ¥

Lj l.l‘l
1

S | Mews & Squares

»

) Weathercock“HiII

| Primary Pedestrian/
Cycle Routes

Primary Gateways
(Multi-modal)

Bl Secondary Gateways
(Pedestrian/Cycle)

'." % = . y . l{]

Allotments - vl 1P o

o, 0 L Sy e*SCAPE[[J]

3 ‘ = ¢ el @6-'\‘5@ o - B 4 ¥ ‘W" . < u'r b an is t sESE a
Q‘ / & " P / ‘.,- ¢ : X Project Title

y. ‘..‘".“ . = .
,‘:’q' - = ! - Weathercock Hill Farm, Garswood

e*SCAPE Job No.

019-009

Client

Persimmon Homes North West

Drawing Number Revision

Om 20m 40m 60m 80m 100m W . R PN i B \ 019-009-P003 REV -

Drawing Title
Scale 1:2,500 (@A3)

Parameters Masterplan
Ordnance Survey © Crown copyright 2019

All rights reserved. Licence number LIG1024

Scale Date

1:2,500 @ A3 March’|9

25 PERSIMMON




12.0 CONCLUSIONS

121

The land at Weathercock Hill Farm is within
the control of Persimmon Homes, one of the
largest housebuildersinthe UK with significant
experience of building new homesin St Helens.
The Company has undertaken o detailed
analysis of the physical and constraints and
opportunities of the site and has prepared an
Indicative masterplan to demonstrate how the
site could be developed.

It has been demonstrated that the site does
not make a significant contribution to the
purposes of retaining land in the Green Belt,
and its development would fully accord with
the economic, social and environmental
objectives of sustainable development;
and can be delivered in full accordance
with the policies within the Framework, and
should therefore be allocated for residential
development in the St Helens Local Plan.

It has been demonstrated through this Vision
Document that the Weathercock Hill Farm
site Is available, suitable and achievable, and
could deliver new homes within the short to
medium term. The development of the site
for housing has the potential to contribute
towards meeting the identified need for new
housing within St Helens.
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Appendix Three

Land at Weathercock Hill Farm, Garswood
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1 Introduction

1.1 LUC was commissioned by Persimmon Homes (the ‘Client’) to undertake an Ecological Assessment
(EA) of a parcel of land (hereafter referred to as the 'Site’) located at Garswood, Merseyside. The
Site is located to the west of Garswood, bound by Billinge Road, Garswood Road and Smock Lane
(centred at SJ 55153 99968).

Project Understanding

1.2 St Helens council has submitted a Draft Local Plan for public consultation which details the land
for which the council district has designated for housing, employment and other development.
This EA was required to support the council’s allocation for the development of housing within the
Site.

1.3 This Ecological Statement will detail the survey methods and results undertaken to inform the EA,
and provide a summary of the overall ecological value of the Site.

Ecological Statement 1 February 2019



2 Methodology

Desk Study

2.1 A desk study was undertaken to obtain baseline ecological information in relation to the Site, and
the local area. The desk study sough information on all desighated sites located within 2 km of
the Site using freely-available, online data sources. The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for
the Countryside (MAGIC)' database was reviewed for information on locally, nationally and
internationally statutory designated sites of nature conservation importance. Additional
information on non-statutory designated sites was also gathered from St Helens Council.

Field Surveys

2.2 A field survey (hereafter referred to as the ‘Survey’) was undertaken on 14" January 2019 by LUC
consultant ecologist, Michal Ostalowski Grad CIEEM?2. All features of ecological significance were
recorded on a field tablet, using a georeferenced map-based application. Photographs were also
taken and accompany this report, where necessary.

Habitats

2.3 The Survey followed the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) guidelines® to classify the
habitats located within the Site, up to and including a 50 m buffer (hereafter referred to as the
Survey Area) as shown in Figure 1, Appendix 1. The Surveys aimed to rapidly map the broad
habitat types located within the Survey Area, recording plant species, where applicable. Target
Notes (TN) were also taken to provide detailed information relating to ecological features of
interest recorded during the Survey.

Protected Species

2.4 The Survey also aimed to assess the potential for the Survey Area to support protected species
including, but not limited to, bats, badger and reptiles. Where field signs of such faunal species
were observed, this was recorded and provided within this ES.

Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS)

2.5 A check for invasive, non-native species (INNS), which could pose constraints to development,
was also carried out during the Survey. Species searched for included Japanese knotweed,
Himalayan balsam, giant hogweed and rhododendron.

Survey Limitations

2.6 The Survey was undertaken outside of the optimum period for Phase 1 habitat surveys (April to
September, inclusive). However, given the broad habitat types found within the Survey Area this
constraint is not considered to be a limitation to the current assessment of the value of the Site.

2.7 It is worth noting that the time frame in which the Survey was undertaken provides a snapshot of
activity for the Site and will not necessarily detect all evidence of use by a species. Ecological
surveys are limited by a variety of factors which affect the presence of flora and fauna such as

L' MAGIC. Available online at www.magic.gov.uk. [Accessed February 2019]

2 Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management

8 Joint Nature Conservation Committee (2010) Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey: a technique for environmental
audit. Peterborough.
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www.magic.gov.uk

season, migration patterns, and species behaviour. Evidence of species is not always discovered
during the Survey. This does not mean that a species is absent and as such, the survey aims to
assess the suitability of habitats to support protected species.

Ecological Statement 3 February 2019



3 Results

3.1 The desk study and Survey results are summarised below, with reference to Figure 1, Appendix
1.

Desk Study

3.2 There were no statutory designated sites located within the Site, or within a 2 km buffer. The Site
falls within a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) Impact Risk Zones. SSSI IRZs have been
adopted to identify areas within which the Local Planning Authority (LPA) should consult Natural
England (NE) before granting planning permission on a development. This SSSI IRZ has been put
in place to recommend consultation for specific developments such as airport runways and
aviation developments, and farm-related developments (such as slurrys). As the Site has not
been allocated for development of these kinds, the developer would not be required to undertake
consultation with NE with regards to impacts on the SSSI.

3.3 There were three non-statutory Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) within 2 km of the Site. Information
relating to these non-statutory designated sites is provided in Table 1, below.

Table 1: Non-Statutory Designated Sites Located within 2 km of the Site

m Distance and Direction from Site Designated Feature

Barton Clough Local 0.5 km northwest Ancient semi-natural woodland

Mine Spoil 0.5 km west Wetland

Goyt Hey Wood 1.4 km southwest Ancient semi-natural woodland
3.4 No further non-statutory designated sites were located within 2 km of the Site.

Field Surveys
Habitats

Scattered Scrub (A2.2)

3.5 A small area of bramble and elder scrub was present in the east corner of the Survey Area,
situated on the Site’s boundary.

Mixed Scattered trees (A3.3)

3.6 Broadleaved trees were scattered along south-western and eastern Site’s boundaries. Species
present include sycamore, alder, and silver birch.

3.7 A single tree line was recorded along the southern boundary of the Site. Species present include
Leyland cypress, sycamore, elder, silver birch and poplar sp.

Improved Grassland (B4)

3.8 Improved grassland was the dominant habitat recorded within the Survey Area, dominating the
land within the Site and fields to the northeast and southwest (Photograph 1, Appendix 2). At
the time of the Survey, this grassland was under intensive agricultural management. Species
present include perennial ryegrass, thistle species, and buttercup species.
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Tall ruderal (C3.1)

3.9 A narrow strip of tall ruderal vegetation was present along the Billinge Road, in the north of the
Survey Area. Species recorded include rosebay willowherb, bramble, broadleaved dock, and
grass, such as cock’s-foot.

Arable (J1.1)

3.10 An arable field was recorded in the north-eastern of the Survey Area. At the time of the Survey,
the crop had been harvested and therefore resembled a stubble field.

Intact hedge (J2.1)

3.11 A single section of intact hedge was present in the west of the Survey Area, located along the
Site’s western boundary. The hedge was considered to be species-poor with only two species
present, including hawthorn and bramble.

Defunct hedge (J2.2)

3.12 A single line of defunct hedge was recorded in the east of the Survey Area, along Smock Lane.
Species present include blackthorn, hawthorn, bramble, and holly.

Dry ditch (J2.5)

3.13 A dry ditch was recorded along the north-eastern boundary of the Site, adjacent to the Billinge
Road. Vegetation within the ditch was similar to the surrounding habitat (tall ruderal; comprising
rosebay willowherb, bramble and cock’s-foot).

Buildings (13.6)

3.14 Residential buildings, with associated gardens were present within the Survey Area. Residential
buildings appeared to be occupied, in good condition and evidence of recent human presence.

Other habitat (J5)

3.15 A lawn bowling pitch and a number of allotments were recorded in the south on the Survey Area.
Protected Species

Bats

3.16 The trees, scrub, and hedgerows, recorded within the Survey Area, were considered to provide
limited foraging and commuting potential for bats. Residential buildings recorded within the
Survey Area were considered to provide some bat roosting potential. They appeared to be in
relatively good condition, with no visible evidence of cracks or fissures in brickwork but a few
potential bat roosting opportunities were recorded within the roof of the buildings (e.g. gaps
between tiles).

3.17 There were no buildings recorded within the Site and therefore the Site’s potential to support bats
is considered negligible.

3.18 The majority of the trees adjacent to Site offer no roosting opportunities (e.g. cracks, crevices,
splits, woodpecker holes). However, a single sycamore tree, recorded to the south of the Site was
considered of moderate bat roost potential due to the presence of a narrow crevice located on its
limb (Photograph 2, Appendix 2).

Badgers

3.19 No sign of badger activity was recorded on, or within close proximity to, the Site. The field
margins and improved grassland were considered to provide suitable foraging habitat for badgers
to feed on earthworms. The Site was considered to offer suboptimal habitat for sett creation due
to the lack of suitable cover and likely regular disturbance from dog walkers and local residents.

Nesting Birds

3.20 Two bird nests were observed within the Site; the first nest was located in a hedgerow along the
eastern boundary of the Site, and the second was on a silver birch tree. Carrion crow,
woodpigeon, magpie, goldfinch, blackbird, and robin were present within the Survey Area at the
time of the Survey.
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3.21 The trees, hedgerows, scrub and improved grassland were considered suitable for foraging and/or
nesting bird species.

Other species

3.22 No evidence of other species, or suitable habitat to support species, was identified at the time of
Survey.

Invasive non-native species

3.23 Three small stands of scattered Japanese knotweed were recorded on Site (Figure 1, Appendix
1; Photograph 3, Appendix 2; NGRs, SD 55014 00144, SD 55013 00170 and SJ 55192 99773).
The largest stand was located in the north of the Survey Area (SD 55013 00170), recorded at a
length of approximately 10 m, and at a height of approximately 40 cm.
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4 Conclusion

4.1 The Site was considered of negligible ecological value due to the lack of valuable habitats present,
absence of protected species evidence and limited suitability of habitats to support protected
species.

4.2 There were no statutory designated sites located within 2 km of the Site. Three non-statutory
designated sites were located within 2 km of the Site, however there is no functional connectivity
between these designated sites and the Site.

4.3 The majority of Site comprised improved grassland with small areas of scrub, tall ruderal
vegetation, hedgerows, trees, and a dry ditch. These habitats were regarded as being common
and widespread, and as such, of low intrinsic ecological value. However, hedgerows, trees, and
scrub within the Survey Area, although not of particular botanical interest (in terms of species
richness), offer potential opportunities for low numbers of protected species (such as breeding
birds).

4.4 Three stands of the invasive, non-native Japanese knotweed were identified on the southern and
western boundaries of the Site. Strict controls on soil movement will be required to facilitate any
development which may cause the spread of this species, and therefore this could pose a
constraint to development.
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Appendix 1
Figures

Figure 1: Phase 1 Habitat Survey Results
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Appendix 2
Photographs

Photograph 1: Improved grassland located within the Site. Photograph
was taken looking east, from the northern residential buildings, located on
Garswood Road.

Photograph 2: Sycamore tree considered of moderate bat roost potential
recorded on the southern boundary of the Site
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Photograph 3: A stand of Japanese knotweed recorded in the north of the
Site
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

Context

LUC was commissioned by Persimmon Homes (North West) to produce a high level review of the
current landscape and visual condition of a proposed site in Garswood, St. Helens (herein referred
to as the 'Site’). This report describes the key opportunities and constraints affecting the potential
development of the Site in relation to landscape character and visual amenity.

Lying at the western limit of Garswood within the St. Helens administrative boundary (see Figure
01: Site Location Plan), the Site occupies land currently used as pastoral agricultural land.

Figure 01: Site Location Plan

Objectives

This study aimed to highlight any landscape or visual issues that would potentially impede
delivery of development at the Site. An indication of any specific constrained areas or areas of
landscape opportunities have been highlighted has been provided, and used to develop potential
design objectives for the Site. Relevant landscape policies and existing baseline material have also
been reviewed to inform the planning context of the Site, supported by the findings of a site visit,
held in January 2019.

This report is not a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), although some reference
has been made to the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) (3rd
Edition) (2013)* which forms the standard reference for undertaking this work in the UK.

1 Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Assessment (2013) Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
3rd Edition, Routledge.



1.5

Scope and Structure of the Report

The report is structured as follows:
e Section 1: Introduction
e Section 2: Landscape Baseline

e Section 3: Visual Baseline

Section 4: Analysis

Section 5: Summary and Conclusions



Landscape Baseline

Policy Context

St. Helens Council Local Plan Core Strategy (2012)

Relevant landscape policies relating to St. Helens Borough have been reviewed to inform the

Proposed development of the Site would be subject to policies contained within the St. Helens
Local Plan Core Strategy? which was adopted on 315t October 2012 and incorporated ‘saved’
policies from the St. Helens Unitary Development Plan (UDP) dated 1998%. St. Helens Council is
also currently in the process of preparing the new St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035*
which will replace existing planning documents.

Landscape policies of relevance to the Site are set out below.

e Saved Policies S1(Green Belt) and GB1 (Green Belt) - states that land defined as Green
Belt on the Proposals Map will be maintained in order to check the unrestricted sprawl of large
built-up areas, prevent neighbouring towns from merging into each other and assist in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The Policy also aims to assist urban
regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict land and other urban land. The Site is
within the Green Belt as defined in the extant St. Helens Local Plan Core Strategy?. This policy
also encompasses land lying between the settlements of Garswood and Billinge.

e Policy CAS 5: Rural St. Helens - states that development will be restricted to within
existing rural settlement boundaries. Outside of these areas development will comply with
Green Belt policy. The Site itself is located on the settlement edge of Garswood.

e Policy CQL 1: Green Infrastructure - seeks to protect, manage, enhance and where
appropriate expand the Green Infrastructure network by reinforcing the protection of
greenways and linkages between sites. The Policy also aims to promote and improve the
accessibility of open space within walking distance of housing, health, employment and
education facilities. The Site itself is located on the settlement edge of Garswood, although
devoid of Public Rights of Way (PRoW) / recreational use.

e Policy CQL 2: Trees and Woodlands - states that trees, woodlands and hedgerows should
be protected and enhanced by conservation, enhancement and management. Developers will
be required to plant new trees, woodlands and hedgerows on appropriate sites or contribute
to off-site provision and elsewhere support new planting. The boundaries of the Site are
currently comprised of both intact and fragmented hedgerows, with some trees located on the

St. Helens Council Green Belt Review (2018)°

Published in December 2018 with the aim of guiding the location and form of new development in
the emerging St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035*, the review identifies areas where
development could be accommodated whilst causing least harm to the Green Belt itself. The
document also assesses the contribution that different parts of St. Helens make to the purposes
of the Green Belt. The study divided the full extent of the St. Helens Green Belt into parcels of
land for assessment. The Site itself was separated out as land sub-parcel GBP_025_B,
incorporating land situated to the north west of Garswood.

Helens Council (1998) St. Helens Unitary Development Plan
Helens Council (2019) St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 - Submission Draft

2.1

planning context of the Site.
2.2
2.3

Site’s eastern boundary.

2.4
2 st. Helens Council (2012) St. Helens Local Plan Core Strategy
3 st.
4 st.
5

St.

Helens Council (2018) St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 - Green Belt Review (December 2018)
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The findings of the review stated that whilst sub-parcel GBP_025_B contributes to the physical
and visual separation of Billinge and Garswood, with strong vegetated boundaries, a strategic gap
between the settlements could be maintained if this sub-parcel was released from the Green Belt.
The study concluded that GBP_025_ B makes only a limited contribution to the purposes of the
Green Belt land and has ‘many positive attributes which would justify its allocation for
development’.

The New St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035*

St. Helens Council is in the process of preparing a new Local Plan which will set out the framework
for growth and development of the Borough. The document is currently in the publication period,
after which the Submission Draft will be submitted to the Secretary of State for Examination in
Public. The Site is currently allocated within the Submission Draft document and the Submission
Draft Policies Map as housing within Policy LPAO5: Meeting St. Helens Borough’s Housing Needs.
Reference 1HA Land South of Billinge Road, East of Garswood Road and west of Smock Lane,
Garswood wholly encompasses the Site itself.

Wigan Council Local Plan Core Strategy (2013)®

The corridor of Down Brook, approximately 300m north of the Site, delineates the boundary
separating St. Helens District from Wigan District. The Wigan Local Plan Core Strategy outlines
the spatial vision and strategic objectives of the borough through to 2026. Due to the close
proximity of Wigan District to the Site, the policies considered relevant are listed below:

e Policy CP8: Green Belt and Safeguarded Land - states that development within the Green
Belt will only be allowed in accordance with national planning policy.

e Policy C1E: Greenway Network - seeks to develop a network of safe, attractive, off-road
routes linking the countryside and recreational facilities with urban areas across the Borough.
The Network will be protected from development which would negate its purpose.

Landscape Character

The use of published landscape character assessments is a widely accepted tool, used to inform
an understanding of the landscape context for potential development sites. Landscape character
is described at both national and local levels.

At a national level, mapping and written descriptions published by Natural England classify the
landscape character of England into 159 distinct National Character Areas (NCAs). These NCAs
provide a broad landscape context for individual development schemes.

GLVIA3 paragraph 5.14, suggests that:

“broad scale assessments set the scene and reference can be made to the descriptions of
relevant character types or areas to indicate the key characteristics that may be apparent
in the study area”.

Published Character Assessment — National Level

At a national level, the Site lies within National Character Area (NCA) 56: Lancashire Coal
Measures. Encompassing the towns of Wigan and St. Helens, this NCA is characterised by a
mosaic of scattered urban centres, industry, farmland and active or derelict mineral sites. Key
characteristics of this NCA are summarised below:

e densely populated fragmented landscape reflecting a complex pattern of mining and
industrial activity intermixed with housing;

e gentle hills and valleys running north-west to the south-east, creating a soft but varied
topography;

6 Wigan Council (2013) Wigan Local Plan Core Strategy
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e associations with industrial heritage and long history of mineral working;
¢ limited woodland coverage, with the exception of the area north-west of Wigan;

e large tracts and isolated pockets of agricultural land within the urban fabric, principally
used for permanent grassland or cereal production, although horse grazing and stabling are
also common;

o field patterns are predominantly medium to large and rectangular, with field
boundaries defined by poorly managed hedges or post-and-wire fencing;

e presence of subsidence flashes due to widespread ground subsidence, caused by coal
mining activities;

e strong cultural and industrial heritage, although the majority of the pits, spoil heaps and
open cast sites have now been reclaimed and landscaped; and

e influence of transport and utilities infrastructure, with motorways, major roads and rail
lines criss-crossing the landscape.

A site visit confirmed that the Site and surrounding landscape share some of the key attributes
and character qualities of this NCA, particularly the aspects highlighted in bold text above.
However, as NCAs cover extensive areas they are of limited relevance to the scale of the Site. It
is noted within the Summary of the NCA profile that the continued pressure to accommodate both
housing and industry forms a future challenge of the area. However, opportunities to incorporate
environmental and social benefits; including improving habitat quality, distribution and
connectivity through urban linkages is also recognised.

The Statement of Environmental Opportunities for NCA 56: Lancashire Coal Measures contain
suggested opportunities that are relevant to the Site as outlined below.

e SEO 3: Manage and support the agricultural landscape through conserving, enhancing,
linking and expanding the habitat network (including grasslands, woodlands, ponds, hedges
and field margins) - to increase connectivity and resilience to climate change, and reduce
soil erosion and diffuse pollution, while conserving the qualities of the farmed landscape
and improving opportunities for enjoyment of the open countryside.

e SEO 4: Expand and link green infrastructure through restoring and enhancing post-
industrial sites and creating new habitat mosaics that raise the overall quality, design and
location of new development, bringing multiple environmental benefits including functioning
networks for wildlife and access and recreational amenities for people to enjoy.

Published Landscape Character Assessment - Local Level

The Landscape Character Assessment for St. Helens (2006)” was prepared to assess the
landscape character of the Borough of St. Helens, to inform its future growth and development.
The landscape of the study area is divided into Landscape Character Types (LCTs) reflecting the
results of desk study and field survey undertaken as part of that study. These LCTs are then
further refined into Landscape Character Areas (LCAs) forming discrete named geographical units.
The townscape character of Garswood has been classified under the broader character type of
Separate Settlements, reflective of its broad pattern of land use and age of development.

LCA Weathercock Slopes (3 BRS 2)

The Site lies within the Broad Rural Slopes LCT, subdivided further into LCA Weathercock
Slopes (3 BRS 2). Located primarily to the north of the Borough on the rolling topography, this
LCT comprises a large area of agricultural landscape. Key characteristics of this area are
summarised within the Landscape Character Assessment for St. Helens, as below:

e« gently undulating agricultural landscape or broad smooth ridgeline with slopes of
either a southern or northern aspect;

e availability of open views and strong intervisibility with the wider landscape and settlement
of St. Helens;

7 st. Helens Council (2006) Landscape Character Assessment for St. Helens



2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

e generally intact woodland blocks and shelterbelts which creates a strong interplay between
open and enclosed space;

¢ medium sized fields of improved pasture bound by hedgerow field boundaries
form the dominant land use, providing a strong rural character;

e various settlement type of local built vernacular, ranging from small villages to a scattering
of farmsteads. Later infill housing is often poorly sited and constructed of contemporary
materials which contrast with the vernacular properties;

¢ network of small ‘B’ roads enclosed by hedges cross the landscape, broadly following the
contours of the undulating terrain; and

e the strong rural character emphasizes the physical separation of the landscape, elevated
above the adjacent urban landscape.

The Landscape Character Assessment for St. Helens’ includes a criteria used to evaluate the
opportunities and constraints of each LCA, as summarised below:

e Developed Edge Analysis — considers the overriding character and robustness of the
existing urban / rural interface.

e Landscape Evaluation - provides an overall classification of the inherent sensitivity of both
the landscape and visual resource.

e Landscape Strategy - determined by the consideration of strength of character and
landscape condition.

e Judgement about Potential to Accommodate Development — provides a judgement which
considers the character and condition of the landscape as well as its inherent sensitivity.

Developed Edge Analysis - LCA Weathercock Slopes (3 BRS 2)

The settlement edges at Billinge and Garswood are assessed as Weak to Moderate. The
Garswood edge, encompassing the Site itself, is described as less well defined than the eastern
edge of Billinge because of sporadic settlement expansion along roads which often give the
impression of multiple settlements.

Landscape Evaluation - LCA Weathercock Slopes (3 BRS 2)

Landscape sensitivity is judged to be medium to high with a strong landscape pattern. However,
a general degradation of hedgerows is noted as well as an encroachment of urban features. The
presence of the prominent ridge affords intervisibility to other areas, resulting in a medium to
high visual sensitivity.

Landscape Strategy- LCA Weathercock Slopes (3 BRS 2)

The landscape strategy for the area is described as Conserve and Restore, derived from the
assessment of strength of character and landscape condition.

Judgement about Potential to Accommodate Development - LCA Weathercock Slopes (3 BRS 2)

The assessment suggests that further development at Garswood ‘may provide a more robust edge
and improve the character and form of the settlement, although siting development here should
be sensitive to the surrounding more elevated and prominent land’. 1t is noted that the area is not
suited to accommodating large scale change or vertical structures as a result of its high visibility
which would protrude against the skyline in views.

LCA Garswood (12 SS 4)

Located within the wider LCT 12: Separate Settlements, LCA Garswood (12 SS 4) encompasses
land running parallel the route of Smock Lane and adjoins the Site at its south eastern limit. Lying
within the north east of the Borough, the settlement is bounded to the south east by the route of
the Wigan to Liverpool Rail Line and to the east and north by the incised valley of the Down
Brook. Built form at the western extent of the settlement is focused on the lower slopes, although
is less well defined, described as exhibiting ‘an irregular layout only partially responding to
landform characteristics’.



Developed Edge Analysis - LCA Garswood (12 SS 4)

2.21 The western developed edge of Garswood incorporating the Site is described as an often abrupt
and prominent edge that follows existing road alignments. Although a clear separation exists
between Billinge and Garswood, the experience of arrival from the west is less well defined. The
contrast between the strong edge to Garswood in the south with the western developed edges
results in a varied overall character judged to vary from Strong to Weak.

Landscape Evaluation - LCA Garswood (12 SS 4)

2.22 The area is identified as exhibiting medium landscape sensitivity in virtue of the presence of the
historic urban core and road layout. However, the area lacks a cohesive settlement layout due to
the proliferation of infill development. Visual sensitivity is judged to be medium to high, as a
result of locally elevated topography and opportunities for intervisiblity within an area containing
a high number of receptors.

Landscape Strategy - LCA Garswood (12 SS 4)

2.23 The landscape strategy for the area is described as Conserve and Enhance, derived from the
assessment of strength of character and landscape condition.

Judgement about Potential to Accommodate Development - LCA Garswood (12 SS 4)

2.24 The report concludes that opportunities exist to the west and north of Garswood to accommodate
small scale development to improve the settlement layout, whilst retaining the wider separation
from Billinge. Improvement to the layout in this location would potentially improve the settlement
edge and sense of arrival.

Key Visual Gateways

2.25 A number of Key Visual Gateways were identified within the published Landscape Character
Assessment for St. Helens (2006)7, related to the transition from one landscape to another and
forming the first impressions of a settlement or landscape. The subtle reduction in topography
from the north to the south of the Borough creates a gateway 'travelling south over Billinge Hill
ridgeline on the minor roads north of Garswood’, located approximately 250m from the Site itself.
This location was visited as part of the field survey although the Site was not visible in the view
due to the presence of intervening vegetation parallel to Garswood Road.

View looking south from the junction of Garswood Road and Leyland Green Road (identified as a Key Visual Gateway within
St. Helens Landscape Character Assessment (2006)7

Historic Landscape

2.26  Published in 2011, the Merseyside Historic Characterisation Project: St. Helens Report® divides the
landscape of the locality into identifiable LCTs, derived from modern field patterns and land use.

8 Merseyside Archaeological Advisory Service and Museum of Liverpool (2011) Merseyside Historic Characterisation Project: St. Helens
Report
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The assessment further refines Landscape Character Broad Types, providing a description and
historical rationale as well as a list of key characteristics. The Site itself is contained within Field
System Landscape Character Broad Type. Garswood is not included within the Historic Settlement
Study encompassed within the document.

Topography

Located to the north east of St. Helens District, the Site is underlain by a broad band of
Carboniferous Sileasian period geology, forming part of the wider Lancashire Coalfield. The Site
and immediate area are formed by an elongated ridge running broadly south east to north west
and forming a plateau of surrounding farmland. The Site itself exhibits localised undulations but
generally slopes from 92m AOD at its northern extent to 84m AOD at its eastern limit.

Located approximately 2km north west of the Site, Billinge Hill forms the principal landform
feature in the locality and reaches a height of 179m AOD at its summit. This pronounced feature
of the ridgeline with an asymmetrical form is visible in views from the Site itself. Tatlock’s Hillock
also forms an important undeveloped visual horizon in immediate and wider views.

The Site does not contain or directly border any hydrological features. However, the incised
channel of Down Brook denotes the administrative boundary with Wigan District and drains a
dense network of drainage channels in the landscape to the north of the Site.

Land Use

Located on the north western edge of Garswood, the Site is dominated by improved pastures. An
intact hawthorn hedge characterises the western boundary of the Site, along Garswood Road,
reducing visual permeability into the Site from this location. However, hedgerow boundaries along
both Smock Lane and the B5207 Billinge Road are somewhat fragmented, allowing views in.

Scrub vegetation forming the boundary of the B5207 Fragmented hedge with mature hedgerow trees in the
Billinge Road immediate foreground of Smock Lane

The immediate landscape is dominated by the settlement pattern of Garswood, separated from
Billinge in the west by undulating farmlands. The eastern boundary of the Site abuts existing
housing on Smock Lane whereas the western extent of the Site lies adjacent to residential
dwellings, forming the frontage to Garswood Road. A suburban context typifies Garswood itself,
characterised by continuous urban development of predominantly semi-detached and terraced
residential properties.

The wider agricultural landscape comprises both arable fields and grazed pastures. Medium to
large scale field patterns predominate, subdivided by mainly post and wire fencing or hedgerows.
Where woodland forms the horizon in views, such as at Weathercock Hill or the roundel at
Tatlock’s Hillock, they form prominent features in the landscape. A tract of ancient woodland at
Barton Clough, associated with the incised channel of Down Brook, also contributes to landscape
character in the area.



2.33

2.34

2.35

2.36

2.37

2.38

2.39

Settlement

The settlement edge of Garswood typifies the immediate Site, where ribbon development and
groups of residential dwellings form a partial frontage to Garswood Road. More recent residential
development on Smock Lane has a suburban character and contrasts in character with the darker
red brick of the vernacular buildings. The settlement extent of Garswood is constrained to the
south by the route of the Liverpool to Wigan Rail Line, whereas the course of Down Brook
envelops the town to the north and east. To the west the settlement boundary of Garswood is less
defined, although retained on lower slopes.

Garswood is connected to Billinge in the west by the route of the B5207 Billinge Road. Scattered
farmsteads such as Blackley Hurst Farm occupy the landscape dividing the settlements, forming
prominent features set within a wooded backdrop.

Residential properties forming the frontage to Garswood Residential dwellings located at Simm’s Lane End,
Road bordering the Site at its northern limit

Communications

The corridor of the B5207 Billinge Road runs in a broadly east-west alignment, linking the
settlements of Billinge and Garswood. Both Garswood Road and Smock Lane adjoin this route,
forming the western and eastern limits of the Site. The carriageway of the M6 lies to the east of
Garswood, accommodated largely in cutting as it divides Garswood from Aston-in-Makerfield in
the east. Garswood is also bounded to the south east by the cutting landform of the Liverpool to
Wigan Rail Line.

The Site itself is devoid of PRoW. However, a network of PRoW characterise the landscape to the
north and west of the Site, predominantly following the line of existing field boundaries.

Establishing the Value of the Landscape

The Site does not lie within any area designated in terms of specific national statutory landscape
designation such as National Park or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

Conservation Areas, whilst not specific landscape designations, reflect landscape and architectural
quality and are relevant to development proposals which may impact upon them. The Site does
not encompass any land defined as a Conservation Area.

Forming part of the Development Plan for the Borough, the St. Helens Unitary Development Plan
Saved Policies Addendum (2013)° includes Policy GB1 General Criteria for Development Control in
the Green Belt which encompasses large stretches of land dividing the settlement of Garswood
and Billinge, including the Site itself. However, Green belt is a planning designation that seeks to
maintain openness between settlements rather than act as an indication of landscape quality.
Areas defined as Policy ENV1 Public Open Space within the St. Helens Unitary Development Plan

9 st. Helens Council (2013) St. Helens Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies — 2013 Addendum
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Saved Policies Addendum (2013)° lie within 50m of the Site itself, on both Garswood Road and
the B5207 Billinge Road.

A section of Policy C1E Greenway Network within the Wigan Local Plan Core Strategy (2013)° also
lies approximately 2km north of the Site, within close proximity to the corridor of the M6. Located
approximately 2.5km from the Site at its closest extent, the Stanley Bank, Carr Mill Dam and
Billinge Hill Corridor is identified within St. Helens Local Plan Core Strategy (2012)? as a
significant priority for action within Policy CQL1 Green Infrastructure. However, the relatively long
distance dictates that development of the Site is not likely to directly affect these areas.

Public Open Space located on Garswood Road View towards the Public Open Space from the B52017
Billinge Road

11



3 Visual Baseline

Key Visual Receptors

3.1 Following the preliminary assessment of the landscape context it was considered that there would
be potential views from:

users of the local PRoW network, principally Public Footpath 929 (St. Helens) and Public
Footpath 935 (St. Helens);

users of the Public Open Spaces on Garswood Road and the B5207 Billinge Road;

motorists on the local road network, including Garswood Road, the B52017 Billinge Road
and Smock Lane, which form the perimeters of the Site.

local community within Garswood; and

local community at Billinge.

Views to the Site

3.2 Six publically accessible viewpoints were selected and visited as part of the field study to
demonstrate the range of potential views into the Site (see Figure 02: Viewpoint Location
Plan). The selected viewpoints are listed below.

Viewpoint 1: View looking north east from Public Footpath 929 (St. Helens);

Viewpoint 2: View looking south Public Footpath 07/10 (Billinge and Winstanley) (forming a
section of Policy C1E Greenway Network within the Wigan Local Plan Core Strategy
(2013)%);

Viewpoint 3: View looking south east from Public Footpath 868 (St. Helens), Billinge Hill;
Viewpoint 4: View looking south east from the B5207 Newton Road, Billinge;
Viewpoint 5: View looking south from Public Footpath 935 (St. Helens), Downall Green; and

Viewpoint 6: View looking north from the Public Open Space on Garswood Road.

3.3 Viewpoint photography is provided for illustrative purposes and has been annotated to indicate
the visible extents of the Site. Photography was recorded in January 2019 and represents
maximum visibility as the vegetation is devoid of leaf cover.

12



Figure 02: Viewpoint Location Plan (views in and out)
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Approximate horizontal extent of Site

Viewpoint 1: View looking north east from Public Footpath 929 (St. Helens)

The panorama provides views towards the Site and western settlement edge of Garswood from a locally elevated position on the rising slopes of Weathercock Hill. The gap in the continuity of built form
along Garswood Road is apparent in the central frame of the view.

Approximate horizontal extent of Site (not visible)

Viewpoint 2: View looking south from Public Footpath 07/10 (Billinge and Winstanley) (forming a section of Policy C1E Greenway Network within the Wigan Local Plan Core Strategy
(2013))

Representative of recreational users, views looking south towards the Site are foreshortened by undulating farmland to the north of Garswood. Direct views towards the Site are unavailable from this
location.

14



Approximate horizontal extent of Site (barely perceptible)
*---

Viewpoint 3: View looking south east from Public Footpath 868 (St. Helens), Billinge Hill

The view looks south-east from Billinge Hill, the principal landform feature in the locality. Fiddlers Ferry Power Station s is visible protruding against the skyline and the wooded corridor of the M6 is
evident in the background view. The Site itself is barely perceptible in the view due to viewing distance.

Approximate horizontal extent of Site

Viewpoint 4: View looking south east from the B5207 Newton Road, Billinge

The view affords a locally elevated vantage point at the residential edge of Billinge. However, views towards the Site itself are interrupted by a combination of intervening vegetation and distance of view.
The location of Billinge on elevated landform enforces the sense of separation between the settlement and Garswood.

15



Approximate horizontal extent of Site

Viewpoint 5: View looking south from Public Footpath 935 (St. Helens), Downall Green

The Site is visible in the central frame, beyond the agricultural pastures bound by post and wire fencing in the immediate foreground. The existing settlement edge of Garswood is apparent in the left
frame of the view with residential properties at the junction of the B5207 Billinge Road and Garswood Road occupying the middle distance of the view.

Approximate horizontal extent of Site

Viewpoint 6: View looking north from the Public Open Space on Garswood Road

Located at the Public Open Space on Garswood Road, this viewpoint offers views towards the Site in the central frame of the view, albeit partially interrupted by the existing residential properties on
Garswood Road. The gap in the continuity of built form offers views towards the hedge and pastoral farmland beyond.

16



Views from the Site

Viewpoint A: View looking north east from the B5207
Billinge Road

Views looking north east are afforded to the settlement edge
of Downall Green, with the spire of the Church of the Holy
Trinity perceptible above the residential land use. Agricultural
land forms the immediate foreground of the view.

Viewpoint C: View looking west from Smock Lane

Residential properties on Garswood Road are visible in the
middle distance with long distance views foreshortened by
intervening topography at Weathercock Hill. The woodland
tract at Weathercock Hill forms a partially wooded horizon.

17

Viewpoint B: View looking west from Garswood Road

Weathercock Hill provides containment and a visual backdrop
in views to the west. The woodland block at this location is
prominent in the view and is visible against the skyline.
Direct views towards the settlement edge of Billinge are
precluded at this location due to the nature of the
intervening topography.

Viewpoint D: View looking south from the B5207
Billinge Road

Two storey residential development of suburban character
forms the frontage to Smock Lane. The fragmented hedge
bordering the Site offers a limited visual buffer with open
views available to the western settlement edge of Garswood.



4 Analysis

Landscape Opportunities

4.1 The study and review of the recommendations within the St. Helens Landscape Character
Assessment (2006)7 has led to the identification of the following key opportunities and
recommendations (see Figure 03: Landscape Opportunities and Constraints):

soften and strengthen the existing harsh settlement edge along Smock Lane;

ensure that development responds to the landform, taking advantage of the natural
screening provided by topography at the north of the Site;

encourage future linkages between the recreational assets on the edge of Garswood,
including the areas of Public Open Space on the B5207 Billinge Road and at Garswood
Road;

maintain views across to wider landscape and townscape features such as Weathercock Hill
and Tatlock’s Hillock and the church spire at the Church of the Holy Trinity, Downall Green;

replicate the existing pattern of ribbon development along Garswood Road;

take the opportunity to improve the settlement gateway and sense of arrival into
Garswood; and

supplement the strong framework of existing boundary vegetation parallel Garswood Road
and restore / supplement the degraded hedge boundaries along the B5207 Billinge Road
and Smock lane. Vegetated boundaries will to assist in landscape and visual integration and
avoid the introduction of abrupt urban fringe characteristics.

Landscape Constraints

4.2 The following constraints are applicable to the Site:

the location of the Site on an open ridgeline dictates that sympathetic design is required to
ensure any proposed development does not protrude above the ridgeline within the wider
landscape;

fragmented and gappy hedgerows along field boundaries along the B5207 Billinge Road and
Smock Lane, afford views in from residential properties or users of local roads; and

the existing undulating landform may require minor contour remodelling to accommodate
any proposed development.
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Figure 03: Landscape Opportunities and Constraints



Design Principles

4.3 The following design principles should be considered when developing options for proposed
development of the Site:

avoid locating development in the more elevated northern portion of the Site;

secure a scale and form of residential development which reflects the adjoining urban areas
of Garswood;

consider an architectural response that integrates well and takes visual cues from the local
vernacular (dark red brick) as well as the potential for attractive frontages visible on
Garswood Road and Smock Lane;

ensure an appropriate scale of development which retains existing views towards locally
elevated landscape features such as Billinge Hill as well as local townscape features such as
the spire of church;

create a defined urban edge with appropriate mitigation treatments. The western edge of
Garswood appears to have expanded sporadically with pockets of development lining
roads; and

enhance the sense of arrival on approach through the creation of a gateway entrance
feature at the junction of Garswood Road and the B5207 Billinge Road.

20 February 2019



51

5.2

5.3

54

Summary and Conclusions

It is not considered that development of the Site will alter any of the wider key landscape
characteristics or introduce a discordant element in the existing setting when viewed from the
wider landscape. Although the ridgeline accommodating the Site is visible in wider views, the Site
itself offers an opportunity to improve the character and quality of the settlement edge of
Garswood.

The St. Helens Landscape Character Assessment (2006)7 considers that opportunities exist to
accommodate small scale development to the west and north of Garswood, whilst retaining the
wider separation from Billinge. The findings of the St. Helens Council Green Belt Review (2018)°
also states that settlement coalescence of Billinge and Garswood would not occur, as a strategic
gap between the settlements would be maintained if the Site was released from the Green Belt.

Subject to architectural proposals which are consistent in scale and composition with the setting
of Garswood, the residential development would not appear incongruous with the established
settlement pattern. The least sensitive parts of the Site are located in the south and where the
Site abuts existing residential development along Smock Lane and also benefits from partial visual
shelter provided by the rising landform to the north.

Following consideration of the identified opportunities and constraints, it is concluded that the Site
should be able to accommodate sensitively designed residential development. However, it is
recommended that a Landscape and Visual Appraisal is undertaken of the proposed development
to thoroughly assess potential landscape and visual effects within the locality and inform the
masterplanning process.

21 February 2019
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Land at Weathercock Hill Farm, Garswood
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POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, BILLINGE ROAD, GARSWOOD - TRANSPORT ISSUES
NOTE - JANUARY 2019

Introduction

Croft have been instructed by Persimmon Homes to provide a Transport Issues Note for proposals for
residential development on land off Billinge Road in the Garswood area of St Helens.

Location and Accessibility

The site is located approximately 750 metres north-west of the centre of Garswood, whilst Ashton-in-
Makerfield is located 2.7 kilometres east of the site, where primary shopping and local facilities can be found.
In addition, there are a range of services and facilities in the vicinity of the site itself.

Education

Garswood County Primary School is located to south east of the site on Hamilton Road, pedestrian access
can be achieved via Billinge Road, Smock Lane, Thornhill Road, Falkland Drive, Langholm Road and
Hamilton Road.

The Rectory Church of England Primary School is located north east of the site on Rectory Road and can be
accessed via the footway provision provided on Billinge Road and Rectory Road.

The most accessible secondary school to the site is Cansfield High School. Although this is located just
outside the 2 kilometre pedestrian catchment, it's accessible via an 11 minute bus journey (156 Bus Service)
and a short walk.

Healthcare
Garswood Surgery which is located on Billinge Road, approximately 6oom from the centre of the site, can
be accessed via the pedestrian footways located on Billinge Road. In addition, various healthcare facilities

such as Boots Pharmacy and Rowlands Pharmacy can be found in Ashton-in-Makerfield, just a short bus
journey from the site.



Employment

Although major employment opportunities may be limited within the vicinity of the site, with the exception
of some small businesses, there are a number of large employment opportunities close by such as Wigan,
Ashton-in-Makerfield and Haydock.

Retail

There are local retail facilities within the vicinity of the site; a Texaco Petrol Station/Londis convenience
store, Bargain Booze and The Store are located within 2 kilometres of the site, all of which can be accessed
via the extensive pedestrian infrastructure located in the vicinity of the site.

Sports and Recreation

A local recreation park and a football pitch are located to the south of the site on Garswood Road,
approximately 400 metres from the centre of the site. In addition, Ashton leisure centre is located in Ashton-
in-Makerfield, just a short bus journey from the site.

Day to Day Accessibility

Table 1 below, shows the walking distances from the centre of the site to the local facilities/amenities in the

vicinity of the site:



Local Amenity

Distance from Sites (Metres)

Bus Stops

300 (Billinge Road)
300 (Garswood Road)

Post Box

410 (Garswood Road)

Garswood Surgery

630 (Billinge Road)

Garswood County Primary School

880 (Hamilton Road)

Convenience Store (Londis)

1,120 (Garswood Road)

Garswood Railway Station

Table 1 — Distance from Key Day to Day Amenities
The table clearly shows that the development site is within a short walk of a range of day to day amenities.

There is the scope for pedestrian improvements along Billinge Way and Garswood Road, in the form of
footway enhancements as well as improvements to the bus stop facilities within the vicinity of the site.

Transportation

Bus stops are located on Billinge Road and Garswood Road, which consist of a bus stop pole with passing
services shown and a bus service timetable. Table 2 below, summarises the bus services that operate within

close proximity of the site.

1,300 (Station Road)



Monday - Friday
Service Frequency per hour

PM
AL Midday
Peak

St Helens — Ashton-in-

156 Makerfield

Ashton-in-Makerfield —

157 Rainford Junction

Table 2 - Existing Bus Services Operating Along Billinge Road and Garswood Road.

As can be seen in Table 2, the bus services that operate along Billinge Road provide 2 peak hour services to
and from St Helens and Ashton-in-Makerfield. Journeys to Ashton-in-Makerfield take 15 minutes whilst
journeys to St Helens take approximately 26 minutes, therefore, the bus services available from Billinge
Road provide the opportunity for residents to travel to St Helens, Ashton-in-Makerfield and surrounding
areas by public transport.

Infrastructure

The site benefits from extensive frontage onto Billinge Road and Garswood Road, due to this there is scope
to provide vehicular access from both roads. For the purpose of this note, it is proposed that primary access
into the site will be provided from both Billinge Road and Garswood Road.

To cater for the volume of traffic movements turning into the site the proposed designs incorporates right
turning lanes on Billinge Road and Garswood Road can be provided. This will require widening into the site
frontage but does not require the acquisition of third-party land to implement, as all additional land is within
the existing limits of adopted highway or within the site boundary. The running lanes on Billinge Road and
Garswood Road will be 3.0 metres wide with a 3 metre wide right turning lane. It is unlikely that both access
points will require ghost-island access arrangements and this will form part of any masterplanning of the
site.



The vehicular access arrangements will need to be agreed with the highways officers at St Helens
Metropolitan Borough Council (SHMBC) regarding the suitability of the Site Access options. However, in
our view there are no constraints to accessing the site that can’t be overcome whilst actually improving the
environment in the vicinity of the site for all road users.

As part of the proposals to development the site pedestrian connectivity through the site will need to be
promoted, this can be achieved by creating new pedestrian links through the site and connecting to the
nearby existing right of ways. The site will also link with the existing cycle routes and local amenities in the
vicinity of the site.

In terms of off-site impact the proposals are likely to generate in the region of 300 plus vehicular trips in the
two busiest hours of the day which are likely to be between 0800 and o900 hours and 1700 to 1800 hours.
The majority of the traffic will be travelling towards Wigan, St Helens, Manchester and the Strategic
Highway Network.

As part of any subsequent planning application there is likely to requirement to provide off-site highway
improvement to mitigate the impact of the residential development at Billinge Road. The necessary
mitigation measures will need to be agreed with the local highway authority to demonstrate that the
development of the Billinge Road site can be delivered.

Summary
In summary, this note clearly demonstrates that the site in Garswood is very well located for new residential
development. The site isin close proximity to a good range of shops, employment opportunities, education

provisions and other facilities and services.

The site can be satisfactorily accessed and will generate a modest number of additional vehicular trips onto
the local highway network which can potentially be mitigated by a range of improvements.
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St.Helens

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)

Ref: LPSD

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Council

(For official use only)

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

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Monday 13" May 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.

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)
Title: R Title:
First Name: . First name:
Mctopad
Last Name: ; Last Name:
A Cemlenry
Organisation/company: Organisation/company:
Address: /S gm0 AN Address:
Postcode: vA® &4~/ Postcode:

Tel No:

Mobile No:

Email:

/13 Jot+ /15

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
Plan 2020-20357 (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector's recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes [ | (Via Email) No [

Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.
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LLOo2\)\

™ RE: Representations to St Helens Local Plan ’2020-2035 (Submission Draft) - Email 1 of

1 Attach}nent

O LD;»\O

5’:“3,\ -y @:}

o A ‘) UDAOE %&igfﬁﬂ@‘\.&
41575 09 lpsd-representation-form Tay101 Wimpey St Helens 13.03.2019.pdf ‘s\_i,, RN \,I#’\
U “1 LPNO A @ew

Sir/Madam,

Further to my colleague Brian’s email below and the link sent across, ttach a copy of the signed

Representation Form. O Lpe 0 \/7 “w LPCOZ fz &ELP 2. g‘w “‘; P Q’O\
Ao’ J‘;iP@Qx Z } YLPDOL

Klngl regards, 3; Lpe o\ \ )

Melissa : m‘} LPCIL ¥ .
@; L ;{TQ\‘% )Ly \'Twms,li{-?‘;)ﬂ \ a} LPD O

Melissa Wilson !i *"3} oo /L’ 3 LPC EQ@ ”” ) y ;'% é 12 0T

Senior Planner F2K peol

- ihs, Ship Canal House, 98 King Street, Manchester M2 4WU

On behalf of our client, Taylor Wimpey UK Limited, pleased find attached representations to the
current consultation on the Submission Draft of the emerging St Helens Local Plan [SDLP]. A
completed Representation Form will follow on a separate email due to restrictions on email size.

I also attach a separate link to the representations and associated appendices.

https://we.tl/t-yDseYorPfO

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web6743.htm 03/06/2019
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I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of these representations via return email. If you
have any questions in relation to these representations or would like to discuss any of Taylor
Wimpey’s land assets in St Helens, please let me know.

Kind regards
Brian

Brian O'Connor
Associate Director
Lichfields, Ship Canal House, 98 King Street,. Manchester- M2 AWy

lichfields.uk

This email is for the use of the addressee. It may contain information which is confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you
are not the intended recipient you must not copy, distribute or disseminate this email or attachments to anyone other than the
addressee. If you receive this communication in error please advise us by telephone as soon as possible.

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited is registered in England, no. 2778116, Qur registered office is at 14 Regent's Whart, All
Saints Street, London N1 9RL.

@% Think of the environment. Please aveoid printing this email unnecessarily.

ﬁle://{C:/Users/GrifﬁthsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notesOC98C3/~web6743 .htm 03/06/2019
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- Representations to St Helens Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) - Email 2 of 2
[NLP-DMS.FID606600]
Brian O'Connor

A
SPLIT 41874_03 St Helens Local Plan Consultation - Soundess Reps 13.03.19_Part | .pdf
Sir / Madam

On behalf of our client, Taylor Wimpey UK Limited, pleased find attached representations to the
current consultation on the Submission Draft of the emerging St Helens Local Plan [SDLP]. Due to
the size of the representation we have had to split it into two separate emails and I will send the
second email shortly.

I also attach a sepafate link to the representations and associated appendices.

" https://we.tl/t-yDseYqrPfO

I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of these representations via return email. If you
have any questions in relation to these representations or would like to discuss any of Taylor
Wimpey’s land assets in St Helens, please let me know.

Kind regards
Brian

Brian O'Connor
Associate Director
Lichfields, Shi 1 Ho

lichfields.uk

This email is for the use of the addressee. It may contain information which is confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you
- are not the intended recipient you must not copy, distribute or disseminate this email or attachments to anyone other than the

addressee. If you receive this communication in error please advise us by telephone as soon as possible.

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited is registered in England, no. 2778116. Qur registered office is at 14 Regent's Wharf, All

Saints Street, London N1 9RL.

ﬁ Think of the environment. Please avoid printing this email unnccessarily.

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notesO0C98C3/~web4501.htm 31/05/2019
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St.Helens
Council

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Ref: LPSD

(For official use only)

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

online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

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).

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

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

1 Your Detalls

2. Your Agent’s Details (if appllcable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

Tltle Ms |

Title: Mr

First Name: Kate

First name: Brian

Last Name: McClean

Last Name: O’Connor

Organisation/company: Taylor Wimpey UK
Limited

Organisation/company: Lichfields

Address: Ground Floor,
Washington House
Birchwood

Postcode: WA3 6GR

Address: Ship Canal House
98 King Street
Manchester

Tel No:

Postcode: M2 4WU

Mobile No:

Email:

//- /xﬁ «*’w‘ M;,w

o
Slgf;;tw;e

|

P
f/

‘Date: | 13/03/2019

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.




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.

Policy Paragraph Policies Sustainability Habitats
/ diagram Map Appraisal/ Regulation
/ table Strategic Assessment
Environmental
See See cover See Assessment
cover letter cover
letter letter
Other documents (please name See supporting Representations and Appendices
document and relevant
part/section)

Legally Compliant? Yes X No LI
Sound? Yes Ll No X
Complies with the Duty to Yes X No L
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

Positively Prepared”
Justified?
Effective?
Consistent with National Policy?

|| <[>}

See supporting Representations and Appendices




“See ’sueperting Representations and Appendices

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 Inspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral
examination

[)

To ensure that the modifications to the policies are incorporated and we have an opportunity to
present to the Inspector.

Please note the Inspector 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.
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St Helens Local Plan: Appendix 1 Technical Note Housing Need — ST Helens SHMA

Appendix 1 Technical Note Housing Need
— ST Helens SHMA




Technical Note

Our ref
Date

Subject

41874/03/SPM/CRo
13th March 2019

St Helens Housing Needs - Review

1'0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

This note has been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd to inform its
representations to the St Helens Borough Council [the Council] Local Plan 2020-35 Submission
Draft consultation [the emerging Local Plan]. This note reviews the Council’s housing need
evidence published to date. It specifically considers the St Helens Strategic Housing Market
Assessment [SHMA ] Update, prepared by GL Hearn in January 2019. The Council are relying
upon this SHMA for its housing requirement in the emerging Local Plan.

The St Helens Borough Submission Draft Local Plan 2020-35

In January 2019 the Council published its emerging Local Plan for consultation with a housing
target of 486 dwellings per annum [dpa] over the period 2016 to 2035 (Policy LPA05). This was
underpinned by the aforementioned SHMA Update which concluded that housing needs in St
Helens ranged from 479 dpa to 514 dpa between 2016 and 2033.

The Council’s target of 486 dpa is derived from the ‘economic scenario 2’, Sensitivity Option 3,
set out in the SHMA Update, albeit extended to cover the whole Plan period to 2035. This
option excluded implications arising from site 2ES Land North East of Junction 23 M6 (55.9 ha)
from the calculations (which is identified as safeguarded land in the emerging Local Plan, Policy
LPA06), and Omega South (1EA, 31.22 ha), which is allocated to meet employment needs
arising in Warrington.

The Reasoned Justification alongside the Council’s Housing Needs Policy sets out why the
Council has departed from the Local Housing Need generated by the Government’s standard
method, which would indicate a need for 482 dpat (based on the 2014-based Sub-National
Household Projections [SNHP]):

“A key disadvantage of relying on the standard method to identify housing need is that it does
not take into account the increased employment groivth that is likely to result from the
development of the sites that are allocated for employment development in Policy LPAo4. This
employment growth is likely to lead to increased housing need. In addition, the long term
trend of declining affordability is likely, if continued in the future, to present an upward
pressure on the outputs of the standard method. To address these points the Council has
considered a range of other evidence to identify the housing OAN...” [4.18.5]

“The St Helens SHMA update 2018 used more recently published household and population
projections, together with updated data linked to the development of the employment site
allocations in Policy LPA04 of this Plan, to assess the housing OAN figures. It did so by
assessing a range of demographic and economic led scenarios, for example: using

! Note: the 482 dpa is based on 2014-based household projections for St Helens Borough over the period 2018-2028. If the average is
taken from 2019-2029, then the figure calculated by the standard methodology falls to 468 dpa.

Pg1/15
17112273v2
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assumptions concerning the expected rate of jobs growth; the numbers of supporting jobs that
would be generated; employment rates; and commuting patterns.” [4.18.8]

“Whilst the scenarios in the SHMA update 2018 indicate a range of annual housing needs
figures, the scenario that is considered to be the most realistic gives rise to a figure of 486 net
new dwelling completions per annum.” [Submission Draft Local Plan, 4.18.8]

1.5 Regarding other relevant housing/economic policies in the Local Plan, Policy LPCo1 Housing
Mix states that new market and affordable housing must be designed to address local housing
needs and include a range of types, tenures and sizes of homes as informed by relevant evidence
including the Borough’s latest SHMA. It states that on greenfield sites capable of
accommodating over 25 homes, at least 20% of the new dwellings across the whole site must be
designed to the “accessible and adaptable” standard set out in Part M4(2); and at least 5% of the
new dwellings across the whole site must be designed to the “wheelchair user” dwellings
standard. It also requires that at least 5% of dwellings on these sites be bungalows which we
object to in our representation and associated viability Assessment.

1.6 Policy LPCo1 states that the Council will work with partners:

“to facilitate the provision of specialist and supported housing for elderly and vulnerable
people. Provision of sheltered housing, extra care housing, retirement accommodation and
residential care homes should be easily accessible by walking and public transport to a
suitable range of services to meet the needs of future occupiers.”

1.7 However, no explicit target for special needs/elderly housing is provided in the Policy.

1.8 The reasoned justification for this Policy sets out that the SHMA Update identifies that there is a
need for 1,987 affordable housing units to be delivered in the Borough between 2016 and 2033
at an average of 117 units per year. The SHMA Update also identifies that between 1,215 and ’
1,241 specialist housing units for older people are needed between 2016 and 2033 and that there
is a need for 6-7% of all dwellings to be for wheelchair users. It goes on to advise that:

“Having regard to these factors (including the findings of the St Helens Local Plan Economic
Viability Assessment 2018), Policy LPCo1 requires that in new developments of 25 or more
dwellings, at least 20% of the new homes will be constructed to ‘accessible and adaptable’
standards, as contained in Part M4(2) of the Building Regulations, and that at least 5% of the
new homes should be designed to the ‘wheelchair user dwellings’ standards set down in Part
M4(3) of the Building Regulations. This will ensure that a proportion of all homes available in
the Borough will be suitable and / or can be adapted, without undue difficulty, for occupation
by residents who are wheelchair users and to ensure that these homes will also be accessible to
visitors with limited mobility.” [paragraph 6.3.8]

“The SHMA Update 2018 also identifies that bungalows are often the first choice for older
people seeking suitable accommodation and there is generally high demand for such
accommodation when it becomes available. As the population ages, many older residents wish
to downsize locally but have a limited range of suitable housing stock to move into. Therefore,
the Council will require that, as a general guideline, at least 5% of the market homes provided
on developments of 25 or more dwellings on green-field sites should be bungalows.”

[paragraph 6.3.9]

1.9 Policy LPCo2 Affordable Housing requires all proposals for new open market housing
developments of 11 units or more to provide at least 30% of new dwellings on greenfield sites in

Pg2/15 Lichfields:uk
17112273v2



Affordable Housing Zones 2 and 3 to fall within the definition of ‘affordable housing’; this falls
to 10% on brownfield sites in Affordable Housing Zone 1. v

St Helens SHMA Update (January 2019) Overview

1.10 Asidentified above the GL Hearn SHMA Update supersedes the previous 2016 Mid Mersey
SHMA. This was intended to provide an updated assessment of housing needs in accordance
with the revised National Planning Policy Framework [the Framework] and Planning Practice
Guidance [PPG]. It considers the Objectively Assessed Need [OAN] for housing using the
standardised methodology (both current and proposed), as well as considering demographic-led
housing need using the latest population projections.

1.11 The report also considers the housing needed to support the potential growth in the Borough’s
workforce at proposed major employment sites identified for release from the Green Belt, as set
out in the St Helens Employment Land Needs Assessment [ELNAz2]. It also considers the
growth in the non-employment land related workforce, as assessed in the Liverpool City Region
Strategic Housing & Employment Land Market Assessment [SHELMA]3. The SHMA Update
also considers affordable housing need and provides an updated assessment of specialist
housing needs, and for older persons and housing mix.

The Standard Methodology

1.12 The SHMA Update reports that, based on the 2016-based SNHP, the average annual change in
household growth in St Helens is 349 between 2018 and 2028. Applying an uplift in accordance
with the standard methodology of 9.94% (reflecting a median house price affordability ratio of
5.59) equates to a demographic starting point figure of 383 dpa. No cap is applied.

1.13 GL Hearn recognises that the Government’s consultation document on the standard
methodology proposes a shift back to the (higher) 2014-based SNHP, which would increase the
starting point to 482 dpa (uplifting household growth of 439 hpa by 9.94% again).

1.14 The SHMA Update proceeds to provide some sensitivity tests to take into account the Office for
National Statistics [ONS] 2017 Mid-Year Population Estimates [MYE] and appliées these to the
2016-based SNPP. This has the effect of increasing the dwellings per annum from 391 to 398.
This exercise is not undertaken for the 2014-based SNPP despite this being the required
approach set out in the revised NPPF (February 2019).

Economic-Led Housing Need

1.15 The SHMA Update provides a number of projections based on economic data drawn from
Oxford Economics and the St Helens ELNA. The ELNA takes a supply-led approach to
considering jobs growth based on a range of data to estimate the jobs yield of the Borough’s
employment sites. The ELNA considers 3 scenarios that set out three different rates at which
sites could be built out and jobs created — 1 is the quickest, 2 is the middle option and 3 is the
slowest, taking account of possible infrastructure constraints. GL Hearn modelled the
implications of the latter 2 scenarios. Scenario 2 identifies a jobs growth of 7,380 jobs by 2033.
Scenario 3 identifies a jobs growth of 6,078 by 2033.

1.16 As these job growth figures only include B-Class employment, GL Hearn has added on jobs
growth in non B-Class sectors using data from the OE forecasts used in the SHELMA, which

2 BE Group (January 2019): Employment Land Needs Study Addendum Report
3 GL Hearn (January 2017): Liverpool City Region: Strategic Housing and Employment Land Market Assessment [SHELMA]
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equates to a baseline forecast growth of 3,018 non-B Class jobs over the period 2016-33.
Applying a multiplier to these jobs to reflect the economic relationships resulting from the B-
Class employment increases this figure by 1,569 for Scenario 2 and 1,293 for Scenario 3.

The SHMA Update concludes that the net increase in jobs 2016-33 for Scenario 2 will be
+11,967, falling to +10,389 for Scenario 3.

GL Hearn adjusted these jobs figures to allow for commuting patterns, suggesting that
8,503/7,622 of these jobs will be filled by St Helens’ residents (for Scenarios 2 and 3
respectively)> An adjustment is also made for double jobbing (resulting in a resident labour
supply required of 8,272/7,415). The SHMA Update also assumes that the increase in the
economically active population matches the increase in the resident workforce required.
Importantly, paragraph 4.14 of the Update states that it has been assumed that the economic
activity rate increases above the baseline position (as set out by OE) and rises to half the
difference between the current rate and the national rate by 2037.

The projected housing need linked to the economic forecasts equates to 514 dpa for Scenario 2
and 479 dpa for Scenario 3. Four sensitivity tests are applied which assume that particular sites
do not come forward. The emerging Local Plan’s preferred housing target equates to that
generated by Scenario 2 Option 3 of the SHMA Update, which involves the removal of EA1
(Omega South Extension, 31.2 ha and 1,240 jobs) and EA4 (Land North East of Junction 23 M6,
Haydock — 42.34 ha, 2,666 jobs). This has the effect of reducing the number of jobs filled by
residents of St Helens from 8,503 to 7,797 under Scenario 2 and a housing need reduction from
514 dpa to 486 dpa.

Affordable Housing Need
The SHMA Update analyses the following variables:

Housing costs (private sector rent levels) — drawing on the VOA data covering a 12-month
period to March 2018;

. Income data — taking account of new data about local incomes (including information from
the Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (2017) and small area income estimates from
ONS (published in December 2016);

Estimates of the number of newly forming households —a direct output of the demographic g

modelling; and,

Estimates of the supply of affordable housing from relets — taken from Continuous
Recording of Lettings data [CoRe] up to 2017.

The SHMA Update concludes that there is an overall need for affordable housing equal to 117
units per annum over the 17 years to 2033. It concludes that the typical cost of buying a house
in St Helens is sufficiently affordable so there is no need for a discounted new-build product.

Housing Technical Standards — Older Persons Needs

The analysis undertaken by GL Hearn suggests that, based on the 2016-based SNPP, of the
12,036 net population growth 2016-33, 85% will comprise residents aged over 65 (+10,222 — see
Table 22).

There are clearly significant needs for older residents in the Borough. GL Hearn concludes that
this equates to 71 specialist housing for older people annually (2016/33), rising to 73 if it is
linked to economic growth.

Lichfields.uk
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The SHMA Update also concludes that there is likely to be an increase of 470-480 older people
living in institutions over the 2016-33 period (28 annually).
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2.0 Analysis of the SHMA Update

2.1 The revised Framework (February 2019) states that to determine the minimum number of
homes needed in an area, strategic policies should be informed by a Local Housing Need [LHN]
assessment, conducted using the standard method as set out in the PPG, unless exceptional
circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future
demographic irends and market signals.

Starting Point — Standard Methodology

1.8 At present, the standard methodology would result in a local housing need figure of 468 dpa
for St Helens Borough. This is based on the 2014-based household projections for 2019-2029,
which equates to household growth of 425 per annum (4,254 over the 10-year period), plus a
market signals uplift of 9.9%. This latter figure has been based on an affordability ratio data for
St Helens Borough of 5.594.

1.9 SHBC’s adopted Local Plan figure is 570 dpa (Policy SP2). This dates from October 2012 and is
therefore more than 5 years old. The PPGS states that where the relevant strategic policies for
housing were adopted more than 5 years ago (at the point of making the calculation), the local
housing need figure is capped at 40% above whichever is the higher of:

a the projected household growth for the area over the 10-year period identified in step 1;
or,

b  the average annual housing requirement figure set out in the most recently adopted
strategic policies (if a figure exists).

1.10 The cap would not apply as the 468 dpa figure is lower than the current Local Plan housing
target. This is a lower figure than the 482 dpa currently in the SHMA, because the ten-year
average is taken from 2018-28, not 2019-29.

Deviation from the Standard Method

111 The revised Framework is clear that this standard methodology is the default approach for
calculating local housing need unless there are exceptional circumstances which could justify an
alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market
signals [paragraph 60].

112 The Government is also clear that the figure derived by the LHN target is intended to be a
minimum figure, with justifications to go below this relating to environmental or policy
constraints rather than issues over the reliability of the household projections:

“Local housing need does not represent a mandatory target — it is simply a starting point for
planning, and local authorities may either choose to plan in excess of this or to conclude that
they are not able to meet all housing need within their boundaries, for example due to
constraints such as protected designations and Green Belt, or whether that need is better met
elsewhere. This means there is flexibility for local authorities to manage movements in local
housing need locally.”

4 ONS (2018): Ratio of median house price to median gross annual (where available) workplace-based earnings by local authority
district, Enigland and Wales, 1997 to 2017

522-004-20180913

6 MHCLG (October-2018): Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, page 13
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The PPG states that once a strategic policy-making authority has established a housing need
figure, it will need to consider the extent to which it can be met, which presumably factors in the
aforementioned policy considerations. These are therefore outwith the scope of the SHMA
Update and are for SBC to consider as part of its plan-making process.

However, the 2019 PPG also sets out that there will be circumstances when a higher figure than
that generated by the standard method might be considered. This is because the standard
method does not attempt to predict the impact that future government policies, changing
economic circumstances or other factors might have on demographic behaviour.

Circumstances which might justify an uplift include (but are not limited to) situations where
increases in housing need are likely to exceed past trends because of7:

. growth strategies for the area that are likely to be deliverable, for example where funding
is in place to promote and facilitate additional growth (e.g. Housing Deals);

. strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase in the homes
needed locally; or,

. an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities, as set out in a
statement of common ground.

There may, occasionally, also be situations where previous levels of housing delivery in an
area, or previous assessments of need (such as a recently-produced Strategic Housing Market
Assessment) are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method. Authorities
will need to take this into account when considering whether it is appropriate to plan for a
higher level of need than the standard model suggests. ’

The PPG also provides guidance® on how the housing needs of particular groups relate to the
overall housing need calculated using the standard method:

“The need for housing for particular groups of people may well exceed, or be proportionally
high in relation to, the overall housing need figure calculated using the standard method. This _
is because the needs of particular groups will often be calculated having consideration to the ~
whole population of an area as a baseline as opposed to the projected new households which
form the baseline for the standard method.

When producing policies to address the needs of specific groups strategic policy-making §
authorities will need to consider how the needs of individual groups can be addressed within
the overall need established.

The standard method for assessing housing need does not break down the overall figure into
different types of housing. Therefore the need for particular sizes, types and tenures of homes
as well as the housing needs of particular groups should be considered separately.

The household projections that form the baseline of the standard method are inclusive of all
households including travellers as defined in Planning Policy for Traveller Sites.”

7 PPG Reference ID: 2a-010-20190220
8 PPG Reference ID: 2a-017-20190220
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117 Finally, the PPG also requires a calculation to be made of the total annual need for affordable
housing, as follows:

“The total need for affordable housing will need to be converted into annual flows by
calculating the total net need (subtract total available stock from total gross need) and
converting total net need into an annual flow based on the plan period. v

The total affordable housing need can then be considered in the context of its likely delivery as
a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, taking into account the
probable percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by eligible market housing led
developments. An increase in the total housing figures included in the plan may
need to be considered where it could help deliver the required number of
affordable homes.™ [Lichfields’ emphasis]

2.2 GL Hearn has attempted to grapple with some of these issues in Sections 2.0, 3.0 and 4.0 of the
SHMA Update. The remainder of this chapter addresses each of the aforementioned elements
to assess whether GL Hearn has appropriately adjusted the demographic starting point figure in
the light of the Framework/PPG requirements.

Demographic Analysis

2.3 Section 3.0 of the SHMA Update models a new scenario which takes account of the 2017 MYE
and applies these into its 2016-based SNPP scenario modelling. As set out above, this has the
effect of increasing the 2016-based SNPP housing need figure from 391 dpa to 398 dpa. Neither
figure appears to have been uplifted to address affordability issues as required by the PPG.

2.4 However, setting this to one side, it is inconsistent to factor in the 2017 MYE population figures
to the 2016-based SNPP, but not the 2014-based SNPP. This would clearly have an impact on
GL Hearn’s modelling figures.

Table 1 Population Estimates for St Helens Borough

2014-based SNPP 178,226 178,824 598

2016-based SNPP 178,960 480
178,480

Mid-Year Population Estimates 179,331 851

Source: ONS 2014-based SNPP / 2017 Mid-Year Estimates

2.5 As can be seen in Table 1 (and recognising that only so much can be inferred from one year’s
worth of data), the MYE suggests that population growth between 2016 and 2017 has been 42%
higher than was forecast in the 2014-based SNPP. It is our view that if GL Hearn considered it
appropriate to model the 2016-based SNPP+MYE as one of its main scenarios, it ought to have
done this for the 2014-based SNPP as well; this would almost certainly have increased the
housing need under such a scenario above the 482 dpa proposed under their standard method
scenario.

9 PPG: ID: 2a-024-20190220
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Economic-Led Housing Need

Paragraphs 80-81 of the Framework deal with economic growth. It states at paragraph 8ic that
planning policies should “seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate
infrastructure, services or housing, or a poor environment”. This retains the link between
integrating economic growth and housing need. There is a clear risk that where the labour force
supply is less than the projected job growth, this could result in unsustainable commuting
patterns and reduce the resilience of local businesses, resulting in a barrier to investment. This
sub-section explores whether, in light of likely future job growth, there is likely to be a knock-on
increase in the housing need for St Helens Borough (above that indicated by the demographic-
led generated by the standard methodology).

Ensuring a sufficient supply of homes within easy access of employment opportunities
represents a central facet of an efficiently functioning economy and can help to minimise
housing market pressures and unsustainable levels of commuting (and therefore congestion and
carbon emissions). If the objective of employment growth is to be realised, then it will generally
need to be supported by an adequate supply of suitable housing. The challenge of meeting
employment needs is clearly given great importance, and the NPPF highlights this by stating
that “significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth and
productivity” [para 80].

In this regard, and as summarised above, GL Hearn has attempted to integrate job growth
forecasts into its demographic modelling to align with the ELNA, and specifically with allocated
employment sites. The Council has taken forward Scenario 2 Option 3 in its Local Plan. This is
based on 7,380 net jobs growth 2018-33 relating to the employment land allocations in the
ELNA, plus 4,587 non B-Class jobs estimated using the OFE projections (including a multiplier
effect enhancement), which totals 11,967 jobs.

GL Hearn has then assumed that 8,503 of these jobs will be filled by St Helens residents, and
that by removing EA1 (Omega South Extension) and EA4 (Land North East of Junction 23), this
figure will reduce still further, to 7,797 jobs under Scenario 2. GL Hearn’s modelling calculates
that sustaining this level of workforce growth locally will require 486 dpa, a 4 dpa uplift on the
standard methodology approach.

Whilst the approach by GL Hearn in linking economic growth with housing need is generally to
be welcomed, Lichfields has serious concerns with how this has actually been done. These
concerns are set out below.

Inconsistent timeframes

Setting to one side the fact that the SHMA Update provides housing needs for a time period
finishing in 2033 rather than the 2035 in the emerging Local Plan, its modelling has a base date
of 2016. However, the job projections in the ELNA are at least partly based on translating B-
Class Local Plan employment allocations into jobs. As can be seen in Tables 9, 10 and 11 of the
ELNA, the start date for jobs coming forward on these sites is 2018. GL Hearn has made no
adjustment for B-Class job growth in the years 2016 or 2017 in its modelling, and assumes that
the only job growth in these years will be in non B-Class uses.

This is clearly unreliable. Indeed, there has actually been very strong economic growth since
2016 in the Borough. ONS provides Business Register and Employment Survey [BRES] data for
2016 and 2017 at district-level. This indicates that in just one year, 2016-2017, total
employment increased in the Borough from 60,825 to 64,645 — an increase of 3,820.

Lichfields.uk



2.13 This represents almost a third of the total job growth GL Hearn is allowing for the entire period
to 2033 and it is erroneous to exclude it from the modelling. To include it would be likely to
significantly increase the overall job growth, and the housing need would need to rise
accordingly.

Internal Inconsistencies

2.14 Themethodology set out in Section 4.0 of the SHMA Update provides a number of peculiar
figures that on the face of it, appear to undermine the modelling’s reliability.

2.15 The first and most obvious of these is GL Hearn’s approach to translate the jobs growth based in
St Helens, into jobs growth filled by St Helens residents. This is set out in Tables 4 and 5 of the
SHMA Update, and discussed in paragraphs 4.7-4.11.

Table 2 St Helens SHMA Update - Jobs Growth for Local Residents, Scenario 2

B-Class Jobs +7,380 +,2,959 -4,421
Non B-Class lobs +4,587 +5,544 +957
Total Jobs +11,967 +8,503 -3,464

Source: GL Hearn (January 2019): St Helens SHMA Update

2.16 In the Table above, the first column represents the total amount of net jobs growth based in St
Helens; the second shows the estimated number of additional resident workforce needed for
these jobs in the first column to be filled, factoring in commuting patterns.

2.17 According to this data, GL Hearn is suggesting that only 40% of the B-Class employment jobs
are actually going to be taken up by local residents, with the remaining 60% (4,421 jobs) taken
up by people commuting into the Borough from elsewhere in the North West. Bearing in mind
that this relates directly to the 10 strategic employment sites covering 234 hectares of greenfield
land across St Helens (Policy LPA04 in the emerging Local Plan excluding Omega South), it
would seem pessimisticin the extreme, and presumably not what residents/elected members
would envisage in sanctioning such large Green Belt land releases. This equates to less than 13
local jobs for every hectare of land released for B-Class employment use.

2.18 Conversely, GL Hearn's modelling indicates that whilst there will be a net increase of 4,587 non
B Class jobs based in the Borough, this will somehow be filled by 5,544 local St Helens residents,
a difference of +957. Further explanation is necessary to explain the discrepancy.

Exclusion of the Omega South site

2.19 Scenario 2, Option 3 of the GL Hearn SHMA removes EA1 (Omega South) and land north east of
junction 23 M6 (EA4). This has the effect of reducing the number of jobs filled by St Helens
residents from 8,503 to 7,797, a reduction of 706. This reduces the housing need figure from
514 dpa to 486 dpa (a reduction of 28 dpa).

2.20 Omega South has been removed as this is a Local Plan allocation that is intended to meet
employment land needs arising in Warrington. However, the Council is still assuming that the
31.2 B2/B8 development would get built; just that it meets Warrington’s employment needs and
not St Helens’. It is unclear from both the SHMA Update and the ELNA exactly how this has
been modelled, but it appears that BE Group has assumed that none of these jobs based on the
Omega South site would be occupied by St Helens residents, even though employment
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opportunities will of course be available to local residents just as they will be to people
commuting from Warrington. This is even acknowledged in the ELNA:

“Omega South Extension could form part of Warrington’s employment land supply in the
Jorthcoming revised Warrington Local Plan. St. Helens and Warrington Council officers both
agree that the site would form an expansion to the existing Omega South strategic
employment location and therefore would have a direct relationship with Warrington,
although it would continue to provide employment opportunities to the residents of St Helens
and other areas in the same manner that Omega already does. If Omega South Extension
Jorms part of Warrington’s employment land supply then the full time equivalent positions to
be provided on the remaining St Helens sites would be approximately 13,430”. [ELNA,

paragraph 3.4]

Lichfields’ view is that recognition should be made in the modelling that local residents will take
up a significant proportion of the jobs on offer at Omega South, which would increase the
housing need accordingly. This is particularly relevant given that the Council has chosen this
scenario as its housing target of 486 dpa.

Translating Job Growth to Housing Need

GL Hearn’s modelling assumes a comparatively high level of job growth, 11,967 (accepting the
subsequent adjustment for EA1 and EA4) to 2033, which is presumably significantly higher than
the baseline and represents a ‘policy on’ position (given that it uplifts the OE baseline to address
multiplier effects and factors in a vast quantity of B-Class employment land). However, this
apparently would only equate to 511 dpa — an increase of just 29 dpa from the 482 dpa
generated by GL Hearn’s 2014-based SNPP standard method.

Unhelpfully, GL Hearn does not provide the level of job growth that might be associated with
482 dpa, although Scenario 3’s housing need of 476 dpa is associated with net job growth of
10,389 between 2016 and 2033 (385 annually). By way of context, comparing the 2017 LCR
SHELMA - which was also undertaken by GL Hearn - suggested that the baseline of 4,630 jobs
2014-37 (201 annually) could equate to a housing need of 397 dpa — hence a 92% increase in
annual net jobs growth (compared to Scenario 3) on the face of it equates to a 20% increase in
annual housing need.

Of course, we accept that modelling is significantly more complex than this would suggest, but it
appears that there have been significant changes made to the methodology by GL Hearn since
they produced their SHELMA, given that both documents rely on the 2014-based SNHP. We
have noted the apparent discrepancies concerning the translation of jobs to labour supply
(above), but we have further concerns regarding how GL Hearn has accelerated economic
activity rates in its model. Their approach is set out below in extracts from the SHMA Update:

“To convert the above labour-supply changes into a population projection, migration
assumptions within the modelling have been changed so that across the local authority the
increase in the economically active population matches the increase in the resident workforce
required.” [paragraph 4.13]

“One key part of this analysis is around how economic activity might change in the future,
the assumptions used in this report are the same as in the SHELMA — essentially this assumes

that the economic activity rate increases above the baseline position (as set out by OE) and
rises to half of the difference between the current rate and the national average rate by 2037.”

[paragraph 4.14]
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So we can take from this explanation that GL Hearn has artificially accelerated economic activity
rates that exceed even the OE internal forecasts. This essentially means that fewer people are
needed to take up the employment opportunities as more people already living in the area will
re-enter the labour market.

GL Hearn does not provide the precise figures so it is difficult to analyse the economic activity
rate assumptions in detail, but it appears that choosing to increase the rates at levels above OE
is a ‘policy on’ decision that risks suppressing housing need and will ultimately mean that either
job vacancies go unfulfilled, or higher levels of net in-commuting are experienced.

A final cautionary point about the reliability of this modelling relates to the nature of the
population growth in GL Hearn’s model. Table 22 of the SHMA Update indicates that of the
12,036 net population growth under the economic based projections scenario, a massive 10,222
of those residents will be over 65. This means that 85% of the population growth will
either comprise local residents who are retired, or winding down towards
retirement.

GL Hearn’s modelling is essentially assuming that the 1,814 net growth in
residents under 65 (which includes children under 16) will be able to support an
economy targeting 11,067 net jobs over the same time period. This sheds light on the
extent to which GL Hearn’s model is highly reliant on either existing residents re-entering the
job market, or people commuting in from outside the Borough to take up the job opportunities.

Given that as of September 2018, St Helens Borough actually had a very low level of
unemployment, at 3.7% (3,100 individuals) compared to 4.1% across the wider region and 4.2%
nationally®, the idea that there is going to be over 10,000 local residents ready and waiting to
take up these opportunities is over-optimistic.

Previous Delivery

As set out above, the PPG is clear that where previous housing delivery has exceeded the
minimum need (i.e. 486 dpa, according to the Council/GL Hearn) it should be considered
whether the level of delivery is indicative of greater housing need. What is clear is that on an
annual basis, there have been years, notably four of the last five, when the Council has exceeded
this figure (see Table 3). In particular, over the past 15 years, 632 dwellings were delivered in
2014/15, whilst going back further delivery peaked at 728 dwellings in 2003/04. Even allowing
for the worst recession in living memory, and delivery plunging to just 69 dwellings in the
immediate aftermath (2011/12), delivery has still comfortably averaged 434 dpa.

As such, it is clear that the Borough has a market which is readily able to absorb these quantities
of housing and consideration should be given as to whether delivering housing higher than the
minimum starting point of the standard method is appropriate on this basis.

Table 3 Net housing completions in St Helens 2003/04 to 2017/18

Net completions {728 [607 |442 |512 |348 [152 |311 |69 |419 |264 |551 |632 575

Source: MHCLG Table 122 Net Additional Dwellings by local authority district

10 Source: ONS annual population survey October 2017-September 2018
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Affordable Housing Needs
In line with the Framework, LPAs should identify:

“...the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be
assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but not limited to, those who require
affordable housing, families with children, older people, students, people with disabilities,
service families, travellers, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or
build their own homes.” [paragraph 61].

The PPG* sets out a staged approach to identifying affordable housing needs, and states that
affordable housing need should be:

“...The total affordable housing need can then be considered in the context of its likely delivery
as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, taking into account the
probable percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by eligible market housing led
developments. An increase in the total housing figures included in the plan may need to be
considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes.”

Having identified affordable housing needs, the PPG therefore requires an assessment of its
likely delivery to consider whether there is a need to uplift or adjust the LHN and planned
housing supply in order to address affordable housing needs.

The SHMA Update concludes that there is a need for 117 affordable housing units annually over
the plan period (1,987 2016-33), which is a reduction from the 132 dpa figure in the previous
SHMA,

Lichfields has not analysed in detail the figures forming the assessment of affordable housing
needs, due in part to limitations on accessing the underlying data. That is not to say that we do
not have concerns with how the assessment has been carried out.

For instance, one of the key changes in the approach GL Hearn has taken since the previous
SHMA relates to the average household income estimate. Table 13 of the SHMA Update
indicates that this has apparently increased from £30,194 in 2014 to £35,952 — a change of 19%.
Whilst this of course means that more St Helens households can theoretically afford a house on
the open market, the scale of increase appears unusual, particularly as the ONS’ Annual Survey
of Hours and Earnings suggests that resident-based wages increased by only 5% over the same
time period (from £475.2 per week in 2014 to £497.7 in 2017).

Similarly, it is not clear whether GL Hearn has used the 2016-based SNHP or the 2014-based
SNHP to inform its estimate of gross household formation, which plays a key role in affordable
housing need calculations. Given that the overall housing need figure of 486 dpa is based on the
2014-based SNPP, it would be consistent to use the same projections to calculate affordable
housing need, which are significantly higher than the more recent iterations.

As noted above, taking the SHMA Update methodology at face value would suggest that St
Helens has an affordable housing need of 117 dpa. This would equate to 24%. of the overall
housing target of 486 dpa. As set out above, this sits below the 30% affordable housing target
advocated for large greenfield sites in Affordable Housing Zones 1 and 2; however, it must be
questioned whether all of these sites are going to deliver the requisite target, particularly as
Zone 3 has a much lower 10% target.

1 23-024- 20100220
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Housing Technical Standards — Older Persons Needs

The Updated SHMA concludes that there is a strong need for older peoples’ housing in the light
of demographic change over the Plan period, with a need for 71 specialist homes annually for
older people (rising to 73 dpa with the economic growth scenario). This appears to be within the
overall housing need; however, a subsequent section of the SHMA Update, entitled ‘Registered
Care Bedspaces (C2 use class) states that as a direct output of the demographic modelling, there
will be an increase of 28 residents annually over 75 who will be living in institutions (e.g.

nursing homes).

GL Hearn makes no comment as to how this latter figure relates to the housing need; however,

as their methodology makes use of the ONS 2014~based household projections, these explicitly

remove those living in institutionalised accommodation from the projections; therefore the 486

dpa target would not include C2 needs, which should be addressed separately. As summarised ,
in Section 1.0 above, the emerging St Helens Local Plan states that SHBC will work with )
partners “to facilitate the provision of specialist and supported housing for elderly and -
vulnerable people. Provision of sheltered housing, extra care housing, retirement

accommodation and residential care homes should be easily accessible by walking and public

transport to a suitable range of services to meet the needs of future occupiers.”

No explicit target for special needs/elderly housing is provided; therefore Lichfields would have
concerns if the Council attempted to reduce its overall market housing target by ‘netting off’ care
home completions from the 486 dpa figure as this would be comparing apples with pears.
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Conclusions

Although the current standard method figure for St Helens is 468 dpa, delivering more than its
minimum starting point is supported through the NPPF and PPG in several ways. Indeed, itis a
key part of the Local Plan process to test higher rates of delivery. Lichfields’ view is that the
evidence on the St Helens LHN that is provided is not sound or robust.

In particular, we consider that the alignment with the economic growth set out in the ELNA is
flawed, and that the aspiration to grow the local economy by almost 12,000 jobs over the period
to 2033 cannot realistically be achieved with a housing target of 486 dpa. The inevitable
consequence of providing employment opportunities without the labour force to supply them
will be a further increase in commuting rates into the Borough from further afield, which is not

sustainable.
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Introduction

This note has been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd to inform its
representations to the St Helens Borough Council [the Council] Submission Draft Local Plan
[SDLP] consultation. This note reviews the robustness of the Council’s Green Belt Review
[GBR] (December 2018) which the Council is relying upon to justify the Green Belt land
proposed for release in its emerging Local Plan. This note focuses on the general approach
taken in the GBR in the context of Taylor Wimpey’s land interest in the Borough.

This note should be read in conjunction with the accompanying representations prepared by
Taylor Wimpey on the St Helens Local Plan. Taylor Wimpey’s interests in St Helens only relate
to residential development and as such, the focus of this note is on Green Belt land released for
residential development.

The St Helens Borough Submission Draft Local Plan 2020-35

In January 2019, the Council released its SDLP (2020-2035) for consultation. A key role of the
SDLP is to plan positively to ensure the communities needs for housing and employment are
met. The Council has acknowledged that there is a shortfall of suitable and developable land
within its existing urban areas (and in urban areas of neighbouring authorities) to meet the
needs over the plan period. As such, the Council consider that the lack of sufficient supply of
development land represents exceptional circumstances. This therefore justifies the Councils
review of the Green Belt boundaries within the Borough.

It has been established in the SDLP that at least 9,234 dwellings will be needed to meet local
needs up to 2035. Of this it is anticipated that land to accommodate up to 2,034 dwellings must
be released from the Green Belt. It should be noted that Taylor Wimpey consider that the
housing requirement should be higher than that set out in the Local Plan.

The current proposed plan period for the SDLP is 15 years, between 2020 and 2035. As noted in
the response to the representations (Policy LPAQO5), Taylor Wimpey believe that in line with the
Framework! this should be extended as it does not currently allow for any flexibility in the event
of delays in the adoption process. Elongating the plan period would result in the requirement to
identify additional land (above that set out in the SDLP) to be removed from the Green Belt to
meet the additional needs.

Taylor Wimpey’s Interests

Taylor Wimpey has two sites that have been allocated for residential development in the SDLP:

! The Framework 2019 - §22

Pg1/13
17198830v5
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1 Land at Gorsey Lane (Site reference: 4HA-Land bounded by Reginald Road/Bold
Road/Travers Entry/Gorsey Lane/Crawford Street, Bold (Bold Forest Garden Suburb); and,

2 Land at Gartons Lane (Site reference: 5SHA — Land South of Gartons Lane and former St.
Theresa’s Social Club, Gartons Lane, Bold).

Taylor Wimpey’s Vista Road site is also proposed to be removed from the Green Belt but is
safeguarded for future development rather than allocated for residential development in this
plan period.

Taylor Wimpey fully supports the draft allocation of these two sites and welcomes the Council’s
acknowledgement that they perform limited Green Belt purposes, are not constrained, and are
deliverable sites which should be allocated to meet the Borough’s housing needs.

Taylor Wimpey is seeking to secure further allocation of the following two sites for residential
development in the SDLP:

. Vista Road, Newton-le-Willows; and,

. Common Road, Newton-le-Willows.

Taylor Wimpey has prepared masterplans for all of its land assets in St Helens and these
masterplans are appended to the overall representations on the St Helens Local Plan.

Vista Road, Newton-le-Willows

It is noted that a small parcel of the Vista Road Site (southern most area) has a draft allocation
as Safeguarded Land in the SDLP (Site Reference: 2HS). In the previous Submission Draft the
wider site was allocated for residential development with the eastern area allocated as
Safeguarded Land.

A Vision Statement has been completed for the Vista Road site; and submitted with
representations to earlier iterations of the Local Plan to assist the Council in their approach to
the assessment of the site as part of the GBR. The Vision Statement identifies that the site is
appropriate for future development because:

1 It will remove a site which logically forms part of the surrounding urban area on the
northern edge of Newton-le-Willows and will consolidate existing residential development
in the area.

2 Itwould not result in the unrestricted sprawl of Newton-le-Willows nor would it result in
the merging of any settlements. The site does not perform an important strategic gap role
between Haydock and Newton-le-Willows and has existing defensible boundaries which
support its release.

3 It does not have any impact on the preservation of the setting of any historic town and
Newton-le-Willows is not a nationally recognised historic town.

4 It will not prevent the recycling of brownfield land, but will be complementary to it as there
is insufficient previously developed land in the Borough to meet future housing and
employment needs. The Council accepts that Green Belt is required to accommodate the
SDLP development requirement as well as its needs beyond the Plan period.

Common Road, Newton-le-Willows

The Common Road site has also been put forward by Taylor Wimpey. A masterplan was
submitted in support of residential development on this site. Taylor Wimpey believes that this
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site also performs a limited contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt. Taylor Wimpey has
already built out the area immediately to the east of the site (the Whittle Chase development)
and as such it would form a natural and logical extension to the western edge of Newton-le-
Willows. It would deliver a high quality, sensitively designed, landscaped urban edge to the
settlement.

The Masterplan shows that the site is appropriate for future development because:

1 Currently the Green Belt is not defined by any physical landscape features at the urban
edge. The establishment of a wooded buffer as proposed by Taylor Wimpey at the
perimeter of the site will create a strong and permanent defensible Green Belt boundary to
the adjacent open countryside that ties into the existing physical landscape features to the
north and south of the site.

2 The existing high-pressure gas pipeline which passes along the western edge of the site will
prohibit any future urban expansion to the west beyond the Common Road site. This
constraint further ensures that the edge of the development will provide a firm and
defensible boundary to the western edge of Newton-le-Willows, and the adjacent Green Belt
designation.

3 As noted above, it does not have any impact on the preservation of the setting of any
historic town as Newton-le-Willows is not a nationally recognised historic town; nor does it
prevent the recycling of brownfield land.

Analysis of the Green Belt Review

Whilst there is no single method for undertaking Green Belt Reviews, the general approach set
out by the Council is supported, although Taylor Wimpey has some queries and concerns over
the assessment conclusions.

Defining Green Belt Parcels

The GBR has used existing boundary features to define Green Belt parcel boundaries. Taylor
Wimpey has the following concerns in respect of the boundary features that have been used:

1 It appears that underground features that are not readily identifiable (such as pipelines)
have been excluded from Table 2.1. Whilst it is acknowledged that these features do not
contribute in visual or openness terms, Taylor Wimpey considers that these do represent
long-term, defensible boundaries that provide permanent barriers to development. As
such, they should be categorised as a “strong” boundary feature.

In addition, Taylor Wimpey considers that the parcels of land should have also been identified
by land ownership to provide a more balanced assessment of the contribution of this land to the
purposes of the Green Belt and its actual deliverability.

Taylor Wimpey considers that in respect of the Common Road site, the inclusion of the
“pipelines” as strong boundary features and reference to land ownership boundaries, would
have allowed Green Belt parcel GBP_057_A (shown in Figure 3) to be further broken up to
separate the Common Road site from the area to the west which includes Sankey Valley Park.
This would provide a more logical parcel for assessment and the remainder of this parcel could
then be assessed separately. Furthermore, St Helens Council should be looking for a range of
sites, including smaller and medium-sized sites that can come forward quicker to deliver
housing. For Vista Road, the inclusion of the pipeline as a defensible boundary would also have
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strengthened the sites assessment against the purposes of the Green Belt and Taylor Wimpey
cannot see why the underground pipeline has not been factored into the assessment.

It is suggested that a re-assessment of these sites should be undertaken taking into account
those points above and the discussion below.

Consistency in the Assessment and Selection of Sites for Release

Taylor Wimpey notes that the justification and overall assessment for some of Taylor Wimpey’s
sites has changed between the 2016 GBR and 2018 GBR as shown at Table 1. For Common
Road and Vista Road, there does not seem to be adequate explanation for why this is the case. It
is, however, difficult to fully compare the two as the methodology has been amended for the
2018 GBR. This now includes a new Stage 3 ‘review of results’ and the overall assessment is
given a number rather than a ranking. The 2016 GBR considered that both sites were
appropriate for release. No reasoned justification is provided as to why the Common Road site
and part of the Vista Road site is no longer considered appropriate for release.

Nonetheless it is clear to see that the allocations for these sites have changed considerably
between the two assessments, whilst Gorsey Lane and Gartons Lane have remained largely

unchanged.

Table 1 Assessment of Taylor Wimpey Land Interests

Green Belt Assessment
2016

Overall Assessment

Green Belt Assessment
2018

Overall Assessment

Land at Vista Road
(GBS_037)

Allocated as Residential
Development - HA7

Land at Vista Road

(GBP_053_C)

Part Safeguarded Land
and part Green Belt

Land at Vista Road
(GBS_036)

Safeguarded Land - HS07

Land at Vista Road
(GBP_051_A)

Green Belt

Land at Common Road

(GBS_158)

Safeguarded Land —
HS06

Land at Common Road

(GBP_057_A)

Green Belt — Discounted
at Stage 1B.

Land at Gorsey Lane

(GBS_051)

Safeguarded Land —
HS03

Land at Gorsey Lane

(GBP_074_D)

Allocated for Residential
Development as part of

a wider parcel of land —

4HA

Land at Gartons Lane

(GBS_050)

Allocated as Residential
Development — HAS

Land at Gartons Lane

(GBP_080)

Allocated for Residential
Development — 5HA

Source: Lichfields

In respect of Vista Road, whilst the individual parcel references have changed, the boundaries of
the above land parcels in the 2016 and 2018 GBRs are largely the same. The 2018 GBR splits
the Vista Road site across three parcels (GBP_053 B, 053 C and 051 A, as shown at Figure 1.
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This note excludes parcel GBP_053_B as it is proposed this area would comprise an extension
to the Country park rather than be promoted for residential development.

Vista Road (2018 Ref:053_c) - Part allocated as Safeguarded Land

Figure 1 Vista Road - GBR 2018 References 053_C and 051_A

Source: St Helens Borough Local Plan Green Belt Review December 2018

Turning to a review of the Green Belt purposes 1 to 3, as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey
would note the following:

Purpose 1 — To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

The 2018 GBR reviews Parcel 053 _C as “being bound on 3 sides by strong boundaries; with a
single temporary highway to the north”. Itis noted that a certain amount of development
could be accommodated without it leading to unrestricted sprawl as it prevents ribbon
development along Ashton Road and Vista Road. It is assessed as making a “Medium”
contribution to this purpose. The justification in the 2016 GBR is similar (albeit briefer) and
notes the site is well contained on three sides; however, this is given an assessment of making a
“Low” contribution. It is unclear why this justification has changed. Taylor Wimpey considers
that the removal of parcel 053 _C will not result in the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas
for the following reasons:

. Itis accepted that a large portion of the parcel is surrounded by development which forms
part of the existing urban area;

. The temporary access road provides an opportunity to deliver a strategic link road with
appropriate landscape treatments which will provide a long term defensible boundary
between Vista Road and Ashton Road; and,

. The pipeline to the west of the site provides a strong, defensible boundary.
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Purpose 2 — To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

The parcel is given a “Medium” contribution to Purpose 2; as it forms a ‘strategic gap’ (with
parcels 53 _aand 53_b) to the physical and visual separation of Haydock and Newton-le-
Willows, although it is noted that should the other parcels remain; then the strategic gap would
still be retained. The 2016 GBR also acknowledges the ‘strategic gap’ between Haydock and
Newton-le-Willows. Taylor Wimpey considers that the sites contribution to this purpose is low
as the landform ties it to the urban area, and given the higher ground to the north, it has visual
separation from Haydock; thereby not contributing to the strategic gap.

Purpose 3 — To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The parcel is given a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as there” is no built development
and it has a semi-rural character when viewed against the existing urban fringe”. The 2016
GBR noted that the site was over 2/3rds enclosed and it is noted as providing a “Low”
contribution to this purpose. Again, it is not clear what the justification is for the change in
assessment. Taylor Wimpey believe that the removal of this parcel will not contravene the
purpose of safeguarding the countryside from encroachment as:

. Itis dominated by existing built development being defined by existing boundaries
including roads and residential development.

. Itwould result in the delivery of a natural extension to the existing built up area of Newton-
le-Willows and not extend into the countryside much beyond the existing built
development.

Overall

The overall comments in the 2018 GBR notes that “although a large part of the sub-parcel was
proposed by the Council as an allocated site at LPPS stage, a number of constraints affect it
that would have significant impact on the NDA and the deliverability of the site. These
constraints, considered in the context of new housing that is now identified as being required
in the Borough, have led the Council to change its conclusions relating to this sub-parcel”. As
noted above, Taylor Wimpey has shown that the site serves limited contribution to the Green
Belt purposes and is available, suitable and deliverable for housing. It will not encroach into the
countryside and it has existing and potential strong, permanent boundaries on all sides of the
site. The GBR notes there is a potential for impact on J23 of the M6; however, the additional
link road (as shown on the masterplan) will alleviate pressure on the motorway.
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Vista Road (2018 Ref: 051A) - remain in Green Belt

Figure 2 Vista Road - GBR 2018 References 053_C and 051_A

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review December 2018

In respect of this parcel of Vista Road, following a review of Green Belt purposes 1 to 3 as
assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note the following:

Purpose 1 — To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

The site is considered to serve a “Low” contribution to Purpose 1 in both the 2016 and 2018
GBRs given it has strong boundaries that would ensure development containment. Taylor
Wimpey agrees with this assessment.

Purpose 2 — To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

The 2018 GBR assesses the site as serving a “Medium” contribution to this purpose, this is
because the western edge of the parcel is noted as “broadly contributing to the physical and
visual separation of Haydock and Newton-le-Willows”. Considered against the remaining
parcels in GBP_o051 which all score “low” it is not considered this is assessment is correct. The
2016 GBR assessed this parcel as having a “Low” contribution as there is a wide gap between
Haydock and Newton-le-Willows. Taylor Wimpey do not believe this is an important “strategic”
parcel as it does not contribute to the functional separation of Newton-le-Willows and Haydock.

Purpose 3 — To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The site is again scored as having a “Medium” contribution to this purpose in the 2018 GBR as it
has a semi-rural character due to encroachment from existing urban development on three of its
four sides. The 2016 GBR scored this as “Low” as more than 2/3 of the site is enclosed by built
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development. It is not clear why this scoring has changed. Taylor Wimpey consider this site
does not contribute to the open nature of the countryside.

Overall

The overall discussion is similar to that for Parcel 053c in that it is no longer considered that the
‘constraints’ justify an allocation as a result of the reduction in housing numbers. The Council
raises concerns in respect of constraints; however, Taylor Wimpey consider the site to be fully
deliverable.

Taylor Wimpey considers that the allocation of both parcels of land comprising the Vista Road
site provides a more logical extension to Newton-le-Willows and will result in a
comprehensively masterplanned development that maximises the site’s full potential.

Common Road (2018 Ref: 057A) — Remain in Green Belt

Figure 3 Common Road Parcel - GBR 2018 Reference 057A

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review December 2018

For Common Road, the 2016 GBR reviewed the Taylor Wimpey site as two separate parcels
(2016 GBR Ref: GBS_158 and GBS_127; Parcel GBS_ 127 was subsequently taken out of the
Green Belt and has now been developed by Taylor Wimpey). The 2018 GBR reviewed the
Common Road site as part of a much wider parcel of land.

In respect of the Green Belt purposes 1 to 3 as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note
the following:

Purpose 1 — To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

In the 2018 GBR, the wider parcel scored a “High” contribution to this purpose as a result of
weak boundaries (other than the eastern side adjoining Common Road). The parcel is
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considered to have a strong sense of countryside character with open views; with a lack of
containment leading to a potential sprawl. The 2016 GBR assessed this site as “Medium” as it
was partially contained to the west by woodland and east by Newton-le-Willows/Earlestown.
Taylor Wimpey considers that when considered on its own, the introduction of a woodland
buffer around the perimeter of the site would create a strong and defensible Green Belt
boundary. Similarly, the pipeline adjacent to the western boundary of the site restricts
development in this direction and provides a long term boundary to the western edge of the site.

Purpose 2 — To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

The parcel was assessed as making a “High” contribution to this purpose in both the 2016 and
2018 GBRs as it ‘forms a significant strategic gap between Haydock and Earlestown”. Taylor
Wimpey considers that the Common Road site, on its own, forms a natural extension to the
residential development to the west of Newton-le-Willows; and the implementation of landscape
treatments will strengthen Green Belt boundaries in this area to prevent the merging of
settlements.

Purpose 3 — To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The parcel was scored as making a “High” contribution to this purpose in the 2016 and 2018
GBR as it has a strong rural, open character where any development is likely to give rise to
significant encroachment. Although it is acknowledged by Taylor Wimpey that the site has a
semi-rural character, the development of Whittle Chase gives the eastern boundary a relatively
urban appearance and it is considered that appropriate landscaping of the western edge of the
site will provide a high-quality transition between the urban and rural landscape.

Overall

As the site was not taken forward past Stage 1B in the 2018 GBR it was not given an “overall”
commentary. Taylor Wimpey considers that separating this site from the wider site and
incorporating the pipeline as a boundary demonstrates the site no longer fulfils the purposes of
the Green Belt.
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Gorsey Lane (2018 GBR Ref: 074 D) — Allocated for Housing as part of Parcel 074

Figure 4 Gorsey Lane - GBR 2018 Reference 074_D

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review December 2018

The 2016 and 2018 GBRs assessed the same extent of land, however the overall justification in
the 2016 GBR was included as part of the wider 074 parcel. In respect of the Green Belt
purposes 1 to 3 as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note the following:

Purpose 1 — To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

The 2018 GBR assessed the site as providing a “Low” contribution to this purpose; with Gorsey
Lane to the south, the urban area to the west, tree lined boundary to the north and a strong field
line to the west providing strong boundaries. The 2016 GBR assessed the purposes against the
wider parcel (Ref: 074) which assessed this purpose as “Low”. Taylor Wimpey would agree with
this assessment as the site benefits from clearly defined physical boundaries.

Purpose 2 — To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

The 2016 GBR assessed the site as having a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as it was part
of a wide gap when considered as the wider parcel. The 2018 GBR however, assessed this site
making a “Low” contribution as “although it sits on the urban edge of Clock Face (Bold), it
provides little or no discernible contribution to the merging of Bold with any other settlement”.
Taylor Wimpey support the 2018 GBR assessment of this parcel.

Purpose 3 — To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The site was assessed as “Low” in the 2016 and 2018 GBRs as although it is fairly open, the
perception of openness is weak and limited when considering the strong boundaries, visible
urban development and the planning permission for properties on the site of the former colliery
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building. Taylor Wimpey agree with this assessment as Gorsey Lane comprises a natural
extension to the urban area and would not contravene this purpose.

Overall

The overall assessment in the 2016 GBR was that the site (as part of the wider parcel of land)
provided a “Low” contribution to the Green Belt purposes. This was supported in the 2018 GBR
which asserts that the site plays a “limited role in the outward expansion of Bold into the
countryside and plays no real part in a strategic gap”. The 2018 GBR notes that it was
allocated as “safeguarded” in the previous iteration of the Local Plan largely due the wider site
being spread across different land ownerships. However, it is acknowledged that as each of the
parcels has been actively promoted, ownership issues are not considered significant. Taylor
Wimpey supports the assessment of this site given it no longer fulfils its purpose as Green Belt
land and is a suitable and deliverable site for housing.

Gartons Lane (2018 GBR Ref: 080) — Allocated for Residential Development

Figure 5 Gartons Lane - GBR 2018 Reference 080

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review 2018

In respect of the Green Belt purposes 1 to 3 as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note
the following:
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Purpose 1 — To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

The 2016 GBR assessed the site as providing a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as it is
well contained with housing to the north and east and woodland to the south. The 2018 GBR
assesses the site as having a “Low” contribution to this purpose given it has strong boundaries
and should not lead to unrestricted sprawl. Taylor Wimpey agree with the 2018 GBR
assessment as the site is substantially contained by built development.

Purpose 2 — To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

The 2016 GBR assessed this parcel as making a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as
settlements have already merged to the north of the parcel. The 2018 GBR amends this to a
“Low” contribution given that the two settlements are not considered as “large built up areas” in
the context of the GBR and Taylor Wimpey support this clarification in the 2018 methodology.

Purpose 3 — To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

This was assessed as making a “Low” contribution to this purpose in the 2018 GBR (“Medium”
in the 2016 GBR). The justification being that the site is fully enclosed with urban features and
residential development is clearly visible when viewed from the south, east and west, therefore
Taylor Wimpey support this assessment as development of the site will not have a significant
impact on the countryside.

Overall

The overall assessment in 2016 and 2018 GBRs was that the site makes a “Low” contribution to
the Green Belt purposes, is in a sustainable location and would form a natural extension to the
existing urban settlement. Taylor Wimpey fully support this assessment as its release would not
conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt and its proximity to services and facilities ensures it
is entirely suitable for a residential allocation.

General Comments

Notwithstanding the above, as evidenced in Taylor Wimpey’s representations on the SDLP and
the supporting Technical Review of the SHMA; Taylor Wimpey has concerns over the evidence
base underpinning the OAN calculation. Itis considered that there is a misalignment between
the economic growth aspirations and the housing supply to support this objective; as such
Taylor Wimpey believes that St Helens should be considering a higher housing requirement
figure. This would have a knock-on effect in terms of requiring additional land to be released
from the Green Belt.

As detailed above, taking into account Taylor Wimpey’s comments on the methodology and
assessment of the wider Vista Road and Common Road sites, it is considered that these two sites
serve a limited Green Belt function and should also be released from the Green Belt to meet St
Helens future housing need. Finally, Taylor Wimpey considers that the small parcel of land
currently occupied by the farm buildings fronting Gartons Lane should be included in the
overall Gartons Lane allocation and can see no reason for its exclusion.

Conclusion

Having regard to the Framework, Taylor Wimpey largely supports the methodology as set out in
the GBR, however it does have concerns regarding some of the assessment conclusions. Taylor
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Wimpey strongly supports the removal of the Gorsey Lane and Gartons Lane sites and their
allocation for housing (SDLP Reference: 4HA and 5HA) to meet the needs of St Helens.

Based on the comments above, Taylor Wimpey believes the assessments for the wider Vista
Road site and the Common Road site are not justified and that these sites should be allocated to
meet housing need. As noted in Taylor Wimpey’s representations on the Local Plan and the
supporting Technical Review of the SHMA, Taylor Wimpey believes that the current evidence
base for the OAN is not robust or sound and is likely to need further review.

Taylor Wimpey would strongly support the allocation of its sites at Vista Road and Common
Road if further land is required for release from the Green Belt. It is shown above the both sites
are available and deliverable and serve a limited contribution to the Green Belt purposes. If an
allocation for housing is not considered appropriate at this time, then these sites should be
allocated as Safeguarded Land.

Taylor Wimpey would recommend that following a review of the housing figures, the Green Belt
Review is updated.
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1. Introduction.

This report has been produced by Grasscroft Development Solutions to
comment on the consultation document produced by Keppie Massie (KM) on
behalf of St Helens Council (SHC). The document is titled “ST HELENS LOCAL
PLAN ECONOMIC VIABILITY ASSESSMENT” (EVA). The document has been
produced to set out and to invite comments on the approach proposed for the
assessment of viability when considering the proposed new Local Plan for the
period 2020 to 2035.

Grasscroft Development Solutions (GDS) have been instructed by Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd
(Taylor Wimpey) to comment on the proposed approach to the Study, the viability appraisal
methodology and the assumptions proposed.

Keppie Massie have identified within Section 1 of the EVA the purpose of the report. They
refer to the NPPF at paragraph 1.02 and specifically to the importance placed on ensuring
polices do not undermine the delivery of the plan’. It is with this in mind that all viability
assumptions that are ultimately adopted should be based on a cautious approach as the
commonly accepted residual valuation approach is by its nature sensitive to even small
changes in key assumptions. If a local plan is to be successful in avoiding the need for site
specific viability assessments on all future development sites and/or not deterring sites from
being brought forward completely, then it is critical that the assumptions adopted are realistic
and do not test the limits of viability.

KM and SHC have invited comments on the EVA by Wednesday 13" March 2019. This note
concentrates on providing a response to the main assumptions proposed within the EVA in so
far as they relate to the residential development market only, it does not comment on
commercial uses.

In preparing the note other documents have also been considered and referred to where
appropriate including the Authority’s Local Plan Strategy and associated documents, Viability
Testing Local Plans and the RICS Guidance Note: Financial Viability in Planning.

' Reference ID: 10-002-20180724



2. Grasscroft Development Solutions.

This report has been undertaken by Michael Coulter, a Director and Richard
Heathcote, a Consultant at Grasscroft Development Solutions.

Grasscroft Development Solutions is the development consultancy arm of the Grasscroft
Property Company Ltd, which is a regional based residential and commercial development
company.

The Grasscroft group of companies has been active within the North West, and wider area,
for the past twelve years and has undertaken and completed a number of successful
residential and commercial developments.

Michael Coulter has a First Class Honours Degree in Building, a Master's Degree in Built
Environment Research and is a Member of the Chartered Institute of Building. He has 20
years experience at the highest level within the property industry and has held senior and
board level positions at a variety of development and building companies.

Michael’s career has had a strong residential focus and as such he has been responsible for
the development and delivery of a wide variety of private sector and social housing schemes
within the North of England. These schemes have ranged from small new build projects to
large urban regeneration initiatives, including Macintosh Village in Manchester which
incorporated the UK's first ‘eco tower’. Posts held by him have included:

e Roland Bardsley Homes Ltd — Director
¢ Taylor Woodrow Capital Developments — Associate Director
e Morrison Homes Ltd — Area Development Manager

Richard Heathcote has a degree in Urban Land Economics and has 25 years of experience in
the property industry having held senior positions with a number of development companies
and commercial property practices.

Richard’s career has also had a strong residential focus, both for new build traditional
housing, high rise apartment development, mixed use developments and maijor listed building
conversions throughout England and Wales. Posts held by him have included:

e GL Hearn - Land and Planning Director

e Crosby Lend Lease - Development Manager

¢ CALA Finance - Business Development Manager
o PJ Livesey Group - Land and Estates Manager

Current consultancy commissions range from providing advice on viability to full development
management of residential and mixed use projects.

Taking into account the above demonstrable experience, the writers of this paper are in a
very strong position to comment on the issues set out within the St Helens Local Plan
Economic Viability Assessment consultation document.



3. General Methodology.

Within this section of the report we will consider and comment upon the general approach
adopted by Keppie Massie to assessing viability in the SHC area and highlight some of the
key areas of guidance, particularly where KM have adopted a different approach or where
from the information provided to date there is a lack of clarity on the basis of inputs.

Evidence Base and Presentation of Viability Results.

There is currently a lack of detail on how a number of the KM appraisal inputs have been
evidenced and calculated, particularly in regard to critical assumptions such as build cost. It is
clear however that this is currently set at too low a level overall, which we will refer to further
below.

At present the EVA does not include copies of the viability appraisal summaries. For
consultees to be able to assess fully the KM assumptions and the results tables that have
been produced copies should be provided within the appendices for the main typologies and
the key strategic sites that the Local Plan will rely upon. KM have provided similar appraisal
summaries for other local authority areas, including the recently concluded Cheshire East CIL
Examination Hearings. This is key evidence which is readily available and should be provide
as soon as possible to give all consultees the opportunity to review and make representations
as appropriate. Our ability to comment fully on overall viability matters is currently limited by
the omission of appraisal summaries from the EVA.

Testing Viability at the Plan Making Stage.

We note the quotes taken from the various sources relating to Viability and Local Plans.
Emphasis is increasingly being placed on ensuring that the types of sites and developments
planned are deliverable wherever possible without the need for further viability assessment at
the decision making stage. This is evident when referring to the updated Planning Practice
Guidance.?

Whilst this seems a sensible approach, all too often this is not currently possible. Each site is
unique and therefore its overall development cost is also unique. Any area wide approach to
viability therefore needs to ensure that the vast majority of development will remain viable
even when fully policy compliant. To achieve this, the overall cumulative impact of all the
Council’s plan polices needs to be carefully assessed and set at a level that allows sufficient
headroom to ensure this is the case throughout the plan period.

This is typically done by completing a series of financial appraisals and assessing what if any
level of surplus is available to make contributions to affordable housing and other local plan
policy objectives. To ensure the long term deliverability of the plan it is good practice not to
test the margins of viability and therefore it is widely accepted and that “headroom” needs to
be built into appraisals, both within the levels of individual cost and revenue assumptions but

2 Reference ID: 10-002-20180724 and Reference ID: 10-008-20180724



also when considering what proportion of any final surplus should be considered available for
contributions to local plan polices. In many cases headroom of between 30% and 50% is
allowed. This was the case in the recent Cheshire East CIL examination hearings we took
part in where 50% was adopted. The remaining 50% is the sum available for the funding of
plan polices and CIL (if it were to be considered).

Clearly over the proposed plan period economic and market conditions will change
considerably on a number of occasions and therefore it is also important to retain a degree of
flexibility so that should market conditions deteriorate a good proportion of development can
remain viable and developments continue to come forward to meet the overall plan
requirements. In periods of economic slowdown (which are bound to occur during the plan
period), it is imperative that development is still possible to retain the economic and social
benefits that derive from it.

Guidance on Key Appraisal Assumptions.

With this in mind it is important that the key appraisal inputs are conservatively assessed.
Given the nature of a residual valuation approach, these assumptions have a significant
potential impact on the outcome and any surplus that may be available is normally only a
small percentage of the total gross development value. We will make more detailed
comments on the individual appraisal assumptions in other areas of our consultation
response.

Whilst the price paid for land is not deemed to be a relevant justification for failing to accord
with policies in the plan it is critical that the “base input’” land cost is set at a level that
provides a real incentive for landowners to either bring their sites to the market or to invest
directly themselves in promoting the sites through the planning system. Whichever route is
taken there is a considerable financial risk given the uncertainties around obtaining planning
consents and the subsequent ability to achieve a successful sale. Long periods of time can
be required to successfully promote sites during which both market conditions and individual
circumstances can change. There has to be a significant potential return to the landowner to
motivate them to either promote the site themselves or enter into an agreement with a third
party to do so.

It is also critical that the cost of all plan polices are fully and realistically costed and detailed
item by item. All too often appraisals fail to incorporate these costs fully and make no
allowance for the cost of these polices increasing year on year whilst the review of the
impacts is only periodic.

The Planning Practice Guidance on Viability states that ....“The role for viability
assessment is primarily at the plan making stage. Viability assessment should not
compromise sustainable development but should be used to ensure that policies are
realistic, and that the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine
deliverability of the plan.”...” If this aim is to be achieved then the appraisals produced will
need to include for an objective assessment of likely abnormal costs that developments will
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also incur otherwise there will continue to need to be detailed site specific assessments. At
present abnormal costs have been specifically excluded from KM’s total cost assessments.

Similarly for many larger strategic sites there are significant opening up costs which often go

un-assessed or significantly under assessed when part of an area wide assessment of this

type. This cost item is dealt with within the detailed guidance contained in Viability Testing

Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners (the Harman Report). Opening up costs

are identified in Appendix B item 2 as ....” strategic infrastructure costs which are typically
54

in the order of £17,000 - £23,000 per plot for larger scale schemes”.

KM have made allowances for opening up costs in table 5.4 at paragraph 5.44 of the EVA
which increase from zero from small sites of up to 14 dwellings up to £8,300 for sites of 200
units and over which is approximately 40% of the cost advocated by Harman. This allowance
therefore appears low but does needs to be considered as part of the total development cost
allowance.

Larger sites will also have additional costs associated with their promotion through planning.
This has been widely accepted and adopted elsewhere and should be reflected in the fee
percentage adopted. Again the Harman Report makes detailed reference to these costs in
item 4 of Appendix B:

“.....Many viability studies incorporate an assessment of fees based solely upon a
percentage of house-building costs. While this may be appropriate in relation to
smaller scale sites, such an approach may underestimate the costs associated with
the promotion and implementation of larger, more complex schemes.

Such costs may include:

J Outline application costs

. Local Plan promotion

J CIL Examination in Public representation

. Environmental statements

. Design and access statements

. Masterplan and design codes

. Public consultation costs

. The discharge of planning conditions and approval of reserved matters
. Planning application fees

. Project management costs

. Building regulation fees

. Statutory undertakers’ fees, including bonding costs.

Figures for fees relating to design, planning and other professional fees can range
from 8 -10% for straightforward sites to 20% for the most complex, multi-phase sites.
In circumstances where the Local Plan is reliant upon large scale sites in order to
accommodate its assessed housing requirement, consideration should also be given

4 Viability Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Appendix B, Item 2, Page 44



to the additional planning promotion and land assembly costs necessarily incurred in
the manner described in Step 2 (Threshold and Benchmark Land Value).’”

Whilst the above list is by no means definitive it is clear that the costs associated with the
initial assessment and subsequent promotion of large residential and mixed use sites are
significant. These costs need to be fully reflected within the appraisals proposed, with
appropriate levels of fees and opening up costs included.

If SHC wish to minimise the need for future site specific viability assessments then the
general assumptions used in the proposed viability appraisals need to be cautious in their
overall approach, incorporate the appropriate level of construction costs and allow for
significant headroom. By adopting this approach modest changes in economic conditions
should not render all sites unviable and only those sites with significant abnormal costs will in
normal market conditions incur viability issues and therefore need some relaxation of local
plan policy requirements. If this approach is not adopted, then there will continue to be the
need for site specific viability appraisals, which will impact on overall housing delivery and on
affordable housing provision in particular.

° Viability Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Appendix B, Iltem 4, page 44-45



4. Evidence, Analysis & Appraisal Assumptions.

At present there is insufficient information provided within the KM report to make a full
assessment of the various viability assumptions proposed. As stated above it would greatly
assist all consultees if copies of the viability appraisal summaries were provided.
Notwithstanding the above, our current observations are as detailed below:

Development Mix And Density.

The development dwelling mix and resultant density is a critical assumption and needs
careful consideration. Development densities are often referred to in terms of the number of
dwelling per hectare (DPH) however this is only part of the picture and whilst it is reasonable
for SHC to have a target density of typically 30 dwellings per net hectare or higher in more
urban locations, densities will vary from site to site dependent upon the site location, and
characteristics of the surrounding area, topography, social and economic factors and market
conditions. In some cases a lower density may be more appropriate, for example sites in
edge of settlement locations which were formally open countryside or Greenbelt. It is often
the case that on larger sites, to achieve varying character areas, densities will be variable. In
addition it is important to identify the SHC are seeking to promote larger homes as part of
their housing strategy and accordingly, a lower density will be necessary.

Just as important is the actual mix of house types and the sizes of each type of dwelling. It is
the combination of the number of dwellings per hectare, the mix of house types and the
individual house type unit size which drives the actual development density and therefore the
resultant overall gross development value.

Whilst we accept it is common to see a range of development densities the planning
constraints placed on development layouts are generally common and have a significant
impact on the quantum of development that can be achieved. The majority of councils will
look to have broadly similar “standards” they seek to achieve relating to privacy distances and
overlooking issues, the size of private amenity space, parking standards and road layouts,
etc. These constraints to a great extent dictate the density of development that can be
achieved.

Whilst greater density can be achieved (in terms of m2 per hectare or square feet per acre)
by for example utilising a larger proportion of terraced house types or three storey dwellings,
these will generally also achieve a lower sales value compared to detached housing at lower
density. Developments that are of a higher density will have a different appearance and will
generally also tend to achieve lower sales values, though the impact can be ameliorated to
some extent through the use of higher quality design, materials and finish, though this will
impact on the development cost.

We support the general approach of testing a range of sites typologies as set out in table 3.4

on page 25 of the EVA however, what is not clear is what if any adjustment to the housing
mix has been made when completing the appraisals for the 30DPH, 35DPH and 40DPH
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scenarios. Without this detail we are unable to comment fully on the suitability or robustness
of the assumptions.

From the limited information provided in the EVA we would make the following initial
comments on the individual assumptions proposed.

Dwelling Sizes.

KM discusses at some length from page 25 to 29 of the EVA development densities, mix and
unit sizes.

They refer to analysis they have completed on dwelling mix and sizes from recent planning
permissions and refer to these in tables 3.8 and 3.10 and compare them to the assumptions
made in previous viability work from 2016 and from the housing mix recommended within the
councils SHMA.

It is not clear how recent applications have been analysed, however the KM analysis closely
accords with the previous assumptions from the 2016 viability work and the councils SHMA
and therefore they have decided to maintain the previously applied assumptions on mix and
dwelling sizes.

This being the case the mix maintains a 1 bedroom house type at 56m2 however there is no
corresponding evidence for such a house type within the planning application analysis. This is
not surprising as we are unaware of any developer seeking to develop such a property, we
would therefore recommend either its removal from the dwelling mix or its replacement with a
1 bedroom bungalow type which would at least be a theoretically feasible (if unlikely) option.

The sizes proposed by KM are set out in Table 1 below:

Dwelling Type 1 Bed 2 Bed 3Bed 4Bed 5Bed 1Bed 2Bed

House House House House House Flat Flat
Dwelling Size 56 70 84 109 139 56 70
Proposed Sq m
Dwelling Size 603 753 904 1173 1496 603 703

Proposed sq ft
Table 1: Average Dwelling Sizes adopted in the EVA.

GDS believe that the methodology adopted is too simplistic and is not sufficiently
representative of the range of sizes for a particular house type that will be delivered across
the borough, dependent on the market location. It also fails to differentiate between terraced,
semi detached or detached house types. There is also no reference to 3 storey house types
or Bungalows that we understand are also proposed within the housing mix.

Whilst there is less margin for error with the smaller house types i.e. the 1, 2 and 3 bed
dwellings due to a smaller range in sizes, the inappropriateness of the adopted methodology
is illustrated when considering the larger properties. For instance KM has assumed all 5 bed
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houses at 139m2 irrespective of the market location. The size of a 5 bedroom house can vary
widely dependent upon both the location, size of the development site and the developer
profile, from as little as around 120m2 up to around 250m2.

To adopt a single average size for the house types is too broad-brush and consideration
should be given to a range of sizes which better reflect the specific market locations. It is
however also important to recognise that when adopting a larger house type size there will
inevitably also be an impact on the DPH. You cannot simply apply the same mix and unit size
to a 40 DPH scheme as you would at 30 DPH. For a 40 DPH dwelling mix we would expect
no 5 bedroom detached houses would be included for example.

Included within the KM table 3.11 are 1 and 2 bedroom flats However, it is not clear how
these are relevant as it is not specified how, if at all they are included in the proposed
dwelling mix as outlined in the table 2.3 on page 12 of the EVA. The mix proposed gives no
breakdown for the proportions of 4 and 5 bedroom houses and for all dwelling types provides
a range of percentages. From the information provided, therefore, it is impossible to calculate
what actual development density is being proposed in terms of the total square feet per acre
(metres per hectare). We are therefore unable to comment fully on its appropriateness.

Our overall comment is that as an “average” the unit sizes proposed are reasonably
representative of 2 storey detached for the 4 and 5 bedroom units.

For the 3 bedroom units it is not representative of a semi detached or terraced unit which
would be smaller at between 770 sq ft and 870 sq ft.

Similarly for 2 bedroom terraced or semis detached we would expect them to be in the region
of 675 sq ft to 720 sq ft in this area.

When considering bungalows then as they will have less circulation space 600 sq ft would be
appropriate for a 1 bedroom unit and 675 sq ft for a 2 bedroom bungalow.

The apartment sizes adopted are also larger than we would expect in SHC area with a more
typical 1 bedroom apartment averaging 525 sq ft and a 2 bedroom apartment 650 sq ft.
Gross to Net Site Ratios.

The gross to net areas proposed in Table 3.6 on page 26 of the EVA have been applied to
the generic assessments of a range of sites from 5 to 200 dwellings.

We would point out that not all small sites will have a 100% developable area and it may
therefore be prudent to adopt say a 95% gross to net ratio for the smallest sites.

KM state that for the larger site specific assessments of sites allocated for new development

they have based their assumptions on the site areas, densities and capacities as set out in
table 2.2 on page 9 of the EVA.
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Whilst this is a reasonable approach, in itself this will not impact significantly on viability
though sites with larger areas of undeveloped land will tend to require an increased budget
for external works, open space set up and management, etc. It is the assumptions
surrounding the density of development in terms of the square feet per acre (square metres
per hectare) as outlined above which are of far more significance in reaching a suitably
realistic and cautious view on viability. Without access to actual copies of the development
appraisals it is not possible for us to reach a firm conclusion on the appropriateness of the
densities appraised.

Densities/Acre (Hectare).

As referred to above, there is currently insufficient detail within the EVA to make a detailed
assessment of the assumptions proposed. We are therefore unable to calculate the actual
density proposed as it is unclear, if, for example, flats are included within the mix or what is
the proposed split between 4 and 5 bedroom houses, as they are currently grouped together
as providing 15-20% of dwellings.

From previous analysis we have carried out elsewhere densities of between 11,500 to 13,000
sq feet per acre (2,640 to 2,985m2 per hectare) would represent a suitably conservative
range of assumptions for development density for a typical 2 storey housing only
development. This would increase if 3 storey houses were included, or a proportion of
apartments but would decrease if bungalows were included.

As referred to above, if densities in excess of 30 dwellings per hectare are to be tested then
there needs to be an adjustment to the development mix assumptions so that the actual
density of accommodation in terms of metres squared per hectare (sq ft per acre) remains
realistic as a cautious assumption for an area wide assessment of this kind. Densities of 40
DPH will necessitate the inclusion of a much higher proportion of smaller terraced or semi
detached properties, and either elements of 3 storey housing or some apartments. It cannot
be simply assumed that the same 2 storey housing mix can be carried forward.

Use of Appropriate Build Cost Data.

We are concerned that no reference is made to the BCIS data costs which are normally relied
upon as a key source of construction cost data for area wide assessments of this kind.
Instead KM refers to their internal database, knowledge and experience.

Within the Keppie Massie Report on Construction Costs, at paragraph 2.9, they point out that
the BCIS is referenced as an appropriate data source within the latest guidance. It is in fact
the only data source so referenced. Whilst alternatives could be considered if they were made
available and were based on actual completed projects build cost data. From our recent
experience during an examination hearing for another local authority area it has become clear
that the database referred to by KM is in fact not based on actual development costs and in
fact is based upon viability appraisals from throughout the country. This seriously undermines
the utility of the schedule, and means that it should be unfavourably compared to information
provided by BCIS data which is based upon actual construction costs not prospective ones.
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Whilst some information regarding the background of the KM Database and what it contains,
plus a copy of part of the report, was ultimately provided after the examination hearing closed
we have still not been provided with any real background as to the inputs and whether this is
appropriate evidence to assess likely development costs.

It is our conclusion from an assessment of the limited information obtained on the KM
database that it is insufficient, confused and cannot be properly interrogated, nor has a proper
explanation of the inputs been provided.

If KM are to persist with relying on this flawed database rather than BCIS costs then it should
be produced in full at an early stage so that all parties have the opportunity to review and
make detailed representations on its suitability and shortcomings.

It is important to reiterate that the information published elsewhere in respect of the KM
database is insufficient and missing critical information that is necessary to understand the
information. For any reasonable participant to determine whether the database forms an
appropriate evidence base upon which to determine viability. Noting that this is prospective
information based on viability assessments and not retrospective information based upon
actual build costs (as is the case with the BCIS database) then to even begin to determine
whether the costs database is “appropriate” evidence, as a minimum it is considered that the
following information is required:

e Type of Developer/organisation that submitted the viability evidence (i.e. national
housebuilder, registered provider, land promoter or small developer etc.);

o Site size or density of development;

e Type of dwellings & mix of uses (if any) provided. For example, some schemes
may have been for or included apartments;

e Site background. Information regarding the stage that the site was at when the
viability appraisal was submitted or what works had been carried out prior to the
site being purchased. This type of information is critical to understanding the
submitted costs.

¢ An explanation as to how average figures have been reached.

If the site is for a mixed use details of how they have been treated should be provided,
particularly those which have substantial residential elements. It would appear from the
information provided to date elsewhere that such schemes have been excluded from the data
set.

From our previous analysis of the KM database, it is also not possible to determine the status
of each development site when the viability appraisal data is entered into the database. As
such we do not know what stage of development or pre-development the sites are at. Some
sites within the data set may already have a planning consent and therefore the level of
professional fees required by them to bring the site forward will be significantly reduced.
Other sites could have had significant elements of enabling works already completed by land
owners or site promoters, for example the construction of shared spine roads, service
infrastructure and site clearance and remediation which would effectively reduce the
construction cost but may have be reflected in the price paid or the site. There appears to
have been no attempt to rationalise or normalise these “outliers” from the data to prevent
unrealistic skewing of the data.
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For a scheme to be brought forward in SHC, all the construction costs would need to be
accounted for. It is clear from our previous examination of the KM database that significant
costs associated with the schemes within the Database could, and we expect are, missing
thereby deflating the average figures and giving a misrepresentative picture in terms of
construction and professional costs. This clearly raises issues as to whether it is, therefore, a
reliable or robust source of actual development costs.

If KM are to persist with the use of their internal database then it also needs to be made
available in a format that is capable of being readily interrogated and commented upon.

KM have claimed their database has been benchmarked against BCIS data However, we
have previously ‘sense-checked’ it against the actual construction costs in the BCIS database
and it is demonstrably at odds with it.

We have also previously looked at the make-up of the data set in terms of the scale of
developments. Whilst we only have details of scheme size by bands, it is clear that it not
representative of the scale of development for which it is being used as a basis for assessing
costs in the SHC area. Of the 131 sites within the data set previously provided to us 77 have
less than 50 dwellings (58.8%). Only 5 of the sites (3.8%) have over 250 dwellings. A
breakdown of the site categories is provided in Table 2 for ease of reference. Given the scale
of some of the sites in SHC this is a further anomaly in this use of a data set that is not
representative of the sites that are being appraised.

Number of

Dwelling Range Schemes % of Schemes
0-50 77 58.80%
50 - 150 38 29.00%
150 - 250 11 8.40%
250+ 5 3.80%
Total 131 100.00%

Table 2 - Estimated Breakdown of Scheme Sizes

From our previous limited review of the entries within the table it is clear that it contains
errors. As an example, if one looks at the column for fee percentage this should be a
calculation of the fee cost as a percentage of all the other development costs (excluding
contingency). For the second site in the table (Allerdale May 2012) the fee percentage is
quoted as 6.48%. Development costs inclusive of fees are £8,994,147. Fees are £698,116.
There is no inclusion for a contingency on this project. The total cost excluding fees is
therefore £8,296,031. Fees as a percentage of development cost are actually 8.42%.

As the table had not been provided to us in a useable form we cannot resolve how this error
has occurred nor are we able to correct it. We have carried out a similar calculation for a site
in the High Peak area dated May 2014. For this site the fee percentage is stated as 8.29%.
When calculated correctly after the deduction of the fee cost itself and the contingency cost
from the total cost the correct percentage is 9.68%. We have therefore concluded that if the
error applies to all sites. Therefore the fee percentage is consistently being understated within
the data set. Likewise, we are simply unable to corroborate how the average professional fee
figure has been calculated.
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In addition, we would highlight that there appears to be other errors within the database. As
an example, the St Helens entry dated 10/2013 is for a scheme of between 0-25 dwellings
however the floorspace banding is set at 6,500-7,000m2. Even using the higher number of
dwellings and lower floorspace banding, an average of 260m2 per dwelling seems to be so
unrealistic that we expect the band categorisation is incorrect. Other anomalies such as this
may exist, although without having the data in a usable form it is difficult to confirm this. Thus,
the form of the database means that proper scrutiny is not possible, and the details produced
so far suggest that its content is unreliable. It does not comprise appropriate evidence on the
basis of what has been disclosed to date.

We remain of the view given the significant limitations of the evidence provided to support the
use of the KM database as highlighted above that it cannot be relied upon. We see no
justification for departing from the use of BCIS data as is prevalent in the vast majority of
other area wide viability assessments that have been carried out throughout the country by
other consultants, particularly when KM propose to use the BCIS data as the basis for the
commercial elements on mixed use sites.

It is also unclear how the KM database has actually informed the build costs applied within
their viability appraisals as copies of the appraisal summaries are not include within the EVA.
If build costs have been based on an analysis and application of the KM database then we
are unsure of the relevance of much of the detail contained within Report on Construction
Costs which appears to suggest that the build costs have actually been derived from a cost
plan based on a range of assumptions as set out in that report.

Keppie Massie Report on Construction Costs.

Appendix B of the KM report on construction costs includes a number of tables which identify
the various site typologies appraised at the various densities for Greenfield and Brownfield
sites.

Within the tables the total construction cost is identified and also then expressed as an
average cost per square metre. No breakdown of how the cost has been arrived at is
provided and we are unable to determine the basis of the KM “Total Cost” with any certainty
from the information in the report however our interpretation of their approach to total costs is
set out below:

From the information provided we believe the total cost referred to in these tables includes:

e All plot build costs for both sub and superstructures
e All preliminary costs
o All external works

It is clear from paragraph 2.23 that the cost of constructing garages for larger house types is
included as part of the KM external works costs but no detail is provided on the actual cost
included for this item.
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There is a list of excluded items which are common to all scenarios set out on each table. The
excluded items are:

o White goods/ appliances

e Incentives

e Floor Finishes

¢ Remediation of contaminated land in Brownfield sites

¢ Vat excluded from all costs

e Contractors profit excluded

¢ No allowance for code for sustainable homes compliance
¢ No abnormal costs on Greenfield sites

We disagree with the exclusion of the cost of white goods / appliances as these are included
within standard specifications for most developers. Similarly tile finishes to bathrooms are
commonly included. The cost of incentives should be reflected in the net sales values
adopted as we refer to below.

We believe certain other items have been excluded from these costs as within the Viability
Testing results section of the report the impact of these items is separately identified. These
are:

e S106 Costs
e M4(2) and M4 (3) costs
e Education contributions

It is however unclear if the costs are also inclusive of other items but our interpretation of
paragraph 6.03 of the EVA is that the build costs referred to in the various tables in Appendix
B of the report on construction costs also include allowances for:

e Surface water attenuation

e Provision of opens space for developments greater than 40 dwellings
e Sustainable Drainage Systems

e Ducting for cable and broadband.

It is also unclear if the cost of other opening up costs is included within the total cost.
Paragraph 2.24 states open space costs have been costed separately but no details are
provided. For opening up costs the table at paragraph 2.36 indicates a range of costs from
Zero for sites of up to 14 dwellings to £8,300 per dwelling for sites of over 200 units. We
would point out that this figure is significantly below the range of cost allowance advocated in
the Harman report® of £17,000 to £23,000 for large strategic sites.

The KM Cost report also confirms that they have made separate cost allowances for
professional fees of between 7.5% for small sites decreasing to just 5% for larger sites. This
approach is completely contrary to the advice in the Harman report as referred to in detail in
section 3 of this report. It is also at odds with the approach adopted by all other council
advisors we have encountered. Larger sites will tend to have a wider range of more complex
issues to resolve which will increase the need for specialist consultants and consultants of

6 Viability Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Appendix B, ltem 2, Page 44
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greater experience. It is our experience that the fee costs tend to increase with the scale of
projects not decrease.

We have recently reviewed the allowance made in over 30 other local authority areas and in
all other cases (with the exception of those where KM have been involved) the fee
percentage adopted has been in the range of 8% to 12%. For those authorities where a range
of fees were adopted the fee percentage increased as the scale of the development
increased.

We would therefore recommend that an allowance of 7% is adopted as a minimum
assumption for smaller sites and that this should increase for large sites to between 10% and
12% depending on scale and complexity

Finally KM have made a contingency allowance of 5% on all development costs, including
professional fees which is a standard allowance for area wide assessments of this kind.

Given the KM cost tables refer to “total costs” we can only assume that these items are also
included in the costs quoted.

Contractor Profit.

KM also state that they will also adjust the build cost rate that they derive from their own
database to exclude construction profit. However, it is unclear how they will calculate this. We
do not agree with this approach and question how they determine which sites were built out
by a main contractor and which were developed by in house teams and subcontractors.

Whilst we accept that some sites will be built utilising a main contractor whilst others will be
procured by an in house team utilising subcontractors, the overall costs will be broadly similar
as regardless all contractors include a profit margin within their cost. In addition a developer
who procures their own subcontractors will have to directly employ additional staff to manage
the construction which adds to the overall development cost.

The approach proposed by KM If adopted would lead to an under assessment of costs which
many developers would not be able to achieve.

Comparison of KM Costs Against Recognised Alternative Data.

To reach any conclusions on the costs adopted by KM is very difficult without sight of the
detailed appraisal summaries. However, if our interpretation of the costs is correct then for a
typical 200 unit Greenfield scheme providing 30% affordable housing at a density of 35DPH
the KM total cost equates to £1,147/m2 (£106.56/ft).

To try and put this “Total Cost” into some perspective we have considered the BCIS cost data
for the St Helens area. A copy is attached at Appendix A.

In many of the area wide assessments we have reviewed in recent years a figure close to the
BCIS median cost data has been utilised. For the St Helens area in Q4 2018 the median cost
for Estate Housing Generally was reported at £1189/m2 (£110.46). To enable a meaningful
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comparison with the proposed KM cost a number of adjustments need to be made to the
base cost.

The BCIS data does not include for the cost of any external works and therefore a widely
accepted and utilised approach is to allow for these works by adding around 12% to 15% to
the reported base build costs depending upon the scale and layout of the individual site. For
an area wide assessment of the kind this represents a suitably cautious assumption.

For larger sites there is, as highlighted above, the need to reflect opening up costs, the cost
of which are detailed in the Hardman Guidance and again widely adopted in other area wide
assessments of this kind. These costs are in addition to the normal external works allowance.

Is should also be noted that the BCIS costs do not include for the cost of construction of
private garages. When completing the detailed appraisals this cost needs to be separately
identified for those properties where either single or double will be provided. An appropriate
cost for a single garage is around £6000 whilst for a double garage we would allow around
£11,000.

Based on BCIS median and lower quartile costs the total cost for a typical 200 dwelling site is
summarised in the table below. It should be noted that these costs do not include any
allowance for opening up costs or site specific abnormals, garages for 3, 4 and 5 bedroom
houses or the costs of the proposed SHC policies in relation construction standards,
education and other S106 items.

Cost Item £/ft Cost Item £/ft

BCIS Median Base Build Cost 110.46 BCIS Lower Quartile Base Build Cost  97.45
External Works 15% 16.57 External Works 15% 14.62
Professional Fees 8% 10.16 Professional Fees 8% 8.97
Contingency 5% 6.86 Contingency 5% 6.05

Total Cost 144.05 Total Cost 127.08

Table 3: Greenfield Development Costs Based on BCIS Standard Assumptions.

By reference to the widely supported and referenced BCIS data with typical allowances for
external works, professional fees and a contingency we would expect total costs to fall
somewhere in the range of £127.08/ft to £144.05/ft subject to individual site factors subject to
appropriate additions for the provision of garages, additional opening up costs on larger sites
and abnormal costs.

It should also be noted from the BCIS data at Appendix A that the build costs for small
developers are significantly higher. We would recommend that figures that closely accord with
the BCIS median cost for “One Off’ housing detached (3 units or less) are utilised for the
appraisal of the 5 unit schemes (£1777/m2 or £165.08/ft) and that for the 10 to 20 dwelling
schemes an appropriate base cost would be somewhere around the mid-point between this
cost and the Estate Housing Generally cost of £1119/m2 (£110.46/ft) with the appropriate
additions for external works, professional fees and contingency to reflect the bespoke nature
of smaller developments.

In contrast the KM Cost report proposes a range of “Total Costs” from £104.42 for the largest
200 dwelling sites up to £130.71 for sites of just 5 dwellings or fewer.
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Apartment Block Costs.

In Appendix C of the EVA Keppie Massie have adopted a different approach to costs for
apartment blocks. Here they have provided a series of cost summaries which set out the
individual cost build up for substructures, super structures, external work, preliminaries,
professional fees and an overall contingency allowance. From the total of these cost elements
there is a 6.5% reduction applied for contractors profit and overhead. It is not clear why this
reduction has been made as whilst we are aware Keppie Massie have applied a similar
reduction when assessing costs based on BCIS costs, as is highlighted by the comparative
costs in Table 4 below this “cost plan” is clearly not based on BCIS costs.

KM "Cost Plan" £/t BCIS Cost Base £/ft
Base Cost 99.42 BCIS Median 128.76
External Works 14.22% 14.14 External Works 14% 18.03
Professional Fees 7% 7.95 Professional Fees 8% 11.74
Contingency 5% 6.08 Contingency 5% 7.93
minus 6.5% Contractor -8.29 Zero Contractor Deduction 0.0
Total Cost 119.29 Total Cost 166.46

Table 4: Greenfield Apartment Cost Comparison KM Cost Plan against BCIS Costs.

To enable comparison with the BCIS base cost the KM base cost is made up of their costs for
sub structures, superstructures and preliminaries.

As can be seen from the table the Keppie Massie base cost is almost £30/ft (circa 23%) less
than the comparable the BCIS median cost and would also be £13/ft (circa 11.5%) less than
the lower quartile BCIS cost using the same assumptions.

Proposed Planning Polices and the Impact on Development Costs.

KM have considered the impact of the proposed local plan polices and identified those which
will have an impact on development costs. They have then made an assessment of the likely
cost of each item. We support this approach and comment further on each item below.

Building Regulations Optional Standards.

We note that an allowance of £1,100 per house is proposed to meet the requirements of
Building Regulations Optional Standards M4(2) relating to accessible and adaptable dwellings
and £5,500 per house to achieve M4(3A). A build up has been provided for each of these
additional cost items. Whilst these costs are generally appropriate it is not clear what
assumptions have been made on the impact on the net sales values of the adapted
properties as the appraisal summaries have not been included within the EVA.
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Electric Vehicle Charging Points.

KM have considered the costs associated with electric vehicle charging points and state an
allowance of £220 per dwelling has been made. The allowance is low and we would expect a
cost of £300 to £350 to be more typical. Whilst in itself the impact on viability is minor for the
cost of the works on individual dwellings there is the potential for a significant increase in the
overall electricity supply requirement for a site. Our client’'s recent experience on a large
strategic Green Belt release in Chester where charging points have been required on all plots
deriving from policy, this has resulted in the need for substantial additional reinforcement of
infrastructure and additional substation requirements to meet the additional loading
requirements. These costs are currently not reflected within the KM allowance.

Site Specific S106 costs.

There is an allowance of £1,000 per dwelling currently proposed to cover the cost of all site
specific S106 requirements. Whilst this may be sufficient on some small scale developments
where S106 contributions are very limited for the majority of larger sites this would be
inadequate. Any site that is required to make contributions to any off site facilities or services
will incur a far higher level of cost. We would recommend that a schedule of likely residual
S106 contributions is included within any subsequent consultation with each item costed in
detail so as to ensure the sum included within appraisals is robust rather than an arbitrary
nominal allowance. We would expect the true cost to be significantly higher.

Items that remain subject to S106/S278 contributions may include:

e Open Space

e Public Transport

e Highway Improvements

e Infrastructure or Services
e Footpaths and Cycleways
e Community Facilities

e Health Care

e Leisure Services

e Ecology

Conclusions on Reliance on KM Cost Database.

We have significant concerns regarding the use of the KM database. Instead the base
development cost should be taken from the relevant BCIS data adopting the appropriate
values for the St Helens area, with appropriate allowances then made for external works,
professional fees (at varying percentages to reflect the scale and complexity of
developments) and an overall contingency. In addition larger sites should include an
allowance for opening up costs.
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The BCIS costs are specifically referenced as an appropriate source with the latest NPPF
guidance note and are utilised in the vast majority of other assessments of this type. The
BCIS costs are based on actual costs whereas the KM data base is not.

The data received by KM is from a range of third parties cost estimates with a wide range of
different unknown assumptions within it. It is clear from the limited information we have seen
elsewhere that it is unreliable and not correctly analysed. It remains unclear how the KM
database has informed the “Total Cost” adopted in the KM cost report and we would welcome
further explanation alongside the provision of the detailed appraisal summaries.

Residential Net Sales Values.

With regard to the residential net sales values proposed, we have carried out our own
analysis of sites currently available and these broadly support the net sales values adopted.

There is however a need for caution when analysing headline asking prices. The vast majority
of developers will offer significant incentive packages (free carpets, fitted furniture, upgraded
appliances, stamp duty payments, etc.) in addition to the help to buy initiative which is
prevalent on most sites, makes the calculation of a true net sale price difficult. Assessing a
true net sales value becomes far more difficult when developers also offer part exchange
deals on buyers old homes.

Depending on general market conditions, the levels of completion from other sites, the
marketing approach of the individual developer and the specific characteristics of the site
itself the level of incentives can vary significantly, but would typically be around 5% in strong
market conditions but can rise to 10% when the market deteriorates or if a particular site is
not performing well.

Affordable Housing.

In terms of affordable housing provision, we would recommend a range of tenure
assumptions are appraised as for more challenging sites a different tenure mix may enable
some affordable housing to remain viable.

The EVA sets out that the bid prices adopted for testing are as follows:

o Affordable Rent 45% of market value
o Low Cost Home Ownership 70% of market value

The rent caps on affordable units announced by the government during 2015 have effectively
put Registered Providers on hold and meant that rental offers are being reduced for social
rent properties. Many developers that GDS are working with are facing difficulties in receiving
any offers at all from Registered Providers to take on social rent housing, and where offers
are made they are typically reduced to approximately 35% of market value. An appropriate
discount reflective of the market is:

e Affordable Rent 40% of market value
¢ Intermediate 65% of market value
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Benchmark Land Values.

We have reviewed the approach currently proposed by KM within the EVA and are broadly
supportive of their interpretation of the relevant guidance.

It is important that landowners remain sufficiently incentivised to bring forward their sites so
that the council’s wider housing delivery needs are met. If benchmark land values are set too
low then there is no incentive and landowners, who sometimes have held sites for
generations, will take a longer term view and chose to hold the site or look at other alternative
development forms.

With regard to the Benchmark Land Values proposed we do not believe the differentiation
between Brownfield values and Greenfield values is correct. The £150,000 and £250,000
proposed for Greenfield Sites is significantly below achieved sales values. If a full analysis of
current market values was carried out we believe that this would support a much closer
correlation between Greenfield and Brownfield values which should be reflected in the
Benchmark Land Values adopted.

At present the EVA is assessing some Greenfield sites against benchmark land values of the
equivalent of or less than alternative commercial uses, for example Industrial Land Values of
£150,000 and Office Land Values of £200,000 have been adopted elsewhere in the EVA,
both of which are very conservative assessments of these alternative use values. Our recent
experience in other parts of the Northwest would indicate that industrial land is achieving
values significantly higher than the £150,000 adopted by KM. The BLV for Residential land
needs to be a reflection of the EUV plus a premium. Based on the current BLV’s there is no
incentive to the landowner to achieve a residential consent for their site.

It also needs to be kept in mind when carrying out area wide assessments of this kind there
remains the possibility that additional abnormal costs will still affect a specific site. These may
only come to light during a detailed planning application when more intrusive site investigation
is undertaken. If there is no buffer provided now then these additional costs can only by paid
for by the land owner accepting a reduced value for their site. If the benchmark land value is
set too low then this leaves no scope to absorb any additional abnormal costs and the site will
not come forward. Therefore either the both the commercial and residential Benchmark Land
Values need to be increased or appropriate allowances made for the likely impact of
abnormal costs for both Brownfield and Greenfield sites. An increase to the various
benchmark land values of around £100,000 to £150,000 would be appropriate and would
allow for some level of abnormal costs to be absorbed by landowners whilst still offering them
a return on their site.

Acquisition costs.

The 1.8% land acquisition cost is based on 1% of purchase price for agent’s fees and legal
fees at 0.8%.

GDS agrees that the allowances made are within the range of costs seen in the market but
are at the lower end of the range and therefore are not a conservative assumption. The
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cumulative impact all the individual assumptions have on a residual appraisal needs to be
considered. Even small adjustments can have a significant impact when taken together.

Agents fees can vary from just under 1% to as high as 2.5% therefore we would recommend
the fee level is increased to 1.5%.

In addition for the assessment of the smaller generic sites both the agent fee and legal fee
should be subject to a minimum cost of £10,000 each as a percentage allowance becomes
irrelevant when site values fall to very low levels.

Finance.

The 7% rate suggested is realistic for the majority of developers. However for smaller
developers funding remains both difficult to obtain and the costs are significantly more than
7%. In addition to the interest rate applied to the loan facility funders often require valuation
fees, arrangement fees, management fees, and exit fees which are usually based on a
percentage of the peak facility requirement.

In addition, many funders only provide facilities for limited periods and so developers often
find they incur additional costs to extend or renew facilities particularly on sites when
predicted development programmes are not met. These additional costs often effectively
double the cost of finance to the developer.

For this reason we would recommend that the cost of finance for sites of 30 units or fewer are
increased to at least 10%.

Developer Profit.

Similar to our concerns on finance costs, whist we support the 20% of GDV profit margin
adopted on larger schemes, though this should be seen as a minimum requirement, with
many developers requiring in excess of this amount.

We do not agree that this should be reduced to 17.5% for schemes of 10 units or less. Small
developers often rely on funding developments from specialist funders or in some cases high
net worth individuals. It is our own experience over many years that in order for them to
provide funding profit margins of in excess of 20% are required as a smaller or less
experienced developer is often seen as carrying a greater risk. In the current market a small
developer would not be able to access funding with a profit margin of only 17.5%. The
minimum level that should be adopted is 20% to align with the larger sites.
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5.

Conclusions.

In Summary whilst we support the general approach to viability testing and the general
methodology utilised within the Keppie Massie Economic Viability Assessment we have
identified a number of areas for further consideration:

1.

10.

For a full assessment of the KM EVA to be possible copies of the various appraisal
summaries need to be published for analysis and comment in a similar format to those
provided by them in other local authority areas.

In relation to the Total Costs referred to in the KM Report of Construction Costs tables
it is unclear how this cost is built up. Provision of the appraisal summaries would go a
long way to clarifying the position.

We are unable to determine the exact level of base build costs proposed for
residential housing schemes, however given the level of “Total Costs” of development
set out within Appendix B of the KM Report of Construction Costs it would appear they
are significantly below comparable BCIS costs both at median and lower quartile cost
levels. We are therefore unable to support their use at this time.

The base build costs proposed for apartment schemes as set out in Appendix C of the
EVA appear to be based on a simplified cost plan with no supporting evidence for the
costs proposed. The overall costs are significantly below comparable BCIS costs both
at median and lower quartile cost levels. We are therefore unable to support their use.

We are unable to support the use of the KM “build cost” database given the
inadequacies we have previously identified. Instead BCIS costs should be adopted at
the appropriate level for the St Helens area.

The KM development costs currently exclude any assessment of abnormal
development costs which limits their value at the plan making stage. This being the
case, site specific viability assessments will continue to be required on sites where
abnormal development costs or significant infrastructure and opening up costs are
encountered.

The Net Sales Values adopted should reflect an allowance for appropriate levels of
sales incentives.

Discounts from market value for affordable housing require minor adjustment to reflect
a conservative assumption on the current bid values achievable from RSL’s.

The Benchmark Land values adopted for both residential and commercial uses are
low, particularly for Greenfield Residential sites in the medium and higher value areas.
In the former the level proposed is below that adopted for commercial office
developments and only the same as potential industrial uses, both of which are also
set at very low level. At these Benchmark land values there is no incentive to land
owners to promote their sites for residential development given they could be
depressed further by abnormal costs.
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11. Finance costs for small developers should be increased to represent the higher costs
of funding they incur.

12. Developer Profit Margins of 20% should be adopted for all developments. Small
developers are unable to obtain funding at returns below this level.

We trust that the Council and their advisors will find our comments useful and that the
necessary amendments are made now to ensure the results of subsequent detailed viability
testing are robust and ensure that the Council’s wider housing delivery objectives can be met
throughout the plan period.
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BCIS Data Extract.
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Chapter 5 General Development Policies
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5.11 It would be inappropriate to safeguard Protected Land outside settlement boundaries,
as this could imply that the land is considered suitable for development at some point in the
future, and would effectively give it the same status as other former ‘Open Land on the Urban
Fringe’ now deemed worthy of inclusion within settlements, which would thereby undermine
the setting of settlement boundaries.

5.12 Therefore, Policy GN1 is less restrictive than national Green Belt policy in relation to
‘Protected Land’, but generally seeks to restrict development on former non-Green Belt land
outside settlements to small scale and low intensity uses, or to uses which are appropriate
in rural areas, for example horticulture. The uses permitted by Policy GN1 for Protected
Land are consistent with Policy DS4 of the previous Local Plan (WLRLP 2006), and represent
a continuity in approach.

5.13 Outside settlement boundaries, Policy SP1 allows for countryside uses that retain or
enhance the rural character of the area and Policy RS1 allows for affordable housing outside
settlements only if there are no suitable sites within the settlement. These policies are
consistent with what is allowed by Policy GN1 for non-Green Belt land outside settlements.

5.2 Policy GN2: Safeguarded Land

Context

5.14 The Local Plan is required to demonstrate flexibility to respond to changing
circumstances. In addition, when amending Green Belt boundaries, the National Planning
Policy Framework directs Local Plans to have “regard to their intended permanence in the
long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period” (paragraph
83, p20). Therefore, there is a need to remove some land from the Green Belt and safeguard
it for a “Plan B” (to allow flexibility within the Local Plan) and for development needs beyond
the plan period (beyond 2027).

West Lancashire Borough Council



Chapter 5 General Development Policies

Safeguarded Land

The land identified on the Policies Map as safeguarded land is within the settlement
boundaries but will be protected from development and planning permission will be
refused for development proposals which would prejudice the development of this land
in the future. This safeguarding is necessary for one of the following two reasons:

e |tis allocated for the “Plan B” — such land will be safeguarded from development for
the needs of the “Plan B” should it be required. If the “Plan B” is not required then
this land will be safeguarded from development until 2027 for development needs
beyond 2027.

e |tis safeguarded from development for needs beyond 2027 — these sites will only
be considered for development after 2027 if there is not a sufficient supply of other
suitable sites within the settlement boundaries to meet any identified development
needs at that time.

The following sites will be safeguarded from development (potential capacity for housing
and / or employment land in brackets):

a) “Plan B” sites

i. Land at Parr’s Lane, Aughton (400 dwellings)

i. Land a Ruff Lane, Ormskirk (10 dwellings)

iii. Land at Red Cat Lane, Burscough (60 dwellings)

iv. Land a Mill Lane, Up Holland (120 dwellings)

v. Land at Moss Road (west), Halsall (240 dwellings)

b) Safeguarded until 2027

i. Land at Yew Tree Farm, Burscough (500 dwellings and 10 ha of employment land)
ii. Land at Moss Road (east), Halsall (210 dwellings)

The safeguarded land at Yew Tree Farm is not marked on the Policies Map as it is part
of the wider Policy SP3 allocation for a strategic development site and a subsequent

masterplan for this allocation will define the precise boundary of the land to be
safeguarded until 2027 within this site.

West Lancashire Borough Council
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Justification

5.15 Ultimately, given the requirement to amend Green Belt boundaries in the Borough to
ensure the delivery of the residential and employment development needs and the requirement
to demonstrate flexibility in that delivery of development needs if circumstances change, it
is necessary to identify safeguarded land within the Local Plan. This land will be protected
from development until it is absolutely required to meet development needs beyond this plan
period or, if it is assigned as a “Plan B” site, to meet development needs in this plan period
if allocated sites fail to deliver the required amount of development.

5.16 In considering how much land is to be safeguarded, regard has been had as to how
much land is required for the “Plan B” and what would be a reasonable amount to safeguard
from development for potential development needs beyond 2027. In considering which sites
should be safeguarded, a full site appraisal of a number of potential sites was undertaken.

A summary of the site appraisal process that has led to the above list of sites is provided in
the separate technical paper on Strategic Options and Green Belt Release. This is especially
relevant for those sites safeguarded from development for the “Plan B”.

5.17 The land safeguarded until 2027 has been identified as such because it is part of a
wider parcel of land removed from the Green Belt or removed from the policy designation
under Policy DS4 in the Replacement Local Plan (2006) but which is not required for
development in the Plan period or under the Plan B. An example of this would be Yew Tree
Farm in Burscough, where only a portion of the wider Yew Tree Farm allocation is required
for the Strategic Development Site (see Policy SP3) but the Green Belt amendments must
encompass the entire site to ensure that the new boundary of the Green Belt is robust.

Other Local Planning Policy and supporting documents

e  West Lancashire Local Plan 2012-2027 — Technical Paper 1: Strategic Options and
Green Belt Release (2012)
e The Green Belt Study (2011)

5.3 Policy GN3: Criteria for Sustainable Development
Context

5.18 The aim of achieving sustainable development is a key objective of the planning
process and the Council is committed to ensuring that all development in the Borough is of
a high quality which contributes positively to its distinctive character. All development within
the Borough, including changes of use, is therefore expected to be sustainable, having full
regard to the local context within which it sits.

5.19 Design features can also address wider sustainability issues such as crime, carbon
reduction, reducing flood risk and other environmental concerns such as air quality and
lighting, creation of wildlife-friendly habitats, and making buildings accessible to all user
groups. Therefore, a policy is required to guide development proposals to ensure that they
are sustainable.

West Lancashire Borough Council
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clens St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

{For official use only)

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

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Monday 13" May 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;

Part A — Personal Details | | @
Part B — Your Representation(s). Lot Q&:\'\,
PART A — YOUR DETAILS | \2

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

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)
Title: MR Title:
First Name: dARR Y First name:
LastName: o0 cx Last Name:
Organisation/company: Organisation/company:
Address:  j) pgruntA LLOSE Address:
NéEW BoLD
ST HELEN S
Postcode: WA 2 Postcode:
Tel No: Tel No:
Mobile No: Mobile No:
Email: Email:
Signature: Date:

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
Plan 2020-20357 (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector's recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes [ ] (Via Email) No [ ]

Please note - e-mail is the Council's preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0489

Type of Submission Web submission

Full Name Mrs Clare McDermott

Organisation

Address 8 Mallard Gardens, St Helens, Merseyside WA9 5BL
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 LPCO1, LPCO2, LPCOS, LPDO3
Paragraph / diagram / table 7HS
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

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 area is subject to flooding and the underground drains only just cope with the heavy rain due to
previous low lying land and 3 x ponds that were previously in situ around Broadlands and the three
closes including Mallard.

There are too many houses being built in the area and insufficient roads to be able to cope with the
additional traffic. This will cause heavier use of the roads. At present it can take 20 minutes to get
out of our close at present and this is before the end of Elton Head Road is opened up to all the new
houses there.

The road and drainage will not be able to sustain more houses plus the infrastructure as there were
multiple power cuts when the Broadlands were being built and also the Larches and Retirement
village on Elton Head Road.

The field is also one of the last pieces of open land in the area now that Riverside and the Sutton
sites are being built and the industrial units on the link way will make the area look more city than
country. Building more houses on open land is unecessary and there are many existing sites that
can be redeveloped rather than destroying more green belt land.

The council needs to gain more funds because of cuts but to destroy the areas for short term gain
and put additional strain on the infrastructure and make the area more like one huge housing estate
is ludicrous and unjustifiable.




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

Review the actual turnover of homes and what is being sold before deciding to build even more
homes without the supporting schools, hospitals, utilities and roads and look at rebuilding areas that
already have had buildings and get the builders to use those sites rather than destroy virgin green
land.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 1/21/2019 8:52:56 PM
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St Helens Borough Local Plan | 1w 8%
o2 - 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) Loy
councii Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Ref: LPSD

[

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or online at:
www.sthelens.gov.uk/ocalplan

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; o
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.
1. Your Details 2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent}
Title: Lo Citlch Title:
First Name: J2E M it S First name:
Last Name: M S DONNE £ 4 Last Name:

Organisation/eompery:S¢ HILENS /M43 C  Organisation/company:

Address: DSMOCRATIC SALViCSS  Address:
TEOWN HALe

Vl c,‘?';:m A Sounptk

Signature: . Date: O8 ~¢3 - ’(7

Please be aware that anonyrnous 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 Plan 2020-20357
{namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the Inspector's recommendatlons and
adoption of the Plan)

] Yes (via email) - [} No

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




PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION ciit p #¢ Dennicie

1 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 alsc read the Guidance Note that accompanies this form before you
complete it.

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

Policy | / | Paragraph/ / Policies / Sustainability | Habitats
diagram Map Appraisal/ Regulations
tabie Strategic Assessment

Environmental
Assessment

LeCAL PLAN 202620355 GRACENBELT REVIE W

Other documents (please name rEc INCR ADIUCT
document and relevant part/section) ; c ozé‘ "i‘ c;” ’;’ 5 34 FUSTHENTS TARLE 5 !

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

Legally Compliant? [] Yes No
+Sound? [] Yes No
Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [] No

Please tick as appropriate

5.1f 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? %l
« 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 precise as possible.

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

ACOE DNOT CeMpPiiaNT wWiTr NPPF YGrein BRELF
BOUNDARIES IN EXCELTipyAL CIRCUM STANCES ShodLn
ONLY BE ALTEREP Y (NO ExccpTonAL Cikews Tance QiVJ»f)

Z) LM PACT on &‘aMAad:Nc. L ”MB:.:LT IS LiKchy 72
RUIN Tal CPEN RRAL ASPECT OF To& oA arr

B) THE PREPOSAL 1S conSOdMIr AS ,z‘,,qs.)mmup
ALTERNATIVSS ARSE e T OIS D ERED

o]
#) PROPCSAL 1S AGAINST S¢ HELENS Coumeil POLICY
TO MinNIir/5E THE REMeVAL CF SREENRELT LAND

Please continue on & separate sheet if necessary



7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant or sound, having regard fo 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. It 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.

A RGASONARLE ALTERNATIVE S 15 0FFERAED A5 A
MoDiFICATIoON TOHMAKE THE AcCAL PLAan LE GaLtey
CoMPitANT AND SCuVD 1~ _

REPEACE Top TEXT oF ACCE PAGE 155 Wt7Tw o -

¥ THAT Trhd GREEVRELT BOUNMDARY BE REALISNED
AL G Tard ILEAR SARDEN FENCES OF Tress
PREPERTIES STANDING O CARR Midtt ROA> AND TiraT
THE CLUSTER CF CONVERTED FAQM 13t PinCs
REMAIN IN Trrd Sreend Ber 7

$PLEATE SEL ATTACHD Funvred DETAILS

Pleasa continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note: your representation shoutd 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 Inspector, based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If 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, | do not wish to participate Y S Yes, | wish to participate at the oral
at the oral examination examination

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

LTS AMirmaL rPrecsbuge Fer wWAAD CotrMh Crllels

- o . .
T2 MAKS VerRal REPRE SN TION €N BENALE ¢~
AeCAL ReSipap+ s

Please note the Inspector 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.

ABNATERLA



St.Helens Council

Democratic Services
Town Hall

Victoria Square

St Helens WA10 1HP

Planning Inspector Please reply to :-
St Helens Local Plan Cllr D Mc¢ Donnell

8th March 2019
The St Helens Borough Local Plar 2020-2035 Submission Draft

Representation to the Government Planning Inspector concerning
the Greenbelt Review AC06 Barrows Farm, Carr Mill Road, Billinge

Dear Inspector,

The Greenbelt Review proposes that Barrows Farm is taken out of the
Greenbelt for the following reasons:-

ACO06 The current Greenbelt Boundary includes a number of dwellings
and business outlets in this location and follows no visible boundary on
the ground. As the site is already significantly developed it is
recommended that the Greenbelt Boundary is realigned to follow the rear
of the existing outbuildings.

There is an anomaly at No.83 and No.83a Carr Mill Road as the
Greenbelt Boundary runs along the street in front of these properties.

The reason for this is because No.83 was the original Farm house and No.
83a is a new build permitted as infilling along the street. Both properties
are in the Greenbelt and should be removed. The Greenbelt Boundary
should run along their rear garden fences as it does for the rest of the
street. This would give a clear visible boundary on the ground.

(10f2)




The proposal to remove the cluster of Converted Farm Buildings to
correct the Greenbelt Boundary at the farm is unnecessary and goes
against Council Policy to retain as much Greenbelt land as is reasonably
possible.

The statement that “The site is already significantly developed” (so
should be removed from the Greenbelt) is misleading.

There are no new developments at this site only a ‘change of use’ of the
original Farm Buildings (which occurred 30 years ago)

The Converted Farm Buildings occupy the same footprint as they have
for the past 100 years. The open rural aspect of the site has not changed
the Farm Buildings belong in the Greenbelt.

The Ward Councillors have met with Planning Officers and have
proposed the following alternative for AC06 Barrows Farm:-

“That the Greenbelt Boundary be realigned along the rear garden fences
of the properties standing on Carr Mill Road and that the cluster of
Converted Farm Buildings remain in the Greenbelt”

The Planning Officers have not expressed disagreement with this
alternative but cannot amend the Submission Draft at this final stage.

Therefore the recommendation to adopt the alternative proposal for the
Greenbelt Boundary is brought to your attention.

The Ward Councillors of Billinge & Seneley Green would be happy to
attend any Hearing that you deem necessary to give verbal representation
on this matter.

Yours Sincerely,

Clir D Mc Donnell

Clir S E Murphy

Clilr J Pearson

Billinge & Seneley Green Ward
St Helens MBC

(2 of2)
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0021

Type of Submission Web submission

Full Name Mrs Michelle Mcelroy

Organisation

Address 234 clockface road clockface st helens merseyside wa94Ix Wa94lx
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 All

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:

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
| oppose to any building on greenbelt land

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 3/23/2019 8:47:57 PM
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0348
Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Mrs Kathleen McKeon
Organisation
Address 37 Sandfield Road
Eccleston
St Helens
Merseyside WA105LR
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 Policy
Paragraph / diagram / table

Policies Map 8HS
Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Yes
Environmental Assessment

Habitats Regulation Assessment Yes
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.

| consider that the Local Plan is neither justified, effective or

consistent with National policy. (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)2018).
| also believe that this version does not satisfy:

¢ the requirement for Sustainable development

¢ the criteria for Sustainable transport as the plan promotes increased car
dependency remote from transport hubs.

e sustainable housing, targets proposed are based on aspirational

employment growth predictions.

o effective land use by concentrating on Green Space development over town
centre development with higher densities.

¢ food security by ignoring Agricultural Land Quality.

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
In addition, the following fundamental elements of the Plan remain
questionable -




¢ Economic growth predictions for St Helens are based on flawed historical
data that does not justify the aspirational targets included in the plan.

¢ Adequate regional and cross border collaboration has not been undertaken.
¢ The Housing Need assessment does not use Standard Methodology, and no
case for exceptional circumstances has been made.

¢ The latest estimate produced by the ONS (2016) predicts that 383 houses
per year will be required to meet housing need in St Helens. The Council
are using an older forecast (2014) of 486.

¢ The Plan makes no mention of Brownfield and Previously Developed Land
(PDL) that is not (yet) available or included on the Brownfield Register.

¢ The St Helens Council statement of “Contaminated Land (CL) sites” (2015)
indicates that 3,170 ha of the lowest priority contaminated land exists in

St Helens. Two Green Belt sites of 56.6 ha and 148 ha are being

reclassified as safeguarded land sites and included to fulfil the housing
need, much less than 7% of the 3,170-ha available, if it were to be
remediated.

¢ The council in conjunction with Liverpool City Region Combined Authority
(LCRCA) and neighbouring authorities have no policy for bringing
‘unsuitable’ sites outside the Brownfield Register back into use. It is not
reasonable to assume that sites cannot be made available within the 15-
year plan period or the 25-year safeguarded period being considered.

¢ The loss of Grade 1 and 2 Agricultural land that comprises most Allocated
and Safeguarded sites is not mentioned. The negative impact on farming
and distribution jobs is not considered.

¢ The Borough has significant long term and intractable problems at Windle
Island, Bleak Hill Road, Skew Bridge in Rainhill, M6/J23 and M6/J21-26.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) refers to current road

improvements but does not outline how local and borough wide road
improvements are to be made and funded. The Plan promotes unsustainable
traffic growth causing severe traffic issues that will not satisfy the NPPF
(2016)

¢ The increase in traffic proposed in the Plan will have a significant impact
on air-quality, noise, tranquillity and general health. It does not promote
less vehicle dependency with its proposals for edge of town developments.
* The IDP fails to explain the impact on Healthcare and Education. The
current situation is touched on broadly, but how this will be managed and
funded is missing or vague. There is no indication or reference to
collaboration with the Hospital Trust, local CCGs or education authorities.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 3/5/2019 6:15:42 PM
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0349
Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Miss Alice McKeon
Organisation
Address 59 Springfield Lane
Eccleston
St Helens
Merseyside WA105HB
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
Paragraph / diagram / table

Policies Map 8HS
Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Yes
Environmental Assessment

Habitats Regulation Assessment Yes
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.

| consider that the Local Plan is neither justified, effective or

consistent with National policy. (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)2018).
| also believe that this version does not satisfy:

¢ the requirement for Sustainable development

¢ the criteria for Sustainable transport as the plan promotes increased car
dependency remote from transport hubs.

e sustainable housing, targets proposed are based on aspirational

employment growth predictions.

o effective land use by concentrating on Green Space development over town
centre development with higher densities.

¢ food security by ignoring Agricultural Land Quality.

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
In addition, the following fundamental elements of the Plan remain
questionable -




¢ Economic growth predictions for St Helens are based on flawed historical
data that does not justify the aspirational targets included in the plan.

¢ Adequate regional and cross border collaboration has not been undertaken.
¢ The Housing Need assessment does not use Standard Methodology, and no
case for exceptional circumstances has been made.

¢ The latest estimate produced by the ONS (2016) predicts that 383 houses
per year will be required to meet housing need in St Helens. The Council
are using an older forecast (2014) of 486.

¢ The Plan makes no mention of Brownfield and Previously Developed Land
(PDL) that is not (yet) available or included on the Brownfield Register.

¢ The St Helens Council statement of “Contaminated Land (CL) sites” (2015)
indicates that 3,170 ha of the lowest priority contaminated land exists in

St Helens. Two Green Belt sites of 56.6 ha and 148 ha are being

reclassified as safeguarded land sites and included to fulfil the housing
need, much less than 7% of the 3,170-ha available, if it were to be
remediated.

¢ The council in conjunction with Liverpool City Region Combined Authority
(LCRCA) and neighbouring authorities have no policy for bringing
‘unsuitable’ sites outside the Brownfield Register back into use. It is not
reasonable to assume that sites cannot be made available within the 15-
year plan period or the 25-year safeguarded period being considered.

¢ The loss of Grade 1 and 2 Agricultural land that comprises most Allocated
and Safeguarded sites is not mentioned. The negative impact on farming
and distribution jobs is not considered.

¢ The Borough has significant long term and intractable problems at Windle
Island, Bleak Hill Road, Skew Bridge in Rainhill, M6/J23 and M6/J21-26.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) refers to current road

improvements but does not outline how local and borough wide road
improvements are to be made and funded. The Plan promotes unsustainable
traffic growth causing severe traffic issues that will not satisfy the NPPF
(2016)

¢ The increase in traffic proposed in the Plan will have a significant impact
on air-quality, noise, tranquillity and general health. It does not promote
less vehicle dependency with its proposals for edge of town developments.
* The IDP fails to explain the impact on Healthcare and Education. The
current situation is touched on broadly, but how this will be managed and
funded is missing or vague. There is no indication or reference to
collaboration with the Hospital Trust, local CCGs or education authorities.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 3/5/2019 6:11:32 PM
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number WF0043

Type of Submission Web submission

Full Name Mrs Heather McKeown

Organisation

Address 22 Jackson Close
Prescot

Rainhill L35 6DA

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 LPAO6
Paragraph / diagram / table 3HS
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic X

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.

It is my believe that the road infrastructure around 3HS (2 B Roads; Rainhill Road and Portico Lane
and 1 C Road; Two Butt lane) will be unable to support any more traffic, as at certain times of the
day it currently experiences great difficulties. Any increase in traffic will impact on other B and C
roads including Mill Lane on which my house presently joins and Warrington Road onto which Mill
Lane joins. This already has large tail backs of traffic which | experience every day especially during
peak times (including school starting and finishing times.)

It is my belief that increased traffic will have a detrimental affect on pedestrian safety as well as air
pollution. St Helens already has a higher rate of death due to respiratory problems than other areas
of the North West and the rest of England with Thatto Heath having the second highest rate in the
borough.

As a resident in St Helens it is my firm belief that if 3HS is removed from Greenbelt and placed into
Safeguarding and given the opportunity to built a huge amount of dwellings on there would be no
natural green buffer area to separate the areas of Whiston, Portico, Eccleston Park, Nutgrove, Thatto
Heath and Rainhill and therefore create a continuous area of urban dwellings and green space for
our future generations will be lost forever. St Helens Council brownfield register does however
suggest there is availability for 5058 houses to be built on therefore 3HS can remain under
Greenbelt thus protecting many species of flora and fauna, including more than 13 of which are




protected.It is my opinion that this is the preferred option for St Helens Council to follow and keep
3HS as Greenbelt and should not place 3HS in safeguarded.

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

It is my opinion that the council should delete this land from the proposed removal from the
Greenbelt, therefore abiding with the national Planning Policy Framework (2019)

The Council should most definitely not consider removing this land from Greenbelt and place it in
safeguarded.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 4:05:13 PM
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0146
Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Mr Thomas Mckeown
Organisation N/A
Address 22 Jackson Close,
Rainhill,
Prescot,
Merseyside.
L35 6DA L35 6DA
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 LPAO6
Paragraph / diagram / table 3HS
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic X

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:
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.

Declining Population in the local Area

Brown fields sites to be used first

Number of houses required calculation flawed

Road infrastructure around 3HS unsuitable

Increase in traffic noise and enviromental polution un accepatble

Increase Traffic around not managebale

Major Roads to conjested already without inreased numbers

Green belt should be preserved for our health and future generations once gone not replaceable
within the same boundaries

Parcel 3HS is of particular beauty and supports a variety of fauna and flora

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary
Parcel 3Hs of Policy LPAO6 should be removed from the proposal of removing its status or land name
as GreenBelt




8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 | 3/12/2019 8:14:54 PM
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Site rookery lane /Higher Lane Rainford . 8HA
Joanne McMahon planningpolicy 13/03/2019 15:51

Dear sir/madam

The issues | have with the above site 8HA Rookery lane /higher lane being
taken out the green belt are as follows.

| feel there are

“No exceptional circumstances.”

There’s has not been enough effort to find alternative “brownfield sites”
Population figures are dated and therefore a need for as many houses stated
by SHCC are unrealistic. From the censuses 1981,1991,2001,2011 population
figures have been on the decline.

The site is next to a busy industrial estate and therefore subject to the
risks associated with industrial services such as pollution, explosions

both have recently been reported. And heavy traffic.

Traffic and congestion are already a major issue for Rainford residents.
And with Florida Farm and the Superport already being approved in the local
plan development of this site will only add to the problem of air pollution
and congestion.

The site in question is grade 1 agricultural land and | feel taking this
farming field away would be a crime. Only 2.7 % of the surface of the
country is grade 1 agricultural land. This site is farmed regularly with 2
crops a year and serves employment locally. As Brexit is nearing and the
uncertainty of a “deal” being agreed | don’t think we should be losing this
site to development.

The site promotes wildlife and building will destroy the habitat and reduce
the biodiversity of the village.

| feel a thorough review of “brownfield” sites should be explored and these
to be developed regardless of the cost implications before any green belt
sites.

The site in question does have a decent bus route but a very limited train
service which is over 2 miles away with very limited parking. This would
need to be improved before any development of this site as more houses
equals more potential commuters.

Yours faithfully
Joanne McMahon
139, Ormskirk Road
Rainford

St Helens

Merseyside
Wall8jb

Sent from my iPhone
Joanne Mcmahon.
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Representor Details

Web Reference Number | WF0240
Type of Submission Web submission
Full Name Mrs Jennifer Merrills
Organisation
Address 6 Windle Grove

St Helens

Merseyside WA10 6HW
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 LAOS

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.

Incorrect and out of date statistics have been used re forecasted housing need. ONS 2016 figures of
383 should be used not the 2014 figures used.

Plan makes no mention of Brownfield and Previously developed land that is not (yet) available or
included on brownfield register.

Re 8HS formerly HA16 specifically -

Plan does not confirm how additional school places needed will be facilitated in this already
oversubscribed area.

Plan does not confirm how additional gp / healthcare requirements will be facilitated. | am at
eccleston medical centre where there is already lengthy waiting times for non emergency
appointments.

Plan does not detail what traffic control measurements / road improvements / road safety
considerations will be necessary and how these will be facilitated on already busy roads, particularly
East Lancs / Windle Island.

Plan does not address lack of public transport infrastructure in this area of St Helens (no local train
stations and only limited bus routes).

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




8HS should remain as Greenbelt land.
Redevelop brownfield sites first, particularly those in closer proximity to town centre / better public
transport links.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No, | 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 7:02:41 PM
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Ref: LPSD

StHelens St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Council Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

{For official use only)

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

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Monday 13" May 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your Representation(s). ST §
Lo 1%\%
PART A - YOUR DETAILS : W
A
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.
1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)
Title: N2 Title:
First Name: _ First name:
C¢. LAnNG
Last Name: M.dd\&(’bf\ Last Name:
Organisation/company: Organisation/company:
Address: |S ecuid WA Address:
T delenS
Postcode: woaa L.,zm! Postcode:

No:

ile No:

sorecr [ > [lul205

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
Plan 2020-20357? (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector's reeommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes [d-tVia Email) No []

Please note - e-mail is the Council's preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.
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» Ref: LPSD

St.——ns St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Councll Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

{For official use only)}

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

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Monday 13" May 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;

Part A — Personal Details oy D
Part B — Your Representation(s). | "\ \\ L
b A
PART A - YOUR DETAILS - \kgk g
V2
Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.
1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicable)
{we will correspond via your agent)
Title: e Title:
First Name: First name:
S P
Last Name: Last Name:
ML D™ E T e
Organisation/company: Organisation/company:
Address: 4 LRSS Dy Address:
N Qov
Postcode: N\ & 2.3 Postcode:

Tel No:

Mobhile No:

Email:

soreer [ > > So

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.

Wouid 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 Email) No [ ]

Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.
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