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Dear All

Warrington Borough Council have recently appointed ARUP to undertake a Green Belt
Assessment.

The proposed methodology report is now complete in draft form and we would welcome your
comments on the document.

The overall aim of the study is to undertake an independent and comprehensive assessment of
how land within the Warrington Green Belt performs against the Green Belt purposes (as set out
in paragraph 80 of the NPPF).

Please could you review the attached report and accompanying maps and let us know if you
have any comments or queries. We would be grateful if you could provide any written
comments by close of play on Monday 16th May

If you have any questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Many thanks

Joanne McGrath

Principal Planning Policy & Strategy Officer
Planning Policy and Programmes
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

In January 2016, Ove Arup and Partners (Arup) was appointed by Warrington
Borough Council (WBC) to undertake a Green Belt Assessment for the local
authority area of Warrington designated by Green Belt.

Warrington’s Local Plan Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014. Following its
adoption, a legal challenge was made by a landowner with respect to the housing
policies contained within the Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy, in particular
the Plan’s housing target. This was subsequently successful and the High Court
decision in February 2015 resulted in the Plan no longer having a housing target.

In April 2015, WBC’s Executive Board approved a revised Local Development
Scheme (LDS) which set out a work programme to re-instate the Local Plan
housing target through a Primary Plan Alteration and the introduction of a
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

In relation to the Plan Alteration, WBC has since updated its Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) to identify the land available for housing
over the next 15 years, this was published in January 2016. WBC, in partnership
with Halton and St Helens Councils have also published a Mid Mersey Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (January 2016) to establish the
‘Objectively Assessed Need’ for housing in the three boroughs.

Through undertaking this work it has becoming increasingly apparent that WBC
is not currently able to identify sufficient land to meet its likely housing need in
accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). WBC s still reviewing the detail of the responses to the draft SHLAA
consultation but there is nothing in any of the responses which will result in the
additional housing capacity required to alter this conclusion. This means that
WBC will need to undertake a more fundamental review of the Local Plan than
currently envisaged in the LDS (April 2015) with further work required to enable
WABC to assess the options for and implications of meeting its housing need in
full. This was agreed by WBC’s Executive Board in October 2015.

In order to assess the implications of meeting its housing need in full, WBC needs
to consider the potential for additional housing to be delivered in the existing
urban area which could be achieved through, for example, relaxing the protection
applied to existing employment areas or areas of local open space. WBC also
needs to understand how Warrington’s Green Belt performs against the role and
function of Green Belt as set out in National Policy. This will enable WBC to
consider whether there are “exceptional circumstances’ (under paragraph 83,
NPPF) to justify altering Green Belt boundaries through the Local Plan Process to
enable existing Green Belt land to contribute to meeting Warrington’s housing
needs. This Assessment represents part of the up to date evidence base which will
inform the Local Plan.
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The aim of this Green Belt Assessment is therefore to provide WBC with an
objective, evidence-based and independent assessment of how Warrington’s
Green Belt contributes to the five purposes of Green Belt set out in national
policy. This Assessment will not consider whether “exceptional circumstances’
exist or make any recommendations relating to the alteration or review of Green
Belt boundaries.

1.2 Study Area

The Warrington Green Belt is contiguous with the Green Belt in Merseyside,
Greater Manchester and North Cheshire. Lymm, Culcheth and Burtonwood are
the largest of the outlying settlements which are surrounded by the Green Belt.

Figure 1 below shows the Green Belt as currently designated by the Warrington
Local Plan Core Strategy and this forms the study area for the Green Belt
Assessment.

Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014, Contaiﬁs OS data © Crown Copyright and database
right 2015

Figure 1. Warrington Green Belt boundary. Source: GIS datasets provided by
WBC.

1.3 Structure

The Green Belt Assessment is structured as follows:
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Section 1 introduces the study setting out the purposes of the study, the structure
of the report and details the study area.

Section 2 sets out the history and origins of the Warrington Green Belt and how it
has evolved since its inception.

Section 3 reviews current national policy in relation to Green Belt and reviews the
latest guidance on Green Belt Assessments, including other good practice
examples.

Section 4 sets out the methodology used for the Green Belt Assessment taking
into account the findings from the review of policy, guidance and good practice.

Section 5 presents the results from the Stage 1 General Area Assessments. The
individual assessments of general areas of Green Belt are included in Appendix X.

Section 6 presents the results from the Stage 2 Green Belt Parcel Assessments
The individual assessments for each parcel are included in Appendix X.

Section 7 sets out a summary and conclusions from the Green Belt Assessment.
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2 History of the Warrington Green Belt

2.1 Context

Warrington was designated as a New Town in 1968. Unlike many New Towns,
Warrington already had a distinct built-up area and town centre. The Warrington
Development Corporation therefore set out new development in four new districts
around the outside of the existing town. This outward expansion led to the
population of Warrington significantly increasing in subsequent decades and the
local economy growing as well, largely bucking the trend of deindustrialisation
and slow growth of many nearby areas in the North West.

Warrington became a unitary authority in 1998. Since then, priority has shifted
from expansion towards a policy emphasising regeneration of existing urban
areas. Warrington Green Belt is a key policy tool in achieving urban regeneration
and preventing further outward expansion.

2.2 Evolution of the Green Belt Designation

The New Town Outline Plan for Warrington was approved in 1973. It set out the
extent of the area covered by the New Town Designation, including the existing
town and the land to be developed as part of the four new districts. This is shown
in Figure 2 below. The plan set out the strategy to expand the town’s population
from 120,000 to 200,000 by the year 2000. Planning policies of restraint were
applied to the villages and rural areas of the borough. New Town Development
Corporations were wound up in the 1970s and the full level of development
envisaged for Warrington was not fully realised.

Figure 2. Warrington New Town Designation. Source: Warrington New Town
Outline Plan.
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The Green Belt around Warrington was first formally defined in the Cheshire
Structure Plan 1977 (adopted 1979) with the extent broadly defined on the Key
Diagram. This is shown in Figure 3 below. This set out the areas outside of the
New Town Designation as being within the Green Belt, with restrictions placed
upon new development. This contrast between the two designations clearly
marked out the Green Belt as land beyond the extent to which Warrington would
expand into. Later alterations of the Structure Plan did not change the extent of
the Green Belt shown on the Key Diagram. This included the Cheshire Structure
Plan 1985 (First Alteration) (Approved 1985) and the Cheshire Replacement
Structure Plan 2001 (adopted February 1992).

Cheshire
County Structure Plan
Key Diagram {Revised)

Populatio

Fercast Papuition 1900 O (_”) Q} IO .-..&E‘.’; e,
Figure 3. Cheshire Structure Plan 1977 (Approved 1979), Key Diagram

As a result the current Green Belt boundaries are still based upon the designation
established in 1979. Warrington became a unitary authority in April 1998. The
Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 2006 was the first single comprehensive
statutory development plan for the borough. Green Belt policy was contained in
Policy GRN1 with the proposals map showing the detailed boundaries of the
Green Belt, this is shown in Figure 4 below. The UDP sought to concentrate new
development within the town of Warrington by maximising development on
previously developed land (p3 UDP).
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Figure 4. Unitary Development Plan 2006, Proposals Map

The UDP strategy was built around two key considerations consisting of the need
“...refocus growth from the outward expansion of the new town into the older,
central areas of the town that were in need of investment and regeneration” and
“...to define for the first time the detailed Green Belt boundaries around the town
and other settlements through the borough.” (Local Plan Core Strategy, 2014)

The UDP included some minor changes to the Green Belt boundary including |
site of Bents Garden Centre in Glazebury which was mostly removed from the
Green Belt in order to match the rest of the village. Land east of the Barleycastle
Trading Estate was put forward as an employment allocation for removal from the
Green Belt however the UDP Inspector conluded that the allocation shold be
deleted given there was adequate supply of employment land thus the Green Belt
boundary was not amended.

The Local Plan Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014. This signalled a shift
from the focus on outward expansion generated from the ‘New Town’ agenda
towards an emphasis a regeneration first strategy. This is aligned with the now
revoked North West RSS which identified no strategic change to Green Belt
boundaries in Warrington before 2021. Paragraph 2.8 notes that since the end of
the New Town era, “...strategic planning policies sought to arrest outward
growth of the Town partly through recognition that it was nearing its natural
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limits to expansion and partly through recognition that the New Town
development had remarkably little effect on the older urban areas of Inner
Warrington. Recent efforts to date have therefore focused on regenerating and
‘restructuring’ the older core of Warrington Town.”

It is notable that the large areas to the south and south west of Warrington which
were never developed under the New Towns strategy and were later designated as
Green Belt continue to remain as strategic opportunities in the Local Plan Core
Strategy.

The Key Diagram from the Local Plan Core Strategy identifies the current Green
Belt boundaries and is shown below.

Green Belt

Figure 5. Map showing the extent of the Warrington Green Belt. Source:
Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy (July 2014), Key Diagram
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3 Planning Policy Context

3.1 Overview

The following section summarises the policy context and practice guidance which
has shaped the overall approach to the assessment. National policies which define
the role and principles of the Green Belt are set out within the NPPF. At a local
level, the Development Plan for Warrington comprises the adopted Local Plan
Core Strategy (July 2014).

3.2 National Policy

3.2.1 National Planning Policy Framework

Paragraphs 79 and 80 of the NPPF sets out the role and purpose of the Green Belt
in England, as follows:

“79. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by
keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are
their openness and permanence.

80. Green Belt serves five purposes:
e To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
e To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
e To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
e To preserve the setting and specialist character of historic towns; and

e To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other urban land.”

The NPPF endorses the permanence of Green Belts as an essential characteristic
(paragraph 79) and stipulates that: “Once established, Green Belt boundaries
should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or
review of the Local Plan” (paragraph 83). The NPPF makes it clear that in
revising Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should seek to ensure
that the boundaries defined will endure over the longer term and that there may be
a need to consider whether land should be safeguarded for development beyond
the plan period.

Paragraph 84 of the NPPF seeks to align a review of Green Belt boundaries with
sustainable patterns of development and LPAs are encouraged to consider the
consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards
urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset
within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.
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With regard to amending Green Belt boundaries, paragraph 85 states that LPAS
should:

e Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified
requirements for sustainable development;

e Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

e Where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’
between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term
development needs stretching well beyond the plan period;

e Make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at
the present time.

e Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land
should only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the
development;

o Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered
at the end of the development plan period; and

o Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily
recognisable and likely to be permanent.”

3.2.2 National Planning Practice-Guidance

Adding further clarity to the guidance contained within the NPPF, the National
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) offers clarification on the issue of
Obijectively Assessed Housing Need and Green Belt. Paragraph: 044 Reference
ID: 3-044-20141006 states that:

“The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through their
Local Plans, meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing
so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies in the
Framework indicate development should be restricted. Such policies
include...those relating...land designated as Green Belt...

The Framework makes clear that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should
only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review
of the Local Plan”.

Therefore housing and economic needs do not generally override constraints on
the use of Green Belt land. Adding to this, paragraph 045, reference ID: 3-045-
20141006 states that a SHLAA should be prepared “...to establish realistic
assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of
land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period, and in so doing
take account of any constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that
development should be restricted and which may restrain the ability of an
authority to meet its need.”
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To conclude, national planning policy and guidance clearly states that the
permanence of the Green Belt is of imperative importance, as its legacy will last
well beyond a plan period. This Green Belt Assessment must therefore ensure that
WBC’s Green Belt boundaries remain fit for purpose, and continue to perform
well when assessed against the five purposes of Green Belt set out in national
policy. The NPPF and NPPG do not provide any specific guidance, as such, on
how Green Belt Assessments should be conducted and the methodology to be
applied.

3.3 Local Policy

3.3.1 Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy

The Development Plan for Warrington consists of the adopted Local Plan Core
Strategy (July 2014). The Strategic Vision notes that: “The focus on regeneration
has limited outward growth of the town and has enabled the continued protection
of the Green Belt.” This links into Strategic Objective W2: “To maintain the
permanence of the Green Belt and the character of the countryside in the borough
and protect them from inappropriate development.”

Policy CS 5 on Green Belt states that: “The Council will maintain the general
extent of the Green Belt for as far as can be seen ahead and at least until 2032, in
recognition of its purposes:

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another;

to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; and

to assist urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.”

The policy notes that the boundaries of the Green Belt are shown on the policies
map. It identifies that a minor detailed change to the approved Green Belt
boundary in the Warrington Unitary Development Plan has been made at Bents
Garden Centre, Glazebury. The policy states that the strategic locations and
proposals set out in Policy CS2 provide for “...significant growth throughout and
beyond the plan period. There is therefore no need to review Strategic Green Belt
boundaries during the plan period.” Following the High Court ruling, WBC now
needs to undertake a more fundamental review of the Local Plan and to assess
whether Green Belt boundaries should be altered through the Local Plan process.

The Inspector’s Report on the Examination into Warrington Local Plan Core
Strategy (May 2014) at paragraph 96 states:

“The amount and distribution of housing in the Plan will not require any Green
Belt development, so there is no need for a Green Belt review during the plan
period. | therefore consider policy CS4 [now CS5], which safeguards the long
term maintenance of the Green Belt, to be justified, effective and in accordance
with national policy.”
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As a result of the High Court ruling, this position has changed and this now
necessitates a Green Belt Assessment to establish how Warrington’s Green Belt
contributes to the five purposes of Green Belt set out in national policy.

Paragraph 7.3 of the Local Plan Core Strategy makes reference to the previous
High Court ruling stating the following:

“...the Green Belt was established to be permanent until at least 2021 and the
High Court challenge that resulted in the quashing of the Green Belt boundary at
Peel Hall has not harmed the integrity of the wider Green Belt or its ability to
meet strategic purposes. The legal challenge effectively restored the boundary in
this vicinity to the Cheshire Structure Plan key diagram, i.e. the M62, which was
given weight as a specific boundary by the High Court. The Green belt has
ensured that growth has successfully been redirected to where investment is most
needed.

7.4 Despite fundamental changes to the planning system and the national policy
framework, there remains a strong commitment to protect the Green Belt.
Ministers have issued a stream of assurances about this in response to widespread
concerns. The Green Belt in Warrington is widely supported by local communities
and Parish Councils and has acted to enable sustainable growth and investment
in regeneration, a key purpose of the Green Belt designation.

7.5 The Local Plan Core Strategy will continue this regeneration focused
approach and move it progressively forward in an appropriate way to bring
forward additional development land if and when circumstances change, while
maintaining the integrity of the Green Belt and extending its permanence to at
least 2032. Nevertheless the Local Plan Core Strategy recognises the importance
of ensuring that growth is fostered and maintained. It also introduces greater
flexibility in the location and delivery of housing land supply, promotes specific
initiatives in key locations in and around the town centre, supports the viability of
investment at Omega by widening opportunities for development, and makes
provision for new sources of land supply if and when needed.”

In relation to the strategic opportunity site of Port Warrington which is located
entirely in the Green Belt, paragraph 6.49 of the Local Plan Core Strategy notes
that any proposals which extend beyond the boundaries of the already developed
and permitted site will have to demonstrate very special circumstances to justify a
departure from Green Belt policy.

To conclude, prior to the High Court ruling, WBC’s position was that the required
growth in the borough could be accommodated through strategic locations and
proposals throughout the plan period and therefore a strategic review of the Green
Belt was not required. Whilst the recently published evidence from the SHLAA
(January 2016) and the Mid Mersey SHMA (January 2016) now makes it clear
that there is insufficient land to meet Warrington’s housing needs in accordance
with the requirements of the NPPF, the Local Plan Core Strategy reiterates the
strong commitment to protect the Warrington Green Belt.
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3.4 Good Practice Guidance

Given that the NPPF and NPPG does not provide specific guidance on how Green
Belt Assessments should be undertaken, the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) has
released guidance on how to review Green Belts and this is supplemented by
emerging Inspector’s decisions and emerging national policy. These provide
additional context and guidance for undertaking a study of the Green Belt.

‘Planning on the Doorstep’: Green Belt (Planning Advisory
Service, Updated February 2015)

The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) produced a guidance note “Planning on the
Doorstep: The Big Issues — Green Belt” in February 2015. This provides
information on Green Belts, with one section focusing on Green Belt reviews. The
updated guidance reflects the most recent Inspector’s Reports as well as the
updated NPPG. The Guidance states that the “...purpose of a review is for the
identification of the most appropriate land to be used for development, through
the local plan.”

The Guidance states that the big issue relating to Green Belt is the
“...maintenance of the purposes of the Green Belt set against the under-provision
of housing across many parts of the country, where the capacity to accommodate
sustainable development in urban areas is often insufficient to meet the housing
requirement.” The assessment of Green Belt must balance the differing
perspectives of the role of Green Belt. The positive role of Green Belt is that it
can and has prevented ‘ribbon’ or “strip” development, maintained settlements as
distinct and separate, and retained the openness of the landscape on the fringe of
significant urban areas. However the Green Belt has also had a negative role in
preventing the potentially arbitrary natural growth of settlements.

Definition of the Five Green Belt Purposes

The Guidance considers some ways in which the five purposes of Green Belt can
be addressed. It is important to note that at the outset, the guidance states that the
five purposes of Green Belt can exclude ‘perfectly reasonable planning
objectives’, for example, the strict application of these purposes would mean that
the ‘quality of the landscape of an area should not be a consideration when
assessing the contribution of the Green Belt to the fulfilment of the purposes.

The Guidance considers the following:

e Purpose 1: To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of large built up areas — this
should consider the meaning of the term ‘sprawl” and how this has
changed from the 1930s when Green Belt was conceived. *

e Purpose 2: To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from merging into one
another - assessment of this purpose will be different in each case and a
‘scale rule” approach should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not
determined just by the distance to another settlement; instead the character
of the place and the land between settlements must be acknowledged. A
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Landscape Character Assessment is therefore a useful analytical tool to
use in undertaking this purpose.

Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment -
the most useful approach for this purpose is to look at the difference
between the urban fringe and open countryside. As all Green Belt has a
role in achieving this purpose, it is difficult to apply this purpose and
distinguish the contribution of different areas

Purpose 4: Preserving the Setting and Special Character of Historic
Towns — this applies to very few places within the country and very few
settlements in practice. In most towns, there are already more recent
development between the historic core and the countryside.

Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling
of derelict and other urban land - the amount of land within urban areas
that could be developed will already have been factored in before
identifying Green Belt land. The value of various land parcels is unlikely
to be distinguished by the application of this purpose.

51. The guidance further suggests that land which is assessed as making a relatively
limited contribution to the Green Belt, or land that might be considered for
development, would be where:

It is effectively “infill” development;
It is well contained by the landscape;

It would cause little harm to the qualities that contributed to the distinct
identify of separate settlements;

It could create a strong boundary with a clear distinction between “town’
and ‘country’.

Further Areas of Consideration

52. According to the PAS guidance, an assessment of Green Belt must also consider
the following:

Landscape should not be a consideration when assessing the contribution
of Green Belt to the fulfilling of purposes. This could be a planning
consideration in its own right when seeking a suitable location for
development.

A review of the Green Belt boundary could be justified through
‘exceptional circumstances’ of housing or employment land need.

Sustainable development must be considered throughout the Review
process. The Guidance stipulates that ‘based on what is now understood
about accessibility, trip lengths and the use of appropriate travel modes for
instance, the most sustainable locations for development may now be in
Green Belts. Reviews of the Green Belt must take account of paragraph 84
of the NPPF which states that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt
boundaries, local planning authorities should take account of the need to
promote sustainable development’.
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Plan Making Q & A (Planning Advisory Service, 2014)

The Planning Advisory Service continually update their ‘Plan Making Question
and Answer’ advice with regard to the assessment of Green Belt within Local
Plans. The service advises the following:

e Green Belt Reviews should be considered in the context of its strategic
role. Meaning that Green Belts should not necessarily be just reviewed for
each authorities, and could include a joint methodology. Ideally, the
Green Belt study should be comprehensive and strategic.

e Green Belt release must be based on robust evidence of need for a Review
and a “‘gap’ in provision for which Green Belt release can resolve, must be
demonstrated. This should ensure that consideration is offered to meeting
housing needs across the housing market area.

e The guidance indicates that focussing on when the Green Belt meets one
or more of the Purposes is likely to be a typical approach to a Green Belt
review. The guidance suggests that Green Belt Reviews should be tailored
to specific local need and are likely to be an iterative process.

e As changes to the Green Belt should be more permanent, it is therefore
prudent to consider safeguarded land for two plan lifespans.

Recent Appeals and Inspector’s Examination Reports

PAS have released further guidance in collaboration with No 5 Chambers which
summarises how Green Belt issues are faring at appeal.

Gallagher Estates Ltd v Solihull MBC (2014), established the following:

e Planning Guidance is a material consideration for plan-making and
decision-making.

e Exceptional Circumstances are required for the revision of any boundary
regardless of whether the proposal is to extend or reduce the Green Belt.

e Once a Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more
than general planning concepts to justify an alteration. Green Belt
boundaries are intended to be enduring and not to be altered because the
current policy means that development of sites is unlikely or even
impossible.

R(IM Properties) v Lichfield DC and others (2014), established the following:

e Plan-making and decision-taking should take into account the
consequences for sustainable development of any review of Green Belt
boundaries. As part of this, patterns of development and additional travel
are clearly relevant.

Cheshire East Council Local Plan Strategy Examination
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Interim Views (October 2014)

CEC identified that the exceptional circumstances needed to justify altering Green
Belt boundaries are essentially the need to allocate sufficient land for market and
affordable housing and employment development.

The Inspector identified several flaws in the overall approach to the Green Belt
Assessment, including:

e There were several cases where the Green Belt assessment does not
support the release of specific sites from the Green Belt and the review
appears to have given greater weight to other factors, such as land
ownership, availability and deliverability when preparing and finalising
the Plan.

e There is inconsistency in the scale of the parcels assessed, in that, very
large tracts of land have been assessed against smaller sites and some very
small areas of land have been omitted.

e The review does not consider all the purposes of the Green Belt, omitting
the contribution to urban regeneration and preserving the setting and
special character of historic towns. Although the latter purpose may apply
only to historic towns like Chester, the impact on urban regeneration does
not seem to have been assessed.

Further Interim Views (December 2015)

Following the Green Belt Assessment Update, the Inspector published his further
interim views. Paragraphs 41-46 discuss the Green Belt Assessment Update. The
Inspector noted that the independent two stage assessment of general areas
followed by smaller parcels, assessing the relative significance of the contribution
of each parcel against the five purposes of Green Belt followed by an overall
assessment enabled a comprehensive, consistent and proportionate approach to be
taken. He notes that only *Green Belt factors’ are assessed without potential areas
for development thus providing a key input into the site selection process.

The Inspector dismisses participants concerns relating to boundary definition
noting that “...in most cases, ““strong’ boundaries have been used, taking account
of established physical features and committed new road schemes, where
appropriate; the size of most of the larger land parcels has been reduced, with a
5ha indicative threshold for strategic sites, and detailed points about specific land
parcels, including the identification of smaller and larger sites, can be
reconsidered at the site-selection stage.”

The Inspector acknowledges the complexity of the process and the involvement of
professional judgements. He emphasises the needs for consistency and
transparency using available and proportionate evidence.

In relation to the inclusion of purpose 4, the Inspector comments: “The assessment
utilises a variety of historical evidence, which enables a full assessment of the
smaller settlements; this could be criticised as being too detailed for a Green Belt
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assessment which focuses on the larger historic towns, but is not necessarily
inappropriate or irrelevant.”

He notes that the assessment of purpose 5 “...largely focuses on brownfield sites
within the nearest settlement, and enables a differentiation between settlements to
be made and provides a consistent, transparent and proportionate approach to
this element of the assessment; the focus on regeneration issues internal to
Cheshire East reflects the views of the Greater Manchester authorities . The
overall assessment involves matters of judgement, and confirms that each purpose
was given equal weighting and provides the reasons for the overall assessment.”

Bath and North East Somerset (BANES), Inspector’s Preliminary Conclusion
(June 2012):

Although the BANES Local Plan has now been adopted, the Inspector’s
preliminary conclusions provided during the Examination in 2012 do provide a
useful contextual guidance on the required scale of a Review. The Inspector stated
that an ‘up-to-date and comprehensive review of the Green Belt in the district is
necessary to see whether all the land so designated fulfils the Green Belt
purposes’.

Emerging Policy

In December 2015, the Government launched a consultation on proposed changes
to the NPPF. Two key areas of consultation focused on the delivery of
development within the Green Belt. Firstly, the consultation questioned whether
communities should have the opportunity to allocate sites for small-scale Starter
Home development in the Green Belt through neighbourhood plans. Secondly,
CLG consulted on whether brownfield land within the Green Belt should be
considered for redevelopment for Starter Homes and whether this should require a
more flexible approach to assessing the impact on openness. The consultation
period closed at the end of January 2016.

3.5 Approaches Adopted Elsewhere

A good practice review of other LPA Green Belt Assessments which have been
tested at examination and adopted was undertaken focusing on the overall
methodology adopted and the approach to defining boundaries. This has been
used to feed into the methodology which follows in the proceeding section. These
Assessments have also been reviewed for their approach to assessing the five
purposes of Green Belt and this is discussed after the methodology for each
purpose. Given that these assessments have successfully been through
examination this provides a greater degree of confidence in the approach.

It is acknowledged that there is no single ‘correct’ way to undertake Green Belt
Assessments and that there are variations in methodologies for a variety of
reasons.
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3.5.1

Overall Approach

Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Table 1 below provides an overview of the approaches adopted. All of the
assessments reviewed the whole extent of the Green Belt in their authority
through the division of broad areas/parcels, with the exception of the Cheshire
West and Chester Study which was only intended to focus upon the Green Belt
around the urban area of Chester. Dependent on the size of the Green Belt within
the authority, the examples show that a two or three stage approach is often taken
in order to undertake a high level assessment which was then followed by a more
detailed or site specific assessment against the five purposes of Green Belt.

LPA and
Document
Status

Approach Overview

Comments

Bath and North
East Somerset
Council Core
Strategy
(adopted in July
2014)

Green Belt
Assessment
Stage 1 (April
2013), Stage 2
(September
2013)

The start point for the review comprises the
analysis of sixteen parcels forming the
basis for the Core Strategy Sustainability
Appraisal (SA), which enabled cross
referencing between the two studies.
However as the SA concentrated more on
the northern portion of the Local Authority,
it was considered necessary to define three
further parcels to cover the remaining
southern part of the Green Belt designation.
The three additional parcels were based on
strong infrastructure features, and defined
to allow specific large-scale areas of the
Green Belt to be assessed.

The Green Belt cells included
in the assessment cover the
whole extent of the BANES
Green Belt. The Stage 1
assessment involved a high
level review of the parcels
whilst the Stage 2 assessment
involved detailed area based
studies to inform boundary
changes.

Rushcliffe Core
Strategy
(adopted
December 2014)

Green Belt
Review (June
2013)

The first review stage does not look at
specific sites or zones, but instead, assesses
the strategic performance of broad areas of
Green Belt, taking into account
sustainability considerations (accessibility,
environmental factors and infrastructure
capacity) and Green Belt factors.

This involves assessing the function of
broad areas of Green Belt against the five
purposes which were defined within an
earlier report through analysis of the
sustainability credentials of broad areas
around Nottingham and areas for strategic
review across the more rural portions of the
Green Belt.

The Inspector stated that a
documented comprehensive
review of the Green Belt in
Rushcliffe was necessary to
demonstrate that the Green
Belt impacts of Local Plan
proposals have been fully
considered. Broad areas for
assessment were considered
which covered the whole
extent of the Green

Belt.

Rotherham Core
Strategy
(adopted
September
2014)

Green Belt
Review (April
2012)

A total of 127 logical parcels were
identified for the purposes of assessment
based on character areas. Each individual
parcel was set to be of similar character, to
have a similar impact on the openness of
the Green Belt and wherever possible to be
clearly defined by durable, significant and
strong physical boundaries that are capable
of withstanding the passage of time. Parcel
identification was informed by
Rotherham’s Landscape Character
Assessment (2010).

The Review takes the existing
inner Green Belt boundary,
which was defined by the
UDP, as the start point for
assessment and covers the
whole Green Belt

Cheshire West

The Stage 1 study divided the Green Belt

The area was broken down
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and Chester around the urban area of Chester into ten into manageable parcels and

Local Plan manageable parcels based upon common then assessed against the five

(adopted features and characteristics. The parcels purposes. The purpose of the

January 2015) were then assessed against an assessment study was to focus on the
criteria based on the purposes of Green Green Belt around the urban

Green Belt Belt. Stage 2 focused on a technical site area of Chester only and not

Review Stage 1 | assessments of these areas looking at site the whole of the Green Belt.

(2011) and constraints.

Stage 2 (July

2013)

Table 1. Approaches to Green Belt Assessments adopted elsewhere

3.5.2

Boundary Definition

The assessments reviewed all make reference to paragraph 85 of the NPPF and
emphasise the importance of using physical features that are recognisable and
permanent in defining boundaries. The methodologies are consistent in suggesting
that strong boundaries are created by: infrastructure such as motorways, main
roads and rail; and natural features such as watercourses, rivers or streams. In
addition to this, a number of assessments include development that has a strongly
established, regular or consistent built form; prominent topographical features;
protected woodland; and ownership boundaries marked by physical features such
as a hedgerow or fence line. Weaker boundaries are defined by private or unmade
roads, power lines and development with weak, irregular, inconsistent or
intermediate boundaries.

LPA and Document
Status

Boundary Definition Overview

Bath and North

East Somerset
Council Core Strategy
(adopted in July
2014)

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 (April 2013),

The parcels were already defined through the Core Strategy SA,
however as part of the assessment the following features are
considered to be potential barriers which could provide a permanent
Green Belt boundary: road, railway, and large watercourse.

Stage 2 (September

2013)

Rushcliffe Core Strategy | Existing features which are strong and durable are considered to
(adopted include:

December 2014)

Green Belt Review (June
2013)

e Roads

e Railway lines

e Rivers or streams

e  Prominent physical features such as ridgelines

e Relative position of existing built up area

Rotherham Core Strategy
(adopted
September 2014)

Green Belt Review

Strong boundaries are defined as a motorway; public and made
roads; a railway line; river; stream, canal or other watercourse;
prominent physical features (e.g. ridgeline); protected
woodland/hedge; and existing development with strong established
boundaries.
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(April 2012)
Weak boundaries are considered to be private/ unmade roads; field
boundaries; power lines; non-protected woodlands/hedge and trees;
and development with weak or intermediate boundaries

In defining the Green Belt boundary, Rotherham also sought to
apply general “operational criteria”: Areas such as playing fields
and open lanes which have no environmental or physical links to
the open countryside are not included within the Green Belt, but
those areas which extend the countryside into urban centres are
preserved and fulfil an important function as “Green Wedges”.

Cheshire West and This is focused around the urban area of Chester. The most evident
Chester Local Plan durable physical boundary is considered to be the road network. In
(adopted January 2015) addition to this, physical features (embankments) and canals are
deemed to be another defensible boundary. Where there are fewer
Green Belt Review Stage | robust defensible boundaries, mature hedgerows and similar

1 (2011) and Stage 2 physical features are used to define parcels. Overall the focus was
(July 2013) on splitting the area into logical parcels that, where possible, had
clearly evident hard boundaries such as the road, rail or waterway
network and were of a manageable size for offices to undertake the
site survey.

Table 2. Approaches to boundary definition adopted elsewhere
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4 Methodology

4.1 Overview

As identified previously, there is no single ‘correct” method for undertaking Green
Belt Assessments thus this methodology has been informed by national policy,
guidance and good practice, as identified in the preceding section. The
methodology is considerably detailed in order to ensue transparency in approach
and consistency in application. The inclusion of the rationale behind each element
of the method is intended to provide clarity and aid consistent application. The
methodology was agreed in advance with WBC.

4.2 Summary of Approach

In order to cover the whole extent of the Warrington Green Belt, a two stage
approach was applied, this is summarised below and is illustrated in Figure 6.

Stage 1 — General Area Assessment

Stage 1 involved dividing the entire Warrington Green Belt into large parcels
(‘General Areas’) which were then assessed against the five purposes of Green
Belt. The General Areas were defined using recognisable and permanent
boundaries. Further details on the approach to boundary definition are provided in
Section XX.

Stage 2 - Green Belt Parcel Assessment

Stage 2 involved defining smaller Green Belt parcels around settlements on the
edge or inset from the Warrington Green Belt and assessing these parcels for their
contribution to the five purposes of Green Belt.

In relation to those General Areas which did not encompass any of WBC’s inset
settlements and/or were not adjacent to the settlement boundary, the findings from
the Stage 1 Assessment were used to determine whether these General Areas
should be divided into parcels. Where the General Area made a lesser contribution
to Green Belt purposes (categorised as ‘no’ or ‘weak’ contribution), it was divided
into smaller Green Belt parcels and assessed.

Stage 2A

In relation to those General Areas which performed poorly in Stage 1 (categorised
as ‘no’ or ‘weak’ contribution), this stage provided the opportunity to consider
whether a broader width of parcels (beyond the initial parcel width outwards from
the settlement boundary) needed to be defined and assessed to provide a finer
grain understanding of the General Areas’ contribution to Green Belt purposes.
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Define parcels within General
Areas assessed as ‘weak’ or
‘no’ contribution (where no

inset settlements)

| Warrington Green Belt |

STAGE 1

Divide into

General Areas

l

Assess General Areas
against the five
purposes of Green Belt

STAGE 2

STAGE 2A

Green Belt Assessment

Part 1

Define parcels adjacent to
neighbouring authority
boundary where substantial
existing development abuts it

Consider whether further
parcels need to be defined in
General Areas assessed as
‘weak” or ‘no’ contribution

|

Assess all parcels
against the five
purposes of Green Belt

Figure 6. Overview of methodology

4.3 Stage 1 Methodology

4.3.1

General Area Overview

The PAS Guidance from February 2015 emphasises that Green Belt is a strategic
Issue. It notes that an assessment of the “...whole of the Green Belt” should be
undertaken. The use of General Areas therefore represents a holistic approach
which helps to take into account strategic thinking and acknowledges the

cumulative effect of smaller parcels to Green Belt purposes. It also provides an

assessment for more rural areas of the borough including villages ‘washed over’

by the Green Belt.

4.3.2

To ensure coverage of the whole of the Warrington Green Belt, the Green Belt

General Area Boundary Definition

was divided into General Areas using the most recognisable boundaries with the
most permanence in order to encompass large areas. In accordance with paragraph
85 of the NPPF, local planning authorities should define boundaries clearly,
“...using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.” An element of professional judgement was used in deciding how
boundaries should be defined linked to the purpose of identifying General Areas.
The good practice review set out in Section 3 demonstrates that a number of
authorities have identified motorways, A roads, waterways, and operational
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railway lines as representing strong ‘permanent’ boundaries. Whilst other natural
and man-made elements can also create strong boundaries, it was decided that
these elements represented the most recognisable and permanent physical features
with which to divide the whole of the Green Belt.

The General Areas were therefore defined by motorway boundaries (consisting of
the M6, M62 and M56), A roads, main waterways (the River Mersey, St Helens
Canal and the Manchester Ship Canal) and railway lines (the West Coast Main
Line and Liverpool to Manchester Line) via a desk top exercise. The settlement
inset boundary was used to define the inner extent of the Green Belt and the WBC
administrative boundary was used to define the outer extent. The inner extent of
the Green Belt reflects the boundary defined in the adopted Local Plan Core
Strategy (July 2014) and the GIS layer for this was provided by WBC.

The map at Appendix A (Map GA1) demonstrates the division of the Warrington
Green Belt using these boundaries. This resulted in a number of
disproportionately small General Areas which were more akin to parcels and
therefore did not accord with the purpose of undertaking a General Area
assessment. As a result of this, professional judgement was applied and a number
of these “small’ General Areas (150ha or less) were merged together. In merging
these General Areas, the following rules were applied:

e The “small’ General Area should not be merged across motorway
boundaries given the permanence of such boundaries.

e The ‘small’ General Area should not be merged across the Manchester
Ship Canal given its permanence and role separating the north and south of
the borough.

e Subject to the above, the ‘small” General Area should be merged with the
smallest adjacent General Area.

e The ‘small’ General Area should only be merged once unless the merged
General Area is still below 150ha, in which case it can be merged again.
The exception to this is where the General Area makes an important
contribution to one of the purposes in its own right and professional
judgement should be applied.

The table at Appendix A identifies which General Areas on Map GAL were
merged and the justification for this. The resultant General Area division is shown
on Map GAZ2 below. These were reviewed with WBC and were agreed to
represent a sensible division of the Warrington Green Belt.
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M 2

Figure 7. General Area Division (Ref: Map GA2)

4.3.3 General Area Assessment

A desk based assessment of these General Areas was then undertaken to
determine the contribution each area makes to the five purposes of Green Belt, as
set out in the NPPF. This utilised the GIS datasets provided by WBC and the
Green Belt Purpose Assessment Framework agreed with WBC. The Green Belt
Purpose Assessment Framework sets out the methodology for applying the five
purposes of Green Belt. This was applied in assessing the Stage 1 General Areas
and the Stage 2 Parcels to ensure a consistent approach was taken. The
Assessment Framework is set out in Section 4.4.3 below.

4.4 Stage 2 Methodology

4.4.1 Parcel Boundary Definition

Following the Stage 1 Assessment, all areas of the Green Belt adjacent to WBC’s
inset settlements (as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core
Strategy) were divided into smaller Green Belt parcels. The settlement inset
boundary was used to define the inner extent of the Green Belt and parcels were
always drawn from the settlement boundary outwards. Only one width of parcels
was defined outwards. Stage 2A provided the opportunity for a further width of
parcels to be defined in certain circumstances (see below).

! Appleton Thorn, Grappenhall Heys, Burtonwood, Hollins Green, Croft, Lymm, Culcheth,
Oughtrington, Glazebury, Winwick
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In relation to those areas of the Green Belt which were not adjacent to the
settlement boundary (either WBC’s settlements or settlements within
neighbouring authorities), the results from the General Area assessment were
referred to in order to determine whether it was necessary to define parcels in
these areas. If the General Area assessment had concluded that these General
Areas made a ‘weak contribution’ or ‘no contribution’ to Green Belt purposes, the
General Area was divided into parcels. The reason for this was to provide a catch
all approach to ensure all areas of the Green Belt were fully assessed particularly
where there were lower performing against Green Belt purposes.

A desk based analysis was applied in the first instance, with site visits used as a
sense check and in order to confirm these boundaries. Only existing boundaries
were used. Boundaries relating to proposed development or infrastructure were
not included.

Table 3 shows how parcel boundaries were defined and reflects Paragraph 85
NPPF requiring the use of “...physical features which are readily recognisable
and likely to be permanent.” Durable features were used in the first instance with
parcels drawn from the settlement outwards to the nearest durable feature. Where
this resulted in large expanses of countryside which was more akin to General
Areas, features lacking durability were utilised in order to enable division of the
Green Belt into manageable parcels. This required an element of professional
judgement.

Durable Infrastructure:
Features

e Motorway
(Readily e i
recognisable and ¢ Roads (A roads, B roads and unclassified ‘made’ roads)
likely to be e Railway line (in use)
permanent)

o  Existing development with clear established boundaries
Natural:

e  Water bodies and water courses (reservoirs, lakes, meres, rivers,
streams and canals)

e Protected woodland (TPO) or hedges or ancient woodland
e  Prominent landform (e.g ridgeline)

Combination of a number of boundaries below

Features lacking | Infrastructure:

durabilit
y e Private/lunmade roads or tracks

(Soft boundaries o o )
e Existing development with irregular boundaries

which are

recognisable but e Disused railway line

have lesser

permanence) e Footpath accompanied by other physical features (e.g. wall,

fence, hedge)
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Natural:

e  Watercourses (brook, drainage ditch, culverted watercourse)
accompanied by other physical features

e Field boundary accompanied by other natural features (e.g. tree
line, hedge line)

Table 3. Boundary Definition

In relation to parcels which extended up to the WBC administrative boundary and
the administrative boundary was not marked by durable features, parcels were
drawn beyond the boundary to the nearest durable feature in the neighbouring
authority.

Where settlements of neighbouring authorities abutted the Warrington Green Belt
and there was substantial existing development immediately adjacent to the Green
Belt, parcels were drawn from the outer Green Belt boundary inwards to the
nearest durable feature. This was undertaken in the interests of Duty to Co-operate
and due to the risk of cross boundary sprawl and encroachment from the
neighbouring authority into the Warrington Green Belt.

Prior to being finalised, the parcels and the boundaries used were reviewed with
neighbouring authorities and agreed under Duty to Co-operate arrangements.

4.4.2 Stage 2A Further Division.of General Areas

The outcome from the Stage 1 General Area Assessment fed directly into this
stage. Those General Areas which were assessed as making a ‘no’ or ‘weak’
contribution to Green Belt purposes were reviewed in further detail in order to
consider whether a second width of parcels (beyond the initial parcel width
outwards) needed to be defined and assessed.

4.4.3 Parcel Assessment

Overview

In undertaking the parcel assessment it was necessary to interpret the five
purposes of Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF given that there is
no single “‘correct’ method as to how they should be applied.

Paragraph 80 states that Green Belt serves five purposes:

“to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

e to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

e to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

e to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

e to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict

and other urban land.”
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For each purpose a number of criteria were developed requiring quantitative and
qualitative responses and an element of professional judgement. Methods of data
collection (e.g. desk based analysis or site based analysis) have been documented
against each purpose. A qualitative scoring system was developed for each
purpose and for the overall assessment, consisting of a scale of the parcel’s
contribution to the Green Belt purpose, these are shown and defined in Table 4
below:

Level of Contribution to Green Belt Purpose

No — the parcel makes no contribution to the Green Belt purpose

Moderate — on the whole the parcel contributes to the Green Belt purpose however does not
fulfil all elements

Strong — on the whole the parcel contributes to the purpose in a strong and undeniable way,
whereby removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally undermine this purpose

Table 4. Qualitative scoring system to be applied against each purpose and overall

As each of the five purposes set out in the NPPF is considered to be equally
important, no weighting or aggregation of scores across the purposes was
undertaken. An element of professional judgement was utilised in applying the
scoring system however the ‘Key Questions to Consider’ for each purpose was
intended to break down the purpose in the interests of ensuring a transparent and
consistent approach. This is set out in detail below including definitions applying
to the purpose and to the approach. Furthermore the rationale for the score applied
and the justification against the criteria were recorded as part of the assessment.

Prior to undertaking any parcel assessments, all assessors were fully briefed on
the methodology in order to ensure comprehensive understanding of the approach
and consistency in assessments. Furthermore, prior to the assessors commencing
the site visits, an initial batch of site visits and assessments were undertaken by an
Arup assessor accompanied by WBC officers to provide a quality control check
and to ensure there was consistent thinking and agreement in the application of
the methodology.

Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up
areas
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Definitions for the Approach

Well connected (or highly contained) — well connected to the built up area, i.e. to
be surrounded by high levels of built development.

Open land — land which is lacking of development.

Round-off — where the existing urban area is an irregular shape, will the parcel fill
in a gap and / or complete the shape

Ribbon development — a line of buildings extending along a road, footpath or
private land generally without accompanying development of the land to the rear.
A “ribbon” does not necessarily have to be served by individual accesses nor have
a continuous or uniform building line. Buildings sited back, staggered or at angles
and with gaps between them can still represent ribbon development, if they have a
common frontage or they are visually linked

Approach to the Assessment
A desk and field based assessment was applied to this purpose.

As this purpose only applies to the Warrington urban area, if the parcel was not
adjacent to the Warrington urban area it was assessed as ‘no contribution’.

Key Questions to Consider Recommended Approach

1. Existing boundary with built up area: Is
there an existing durable boundary
between the built up area and the Green
Belt parcel which could prevent sprawl?

Describe existing boundary between built up
area and parcel.

If a durable boundary between the parcel and
built up area exists, conclude parcels makes a
weaker contribution to checking unrestricted

sprawl.

2. Connection to built up area: a. Describe degree of connection to the built

up area. If parcel is well connected (highly

a. Isthe parcel well connected to the built up

area along a number of boundaries?

. Would development of the parcel help

‘round off’ the built up area, taking into
account the historic context of the Green
Belt?

contained), conclude parcel makes a
stronger contribution to checking
unrestricted sprawl (unless part (b)

applies).

. Identify potential for ‘rounding off’. If

development of the parcel would ‘round
off’ the built up area, conclude parcel
makes a weaker contribution to checking
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unrestricted sprawl.

3. Ribbon development: What role does | Describe whether there is existing ribbon
the parcel play in preventing ribbon development or potential for ribbon
development? (may not be relevant in | development.

all circumstances)
If existing ribbon development within parcel

and potential for further ribbon development,
conclude parcel makes a stronger contribution
to checking unrestricted sprawl.

Overall assessment: What level of Bring together all conclusions from above to
contribution does the parcel make to purpose | determine overall assessment (taking balanced
1? view)

Apply scoring system:

No / Weak / Moderate / Strong

Justification for the Approach

Given that the terminology of the purpose specifically refers to the ‘large built-up
area’ it was important to define this. It is notable that none of the other purposes
include such terminology and instead make reference to ‘towns” (see purpose 2
and 4). Thus it was considered that purpose 1 should be differentiated and apply
only to ‘large’ settlements which in the case of Warrington consists of the
Warrington urban area. As the good practice review at Appendix B demonstrates,
Bath and North East Somerset also adopted this approach only regarding Bristol
and Bath as ‘large built-up areas’. As Rotherham acknowledge in the best practice
review, there is an overlap between purposes 1 and 3, thus this approach does not
risk any factors being overlooked for WBC’s other settlements and instead it
better reflects the terminology and intention of the purpose. Furthermore the
approach links back to the original purpose of the Warrington Green Belt in
restricting the outward expansion of Warrington.

The good practice review at Appendix B demonstrates that the focus of this
purpose has been on the level of connection of the parcel with the urban area and
also the boundary treatment of the parcel in order to understand its vulnerability to
the risk of development.

The approach takes the position that parcels which are well connected to the built
up area along a number of boundaries make a higher contribution to preventing
sprawl given there is more of a risk that development may sprawl out from the
area into the parcel. The exception to this is where development of the parcel
could be considered to ‘round off’ the built up area.

In considering the boundary treatment of the parcel, only the boundary with the
built up area is considered within this purpose given that this will indicate the
parcel’s vulnerability to sprawl occurring within it. The boundaries adjacent to the
open countryside are considered as part of Purpose 3.
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The approach considers the potential for “rounding off” the built up area taking
into account the historical context of the Warrington Green Belt in terms of the
New Town Outline Plan.

Given that the PAS Green Belt Guidance from February 2015 identifies the
restriction of ribbon development as a benefit of the Green Belt, the approach
incorporates the identification of existing ribbon development within it. The
position is taken that the presence of existing ribbon development means that
there has already been sprawl into the Green Belt and dependent on the level and
potential for further ribbon development, the parcel is likely to make a strong
contribution to preventing further ribbon development and thus to this purpose.

Purpose 2: Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

Definitions for the Approach

Openness — the visible openness of the Green Belt in terms of the absence of built
development, a topography which supports long line views and low levels of
substantial vegetation. Consider both actual distance (the distance between
settlement and countryside) and perceived distance (e.g. a wooded area located
between a new development and the settlement would not impact the perception
of openness from the settlement). Openness should be assessed from the edge of
the settlement / inset boundary outwards.

Essential gap — a land gap between two or more settlements where development
would significantly reduce the perceived or actual distance between settlements.

Largely essential gap — a land gap between two or more settlements where limited
development may be possible without merging of settlements.

Less essential gap — a land gap between settlements where development may be
possible without any risk of merging of settlements.

Approach to the Assessment

A desk and field based assessment was applied to this purpose.

2 Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green,
Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.
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Key Questions to Consider Recommended Approach

a. Would a reduction in the gap between Describe existing gap between settlements and
settlements compromise the openness of compare to resultant gap if development of
the Green Belt? parcel were to take place.

Existing gap should be described using the
following terminology:

a. Essential gap
b. Largely essential gap
c. Less essential gap

Comparison should consider if a reduction in
the gap would lead to the actual or perceived
merging of settlements. (This is on a case by
case basis and not set by distance
measurements).

Overall assessment: What level of Bring together above factors to determine
contribution does the parcel make to purpose | overall assessment (taking balanced view)

2?
Apply scoring system:

No / Weak / Moderate / Strong

Justification for the Approach

A key consideration for this purpose was the definition of *‘neighbouring towns’.
Taking into account the good practice review at Appendix B, it was decided that
this should include the Warrington urban area as well as all of WBC’s inset
settlements given that these settlements have been excluded from the Green Belt
as they have their own character and should not be allowed to merge together.
Furthermore it also includes any settlements in neighbouring authorities which are
adjacent to the Warrington Green Belt boundary.

The PAS Green Belt guidance from February 2015 states that “a scale rule’
approach to identify the role of Green Belt in preserving the setting of a small
settlement near to towns should not be applied as the identity of a settlement is not
always determined just by the distance to another settlement. The guidance does
however state that a ‘Landscape Character Assessment is a useful analytical tool
for use in undertaking this type of assessment. Whilst the approach has not gone
so far as to include landscape character considerations, the consideration of
openness includes the perceived openness taking into account land form,
topography and vegetation.

The good practice review demonstrates that the approaches adopted by the
authorities take into account the sensitivity and integrity of the gap if development
of the parcel were to take place. Rotherham and Rushcliffe both categorise the gap
in terms of size (e.g. essential, narrow, and wide) whilst Cheshire West and
Chester uses a distance categorisation. In light of the PAS February 2015
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guidance, the size categorisation is preferred and therefore has been adopted in
this approach.

Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment

Definitions for the Approach
Durable boundaries — refer to boundary definition in Table 3 above.

Built form — any form of built development excluding buildings for agriculture
and forestry (e.g. residential properties, warehouses, schools, sports facilities).

Settlement - this refers to the Warrington urban area and settlements which are
inset from the Green Belt as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core
Strategy.® This also includes settlements in adjacent neighbouring authorities
consisting of: St Helens, Newton-le-Willows, Cadishead, and Widnes.

Openness — the visible openness of the Green Belt in terms of the absence of built
development, a topography which supports long line views and low levels of
substantial vegetation. Consider both actual distance (the distance between
settlement and countryside) and perceived distance (e.g. a wooded area located
between a new development and the settlement would not impact upon the
perception of openness from the settlement). Openness should be assessed from
the edge of the settlement/inset boundary outwards.

Strong degree of openness — contributes to openness in a strong and undeniable
way, where removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally
undermine the overall openness of the Green Belt.

Moderate degree of openness — contributes to openness in a moderate way,
whereby removal of part of the parcel would not have a major impact upon the
overall openness of the Green Belt.

Weak degree of openness — makes a weak contribution to openness, whereby the
removal of the parcel would not impact upon the overall openness of the Green
Belt.

No degree of openness — makes no contribution to the openness of the Green Belt.

% Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green,
Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.
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Beneficial uses — as set out in paragraph 81 of the NPPF, these include: providing
access; providing opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; retaining and
enhancing landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; and improving damaged
and derelict land.

Approach to the Assessment

106. A desk and field based assessment was applied to this purpose.

Key Questions to Consider Recommended Approach

a. Future encroachment: Are there existing Identify any durable boundaries between the
durable boundaries which would contain parcel and settlement which would prevent
any future development and prevent future encroachment into the parcel. If there
encroachment in the long term? are durable boundaries between the parcel and

settlement, conclude that parcel makes a
weaker contribution to safeguarding from
encroachment.

Identify any durable boundaries between the
parcel and countryside which would contain
encroachment in the long term if the parcel
were developed. If there are durable
boundaries between the parcel and
countryside, conclude that parcel makes a
weaker contribution to safeguarding from
encroachment.

b. Existing encroachment: o Describe existing land use/uses (e.g.
open countryside, agricultural land,

e What is the existing land use/uses? residential, mix of uses).

e Is there any existing built form within or

i ttoth " e Describe any existing built form. If
adjacent to the parcel?

considerable amount of built form
within the parcel, conclude that parcel
makes a weaker contribution to
safeguarding from encroachment.

c. Connection to the countryside: e Describe degree of connection to the
countryside. If parcel is well connected
to the countryside, conclude parcel
makes a stronger contribution to
safeguarding from encroachment.

o Is the parcel well connected to the
countryside?

e Does the parcel protect the openness of

the countryside? e Describe degree of openness taking into

account built form, vegetation and
topography using matrix below in Table
5.

d. Does the parcel serve a beneficial use | Identify any beneficial Green Belt uses served
of the Green Belt (NPPF para 81) by parcel, as per NPPF para 81, on a high
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which should be safeguarded?

level basis. If parcel serves 2 or more
beneficial uses, conclude parcel makes a
stronger contribution to safeguarding from
encroachment. Note: if parcel serves 1 or no
beneficial uses this does not weaken its
contribution to purpose 3.

Overall assessment: What level of

contribution does the parcel make to purpose

Bring together all conclusions from above to
determine overall assessment (taking balanced

3? view)
Apply scoring system:
No / Weak / Moderate / Strong
Built Form Long-line views | Vegetation Degree of Openness

Less than 10%

Open long line
views

Low vegetation

Strong degree of openness

Dense
vegetation

Strong-moderate degree of
openness

No long line
views

Low vegetation

Strong-moderate degree of
openness

Dense
vegetation

Moderate degree of
openness

Open long line

Low vegetation

Strong-Moderate degree
of openness

Dense

Moderate-Weak degree of

views vegetation openness
Moderate degree of
Low vegetation | openness

No long line Dense
Less than 20% views vegetation Weak degree of openness
Moderate-Weak degree of
Low vegetation | openness
Open long line Dense
views vegetation Weak degree of openness
Low vegetation | Weak degree of openness
Between 20 and No long line Dense
30% views vegetation No degree of openness

More than 30%

Open long line
views

Low vegetation

Weak degree of openness

Dense
vegetation

No degree of openness

No long line
views

Low vegetation

No degree of openness

Dense
vegetation

No degree of openness

Table 5: Degree of Openness Matrix

Justification for the Approach

The good practice review at Appendix B demonstrates that the focus of this
purpose has been on the relationship and connection of the parcel with the open
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countryside. As a result this purpose applies to the Warrington urban area, all
inset settlements, and settlements within neighbouring authorities given that these
are all connected to the open countryside.

Given this focus on the open countryside, the ‘degree of openness’ of the parcel is
a key factor to consider within the approach, albeit it is one of a number of
factors. The matrix above therefore enables an assessment of this to be carried out.
The matrix is intended to guide this assessment and it may not strictly apply to all
parcels, thus a level of professional judgement must be applied.

The approach takes the position that parcels which are well connected to the open
countryside along a number of boundaries make a higher contribution to
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment given the relationship to the
countryside. However the presence of existing built form within the parcel can
alter this level of contribution. The definition of built form set out above does not
include buildings for agriculture and forestry given that these are considered to be
appropriate Green Belt uses which do not require their impact upon openness to
be considered, according to paragraph 89 of the NPPF.

With regards to the beneficial Green Belt uses set out in paragraph 81 of the
NPPF, the position is taken that their presence adds to the contribution of the
parcel to this purpose however the lack of such uses does not weaken its
contribution to this purpose.

Boundary treatment is considered within the approach given that this indicates the
parcel’s vulnerability to encroachment within it and also for development
encroaching beyond the parcel boundary into the open countryside should the
parcel be developed.

Purpose 4: To preserve.the setting and special character of
historic towns

Definitions for the Approach

Settlement - this refers to the Warrington urban area and settlements which are
inset from the Green Belt as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core
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Strategy.” This also includes settlements in adjacent neighbouring authorities
consisting of: St Helens, Newton-le-Willows, Cadishead, and Widnes

Designated heritage assets —a World Heritage Site, Scheduled Monument, Listed
Building, Protected Wreck Site, Registered Park and Garden, Registered
Battlefield or Conservation Area designated under the relevant legislation
(National Planning Policy Framework, p51).

Buffer area — for the purposes of this assessment this has been drawn from the
historic towns’ Conservation Area boundary outwards by 250m. This has been
mapped for these Conservation Areas and this is included at Appendix C.

Built development — buildings of any type or use.

Approach to the Assessment

A desk based assessment only was applied to this purpose.
Key Questions to Consider Recommended Approach
Stage 1 Identify which settlement the parcel is located

nearest to and whether this is a historic town.
Is the nearest settlement to the parcel a

‘historic town’? If the nearest settlement is not a historic town
the parcel makes no contribution to this
purpose.

If no, conclude ‘no contribution’

If yes, undertake Stage 2...

Stage 2 Identify whether there are any Conservation
Areas within 250m of the Green Belt parcel
by reference to the 250m buffer map at
Appendix C.

Assess the proximity of the town’s
Conservation Areas to the Green Belt

If there are no Conservation Areas within
250m of the Green Belt, conclude that the
parcel makes no contribution to the purpose.

If Conservation Area within 250m buffer, undertake Stage 3...

If outside 250m buffer, conclude ‘no contribution’

Stage 3 Describe the built development separation
between the Green Belt and the Conservation
Area. For example: two rows of residential
streets separate the Conservation Area from
the Green Belt boundary.

Is there modern built development which
reduces the role of the Green Belt in
preserving the setting and special character?

* Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green,
Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.
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If the Conservation Area is located adjacent to
or within the Green Belt boundary, conclude
that parcel makes a strong contribution to
purpose 4.

Stage 3A Identify whether there are any other
designated heritage assets within the 250m

Avre there any other designated heritage assets buffer and their proximity to the Green Belt.

within the 250m buffer which add to the
setting and special character? If there are listed buildings located adjacent to
the Green Belt boundary, conclude that
parcels makes a stronger contribution to

purpose 4.
Overall assessment: What level of Stage 3 will determine the level of
contribution does the parcel make to purpose | contribution:

4?
No / Weak / Moderate / Strong

Justification for the Approach

The approach to assessing this purpose differs between LPAs. A number of LPAS
have chosen to follow the PAS Green Belt guidance from February 2015 which
states that the assessment of this purpose relates to very few settlements in reality,
due largely to the pattern of modern development that often envelopes historic
towns. In practice, this has resulted in LPAs removing this purpose from the
assessment.

Unlike cities such as Chester and York, Warrington is not commonly regarded as
a ‘historic town’ however given that the interim conclusions drawn by the
Inspector regarding the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (December 2014) stated
that there were ‘several shortcomings within the evidence itself’, as the Green
Belt Assessment 2013 “does not consider all the purpose of the Green Belt,
omitting the contribution to urban regeneration and preserving the setting and
special character of historic towns’, this differs from the advice offered by PAS.

The methodologies in the good practice review in Appendix B which did assess
purpose 4 seek to assess the role which the Green Belt plays in preserving the
historic core of settlements and the setting of key historic features (such as
Conservation Areas, Listed Assets and Key Views).

The proposed approach for assessing this purpose is therefore based on a review
of background documents to define “historic towns’ within the borough and an
assessment of the contribution the Green Belt makes to these *historic towns’ with
reference to the proximity and separation of their Conservation Areas from the
Green Belt. Assessment of this purpose therefore adopts a three step process
which represents a high level approach to assess purpose 4, it does not provide an
in-depth site analysis of the historic environment which would form part of any
site appraisal.

Stage 1
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In defining “historic town’, sound evidence from established historic sources
relied on by WBC were used consisting of the Cheshire Historic Towns Survey
(2003) and the Cheshire Historic Land Characterisation (November 2007) which
identified Warrington and Lymm as historic towns. The Historic Towns Survey
analyses the historic development and archaeological potential of Warrington and
complements the Historic Land Characterisation project. The Historic Towns
Survey for Warrington highlights that Warrington has been of importance since
prehistoric times due to its location at the lowest fordable point of the River
Mersey. The Historic Towns Survey for Lymm notes that in 1086 pre-Conquest
Lymm is recorded as having been divided into two estates of equal value.

It is recognised that the Historic Towns Survey also includes Thelwall however
the Historic Towns Survey for Thelwall notes that strictly speaking Thelwall does
not qualify as a town. For this reason, it has not been included as a historic town
in its own right in the interpretation of purpose 4 however given that it forms part
of the Warrington urban area it is captured regardless.

The proceeding stages are only undertaken if the nearest settlement to the parcel is
Warrington or Lymm (the historic towns). If the nearest settlement is not
Warrington or Lymm the conclusion should be ‘no contribution’ to purpose 4.

In terms of neighbouring authorities, the following settlements are regarded as
historic towns: Widnes, Halton, Runcorn, Newton-le-Willows, and St Helens.

The Cheshire Historic Towns Survey (2003) identifies Widnes as a historic town
due to the Farnworth Medieval Borough which is a medieval settlement dating
back to the 14™ century and also the industrial heritage of Widnes with industrial
sites linked to chemical manufacturing. The Survey also identifies Halton and
Runcorn as historic towns due to their early medieval origins. Halton was a
medieval settlement with the remains of Halton Castle which was first built in
c1071. Runcorn was a medieval settlement with an early medieval burh (defensive
stronghold) having been constructed in AD 915 and the medieval All Saints
church having been built by the 12" century.

The St Helens Historic Settlement Study (December 2011), part of the Merseyside
Historic Characterisation Project identifies Newton-le-Willows as developing as a
medieval market town focused on a typical liner ‘High Street” Plan. The Study
notes that whilst the township of Sutton forming part of the St Helens district is
focused on dispersed holdings rather than one historic core by the early 14"
century the township was extensively sub-divided and contained a cluster of
separate estates.

Stage 2

This stage is intended to capture whether the Green Belt parcel in question has a
role in preserving the setting of the setting and special character of the historic
town by reference to its Conservation Areas.

A buffer was applied from the historic towns’ Conservation Area outwards by
250m. The use of this 250m buffer provides a spatial container to assess the
relationship between the Conservation Area and the Green Belt. 250m is based on
consideration of the overall scale of the settlements and utilises an element of
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professional judgement given the lack of formal guidance on this matter. Without
the buffer, the relationship between the Conservation Area and Green Belt would
not be brought into focus.

The justification for focusing on Conservation Areas is to provide a high level
approach to provide consistency and clarity and to ensure that the focus is on the
setting and character of these *historic’ assets which are given significant
protection both through legislation and policy. This sieves out parcels which are
adjacent to individual listed buildings given that this would provide too much of a
fine grain assessment which would be less focused on the “historic town’ as a
whole.

Where the Green Belt parcel is not directly aligned with the 250m buffer of the
Conservation Area, it is not necessary to undertake Stage 3 and the conclusion
should be “no contribution’ to purpose 4.

Stage 3

The final stage captures whether the role of the Green Belt in preserving the
setting and character of the Conservation Area has been diluted through modern
in-fill development within the development limits.

Stage 3A also includes the consideration of other ‘designated heritage assets’
given that these may add to the setting and special character of the Conservation
Area.

Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other.urban land

Approach to the Assessment

A desk based assessment only was applied to this purpose.

Key Questions to Consider Recommended Approach
What is the nearest urban land to the parcel See Table 6 below for brownfield capacity
and what is its brownfield capacity? information and contribution to purpose. It is

noted that given the approach adopted, all
parcels will perform equally against this

> Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green,
Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

purpose.
Parcels which are isolated from the urban area
along any boundaries should be assessed as
‘no contribution’
Borough/Settlement | Area (Ha) | Unconstrained Unconstrained Purpose 5
PDL SHLAA brownfield land | Assessment
Sites (only PDL) | as a % of the
(Ha) area
Warrington Borough | 6390.18 298.72 4.67% -
St Helens Borough 13590 238 1.75% -
Halton Borough 7939.91 44.32 0.56% -
(Excl. Mersey)
Mid Mersey 27920.09 581.04 2.08% Moderate
Housing Market contribution
Area
Irlam and 527 17 3.23% Moderate
Cadishead contribution
'Settlement’ Urban
Area®
Table 6: Brownfield capacity
Brownfield Capacity Thresholds Purpose 5 Level of Contribution
0% No contribution
>0-1% Weak contribution
>1-5% Moderate contribution
>5% Strong contribution

Table 7: Purpose 5 Assessment Thresholds

® This relates to the Census urban area covering the main residential area within these wards,
which ends at Boysnope Golf Club. This is different from the whole urban area within the wards
of Irlam and Cadishead.
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124,

125.

126.

127.

128.

Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Justification for the Approach

A number of authorities have chosen to follow the PAS Green Belt guidance from
February 2015 which states that the value of various land parcels is unlikely to be
distinguished by the application of this purpose and have therefore screened out
purpose 5 from the assessment.

In light of the Cheshire East Inspectors’ Interim and Further Views, purpose 5 has
been included within the methodology, taking a pragmatic approach. This ensures
that each of the purposes is considered and given equal weighting in the overall
assessment of Green Belt purposes. The Mid Mersey Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (January 2016) covering the boroughs of Halton, Warrington and St
Helens defines these authorities as forming a single housing market area. This
single housing market area has been applied in calculating the brownfield
capacity. This therefore means that all parcels adjoining the Warrington urban
area, the inset settlements and the neighbouring authorities of Halton and St
Helens are assessed as having an equal role in assisting in urban regeneration
across the borough.

The proportion of unconstrained previously developed land for Warrington has
been taken from the WBC SHLAA (January 2016). St Helens Council have
provided information from their SHLAA (2012) (the updated SHLAA is to be
completed in late 2016). Halton Borough Council’s figures include all brownfield
sites considered in the preparation of their Delivery and Allocations Local Plan or
within their SHLAA (2012). The unconstrained previously developed land across
all three boroughs has then been calculated as a percentage of the total area of all
three boroughs’ settlements. This provides the percentage of brownfield urban
potential within the Mid Mersey Housing Market Area. This is shown in Table 6
above.

In relation to the settlements of Irlam and Cadishead within the neighbouing
authority of Salford City Council, figures were provided by Salford Council from
their Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (base date 31 March
2015). Given the level of connection of these wards to the Warrington Green Belt
it would be illogical to take a comparative approach and base these figures on the
Greater Manchester Housing Market Area, thus applying these wards alone
provides a more rational approach. A threshold was then applied relating to the
scale of potential for urban regeneration. The threshold levels are set out in Table
7 above. These thresholds are comparative to those applied in the Cheshire East
Council Green Belt Assessment Update (2015)...

Given there is no single correct method in assessing purpose 5, this provides a
high level view on the role of the Green Belt in encouraging the recycling of
derelict and other urban land. It requires an element of professional judgement
and it is important to emphasise that this is a theoretical exercise and it is
acknowledged that as it is an assessment of ‘potential’ and there is no guarantee
that all parcels will have a blanket role in assisting urban regeneration across the
borough. The alternative approach of assessing the urban potential by individual
settlement within WBC would result in a skewed assessment given the size of
WBC'’s inset settlements. The approach has been discussed and agreed with WBC
officers.
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Overall Assessment

129. The purpose of the overall assessment is to consider the outcomes of each of the
five purposes and then make a judgement on the overall contribution the parcel
makes to the Green Belt.

130. The same qualitative scoring system as applied to each of the five purposes was
also applied to the overall assessment, as set out below:

Level of Contribution to Green Belt Purposes Overall

No — the parcel makes no contribution to Green Belt purposes

Moderate — on the whole the parcel contributes to a few of the Green Belt purposes however
does not fulfil all purposes

Strong — on the whole the parcel contributes to Green Belt purpose in a strong and undeniable
way, whereby removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally undermine the
overall aim of the Green Belt

Table 8. Qualitative scoring system to be applied to overall assessment

131. Inorder to ensure a consistent and transparent approach, the following guidance
was used in determining the overall assessment:

e No parcels should be assessed as ‘no contribution’ oveall unless each of
the five purposes is assessed as a “‘no contribution’.

e Where there was a 4 / 1 split — the majority contribution should always be
applied

Example:
‘ Moderate | Moderate | Moderate | Moderate | No | Moderate |

e Where there was a 3/ 2 split — the majority contribution should always be
applied unless the ‘2’ contributions are ‘strong’. In this case, the overall
would be “strong’.

Example:

‘ Moderate ‘ Moderate | Moderate | Weak ‘ Weak ‘ Moderate |
Exception:

‘ Moderate | Moderate | Moderate | Strong | Strong | Strong ‘

e Where there was a 3/ 1/ 1 split — the majority contribution should always
be applied unless one of the minority contributions is ‘strong” and one is
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132.

133.

Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

‘moderate’. In this case, professional judgement should be applied (see
below).

Example:
‘ Moderate ‘ Moderate | Moderate | Strong Weak Moderate

Exception:

Weak Weak Weak Strong Moderate | Apply
professional
judgement

e Where there was a 2/ 2/ 1 split — the higher contribution should always be
applied. The exception to this is where the minority contribution is
‘strong’, in which case professional judgement should be applied.

Example:
| Weak | Weak | Moderate | Moderate | No | Moderate |
Exception:
Moderate | Strong Moderate | No No Apply
professional
judgement

e Where 2 purposes are the same and the remaining 3 are all different
application of professional judgement would be required

Example:

Weak Weak No Moderate | Strong Apply
professional
judgement

Applying Professional Judgement

Whilst all five Green Belt purposes should be given equal weighting, the overall
assessment is not intended to be a numbers balancing exercise and a certain level
of professional judgement must be applied to all of the above rules and
particularly where one of the purposes is assessed as ‘strong’. In order to do this,
it is necessary to refer back to the overall aim and purpose of Green Belt as set out
in paragraph 79 of the NPPF:

“The fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by
keeping land permanently open, the essential characteristics of Green Belt are
their openness and permanence.”

Paragraph 79 refers to the prevention of ‘urban sprawl’ and keeping land
permanently open. These aims are fundamentally subsumed within Purposes 1, 2
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134.

135.

Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

and 3 and thus where the development of a parcel would particularly threaten
these purposes additional weight should be applied to its contribution to Green
Belt purposes. This is matter for the professional judgement of the assessor
however the justification for the assessment should provide a transparent
explanation behind their reasoning.

4.5 Duty to Cooperate

The Duty to Cooperate was a principle originally established within the Localism
Act 2011 and further detailed within the NPPF and NPPG. Paragraph 178 of the
NPPF requires joint working to be diligently undertaken by LPAs on planning
issues that cross administrative boundaries in the interests of mutual benefit.

TBC
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

A3 Boundary Definition Justification

Map GA1 |Comments in relation to

Reference |Map GA2 Justification
1 Unchanged

2 Unchanged

3 Unchanged

4 Unchanged

5 Merged with 8 to create 23

GA 6 is below 150ha and has therefore been
merged with the smallest adjacent GA (7).
GA 7 cannot be merged across the motorway.
GA 31 is below 150ha and can only be

6 merged with 6 and 7.
7
GA 8 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged
across the motorway or the Liverpool to
Manchester Canal and has therefore been
8 Merged with 5 to create 23  |merged with the smallest adjacent GA (5).
9 Unchanged, renumbered 6
10 Unchanged, renumbered 7

GA 11 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged
across the motorway or the Liverpool to
Manchester Canal and can therefore only be

11 Merged with 13 to create 9  |merged with 13
12 _

13 Merged with 11 to create 9
14 Unchanged, renumbered 10
15 Unchanged, renumbered 11

GA 16 is below 150ha, it has been merged
with the smallest adjacent GA (17).

Unchanged, renumbered 13

19

GA 20 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged
across the Liverpool to Manchester Canal and
therefore can only be merged with 19.

21 Unchanged, renumbered 15

22 Merged with 36 to create 16

GA 23, 24, 35 and 37 are all below 150ha. If
GA 23 is merged with 24, it will still be
below 150ha. It would therefore be merged
again with 37. GA 35 is below 150ha and the
Merged with 24, 35 and 37 to smallest adjacent GA is the merged 23, 24

23 create 17 and 37.
Merged with 23, 35 and 37 to
24 create 17
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

25 Unchanged, renumbered 18
Unchanged, renumbered 19

GA 27 is below 150ha and should be merged
with the smallest adjacent GA (28)

Unchanged, renumbered 21

GA 30 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged
across the motorway and can therefore only
be merged with 12.

31

Merged with 33 to create 22

GA 33 is below 150ha and can only be
merged with 32.

GA 34 is below 150ha however using
professional judgement it has not been
merged with 25 as it plays an important role
in its own right in separating two settlements.
GA 38 is below 150ha and can only be
merged with 34.

Merged with 32 to create 22

Merged with 23, 24 and 37 to
35 create 17
GA 36 is below 150ha, it can only be merged
36 Merged with 22 to create 16 |with 22
Merged with 23, 24 and 35 to
37 create 17

38 Merged with 34 to create 24
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Appendix B

Good Practice Review of
Methodologies Adopted
Elsewhere





Warrington Borough Council

Bl

Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Purpose 1

LPA and Document
Status

Purpose 1 Overview

Bath and North East
Somerset Council Core
Strategy

(adopted in July

2014)

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 (April 2013),
Stage 2 (September
2013)

Purpose 1: It is the view of B&NES Council that Bristol and Bath
should be regarded as “large built-up areas” when appraising land
parcels. The considerations applied are outlined below. The Green
Belt designation in this land parcel:

« protects open land contiguous to or within close proximity of
Bristol or Bath;

« prevents development that would result in another settlement being
absorbed into the large built up area; and

« prevents sprawl where development would not otherwise be
restricted by a barrier (e.g. road, railway, large watercourse).

Rushcliffe Core
Strategy
(adopted
December 2014)

Green Belt Review
(June 2013)

Purpose 1: Consider whether development would:
- Take place outside urban areas

- Take place in area that cannot be easily linked to existing town
centres by public transport; and

- Impact on accessibility to the open countryside for urban residents

A higher score for areas of Green Belt that stop the coalescence of
large build up areas on the edge of the district. A lower score for
areas that have a wide expanse.

Rotherham Core
Strategy
(adopted
September 2014)

Green Belt Review
(April 2012)

Purpose 1 and 3 have been combined as they are considered to be
very similar in nature and repetitive.

Each parcel was assigned to one of 3 categories:

Well contained (WC) / High Urban Influence (HUI):

* A parcel must be adjacent to an urban area and bounded by strong
physical features such as main roads, railways or tree belts. This
would prevent any development within the parcel from encroaching
beyond the parcel boundary into the open countryside in
neighbouring parcels, and hence if developed would be likely to have
a minimal impact on the overall openness of the Green Belt.

« Land possesses a semi-urban to urban character and is no longer
perceived to be part of the open countryside. Impact upon openness is
significant to total.

« Land may contain degraded land that provides opportunities for
enhancement.

Partly contained (PC) / Medium Urban Influence (MUI)

» Where only a small part of the parcel is ‘contained’ by the urban
area. This category includes parcels that abut an urban area for any
part of their boundary, as these parcels may be a suitable location for
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

development, even if the area is currently not physically well-
contained by the urban area. Furthermore, the relationship with the
urban area may change if an adjoining parcel were to be developed.
« Land possesses a semi-rural character and there is already a
perception of significant encroachment with significant impact upon
openness.

* There may be other constraints to further encroachment.

Not contained (NC) / Low Urban Influence (LUI) :

« Parcels that are ‘not contained’ by an urban area, and are therefore
areas where development would lead to urban sprawl, includes
parcels that are not adjacent to an urban area. Such parcels are not, by
definition, ‘contained’ by an urban area. In the case of parcels that
are physically separated from an urban area e.g. by a main road (dual
carriageway or motorway) or railway, these are also considered to be
‘not contained’.

« Parcel possesses a predominantly open rural character.

* There may be limited or no other fundamental constraints to
encroachment (such as a strong landscape feature that could assist in
fulfilling this purpose by containing development from outlying
countryside).

Reference is made to paragraph 81 — beneficial uses of the Green
Belt. It is noted that the extent to which land in the Green Belt fulfils
these objectives is not a material factor to be taken into account when
considering its continued protection as the use of land is not as
important as the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.

Cheshire West and How well contained by the urban area is the parcel?

Chester Local Plan e Not contained - the majority of the parcel is detached from the

(adopted January 2015) urban area -

e development of parcel would be independent of existing built-up
area

Green Belt Review e Partly contained - between 25-50% of the parcel is adjacent to the

Stage 1 (2011) and urban area
Stage 2 (July 2013) « Well contained - over 50% of the parcel is adjacent to the urban
area -

e development would be an extension of existing built-up area

How strong is the boundary of the defined parcel of land?

¢ Weak boundary; one or more features lacking in durability, may
have large gaps between features, in poor condition, or have no
prominent features.

¢ Development could lead to future sprawl.

e Moderate boundary; some durable boundary features, may have
some gaps /

e condition issues and few prominent features

e Strong boundary; one or more durable boundary feature that is
intact and well developed. Prominent features in the landscape.
Development would be well contained.
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Warrington Borough Council

B2

Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Purpose 2

LPA and Document
Status

Purpose 2 Overview

Bath and North

East Somerset
Council Core Strategy
(adopted in July
2014)

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 (April 2013),
Stage 2 (September
2013)

The considerations applied are outlined below. The Green Belt
designation in this land parcel:

« prevents the merger of towns or prevents development that would
result in a comparatively significant reduction in the distance
between towns; and

* prevents continuous “ribbon development” along transport routes
that link towns.

Rushcliffe Core
Strategy
(adopted
December 2014)

Green Belt Review
(June 2013)

Consider if development would:

o Leads to one town merging with another. Where there are issues in
relation to merging, the scale and severity of such events will also
be judged.

o Erode the visual separation both from distant views and as
perceived when travelling between settlements or from within
settlements

o A *higher' score for areas of Green Belt that are very narrow both
from a physical and visual perspective; and a lower score for areas
that have a wide expanse or topographical features prevent visual
merging.

Rotherham Core
Strategy
(adopted
September 2014)

Green Belt Review
(April 2012)

Assessment of this purpose was limited to assessment between
certain towns.
Each parcel was assigned to one of 4 categories:

« EG : The parcel is within an essential gap, where any further
development would reduce the gap between settlements to an
unacceptable width

* EG (part) : Although these parcels are situated within an essential
gap that must be kept open, there may be scope for some
development e.g. ‘rounding off’ on one or both edges of the gap
without adversely harming its overall openness and the broad extent
of the gap.

* NG : Narrow gaps were defined as being wider than essential gaps
but are still sensitive to development. Potentially more development
could be accommodated on the edge of an urban area without leading
to neighbouring settlements merging

* WG : Wide gaps where development on the urban edge is not likely
to impact on the integrity of the gap. Wide gaps are also likely to
contain a series of narrower gaps between smaller settlements within
them.

Cheshire West and
Chester Local Plan
(adopted January 2015)

Would the loss of the area of land from the Green Belt result in a
decrease in the strategic gap between Chester urban area and
neighbouring towns / villages?

o Removal of the parcel of land from the Green Belt would leave a
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment

Part 1

gap of less than 1 mile between built-up areas which could result in

Green Belt Review cohesion of settlements.

Stage 1 (2011) and

Stage 2 (July 2013) e Removal of the parcel of land from the Green Belt would leave a
gap of between 1 and 2 miles between built-up areas, cohesion is a
possibility.

e Removal of the parcel of land from the Green Belt would leave of

gap of more than 2 miles between built-up areas, cohesion
unlikely.
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Warrington Borough Council

B3

Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Purpose 3

LPA and Document
Status

Purpose 3 Overview

Bath and North

East Somerset
Council Core Strategy
(adopted in July
2014)

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 (April 2013),
Stage 2 (September
2013)

For the purpose of this assessment, countryside is taken to mean open
land. It is acknowledged that villages are part of the ‘countryside’,
but the focus of appraisal under this purpose is on identifying
whether the appearance of generally open land in the countryside has
been compromised by previous development. The considerations
applied are outlined below. The Green Belt designation in this land
parcel:

* protects countryside that is in use for agriculture, forestry, outdoor
sport and recreation, cemeteries and local transport infrastructure
(appropriate uses based on NPPF paragraph 89, bullets 1 and 2, and
paragraph 90, bullet 3);

« protects countryside that is compromised as it contains existing uses
that would not now constitute appropriate development (i.e. assumes
re-use of brownfield land and existing buildings under NPPF
paragraphs 89 & 90 does not apply) or there is damaged or derelict
land. For instance, existing employment or utilities development
close to an urban area means land could be described as ‘peri-urban’
rather than countryside;

« is important to prevent encroachment on the countryside with
regard to the topography of land and location relative to existing
development.

A. Landscape value and enhancement and visual amenity

The considerations applied are outlined below:

« part or all of the land parcel is within or forms the setting of an Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty; and/or

« part or all of the land parcel provides the setting for a World
Heritage Site, Conservation Area, Scheduled Ancient Monument or
listed buildings.

B. Biodiversity value and enhancement The considerations applied
are outlined below:

« part or all of the land parcel has a national or local ecology
designation.

C. Access and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation The
considerations applied are outlined below.

« the area has a relatively high concentration of Public Rights of
Way; or other forms of outdoor sport and recreation (e.g. golf
courses, stables).

Rushcliffe Core
Strategy
(adopted
December 2014)

Green Belt Review
(June 2013)

Consider if development would impact on the surrounding rural areas
outside of the contained urban areas.

Whilst landscape quality is not in itself a Green Belt issue, the impact
development would have on the role of smaller scale ridges and key
landscape features in providing a backcloth to urban areas could be
considered as these features are fundamental to appreciation of the
open countryside.

A higher score for areas of Green Belt that border an existing
settlement on one side; and a lower score for areas that border the
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Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment

Part 1
settlement on three sides.
Rotherham Core
Strategy See Purpose 1 above — purpose 1 and purpose 3 have been combined
(adopted
September 2014)
Green Belt Review
(April 2012)
Cheshire West and The focus for this purpose will be on the land uses and opportunities
Chester Local Plan that "positively enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt".

(adopted January 2015) | (i) Positive opportunities are:

e Providing access (to open space / countryside);
Provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation;
Retain, and enhance landscapes;

Improve damaged and derelict land; and

Visual amenity and biodiversity

Green Belt Review
Stage 1 (2011) and
Stage 2 (July 2013)

Are Green Belt opportunities being achieved in the defined area?
e 5 opportunities are being achieved
e 3 or 4 opportunities are being achieved
e 2 or less opportunities are being achieved

What percentage of the parcel if covered by development?
e Less than 25% of the parcel is developed
e Between 25 - 50% of the parcel is developed

Greater than 50% of the parcel is developed
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Warrington Borough Council

B4

Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Purpose 4

LPA and Document
Status

Purpose 4 Overview

Bath and North

East Somerset
Council Core Strategy
(adopted in July
2014)

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 (April 2013),
Stage 2 (September
2013)

It is the view of B&NES Council that Bristol, Bath, Keynsham,
Midsomer Norton and Radstock should be regarded as “towns” when
appraising land parcels. Keynsham, Midsomer Norton and Radstock
all have Town Councils. The consideration applied is outlined below:

The Green Belt designation in this land parcel makes a positive
contribution to the setting, or better reveals the significance of a
World Heritage Site or Conservation Area where the designation
covers all or part of a town.

Rushcliffe Core
Strategy
(adopted
December 2014)

Green Belt Review
(June 2013)

Consider if the development would impact on:

- Conservation Areas

- Setting and character of highly valued historic assets (historic Parks
and Gardens, Listed Buildings, scheduled ancient monuments.)

A higher score for areas of Green Belt land that have a clear link with
the settlement’s historic core; and a lower score for settlements
without a clear historic core, or where the historic core has been
subsumed by 20th Century development.

Rotherham Core
Strategy
(adopted
September 2014)

Green Belt Review
(April 2012)

Rotherham does not contain any nationally recognised historic towns,
the setting of which needs to be protected. However, whilst this may
be the case, the presence of historic attributes, such as conservation
areas or other historic designations, is something which can still be
used in consideration of the identity of the settlements defined as
“towns” and was therefore used to inform the assessment of Purpose
2 where relevant.

Cheshire West and
Chester Local Plan
(adopted January 2015)

Green Belt Review
Stage 1 (2011) and
Stage 2 (July 2013)

Are there any key views into/out of the historic city core?

o Clear sight of key landmarks / assets or features into and/or
out of the historic core

e Partial visibility of key landmarks / assets or features into
and/or out of the historic core

e No key landmarks / assets or features in the historic core are
visible.

e Areanot visible from urban core

Does the parcel of land contribute towards the openness of the land
and its surroundings?
e Areais open with vistas over the adjacent rural landscapes
and countryside
e Partial openness, some views of adjacent rural landscapes
and countryside, some restriction
e Area has limited / no openness, views over adjacent rural
landscapes and countryside greatly restricted
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Warrington Borough Council

B5

Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Purpose 5

LPA and Document
Status

Purpose 5 Overview

Bath and North

East Somerset
Council Core Strategy
(adopted in July
2014)

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 (April 2013),
Stage 2 (September
2013)

The Bristol and Bath Green Belt is considered to play an important
role in encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land, by
restricting the availability of greenfield sites. The considerations
applied are outlined below.

* The land parcel adjoins the urban areas, defined as Bristol, Bath,
Keynsham, Midsomer Norton or Radstock for the appraisal of this
Green Belt purpose.

* The land parcel contains land where B&NES Council have
experienced development pressure.

Rushcliffe Core
Strategy
(adopted
December 2014)

Green Belt Review
(June 2013)

Consider if development would impact upon the likelihood of sites
within the existing urban area in coming forward, and whether
development in the broad location would facilitate the possibility of
reusing previously developed land.

It is recognised this purpose could only be achieved in combination
with the appropriate regeneration/development plan policies. For this
purpose, an average value of 3 is used unless more local
circumstances identify that the location it is also necessary to have an
appreciation of the history of the Nottingham-Derby Green Belt, the
original intentions of the designation when it was prepared at the
local level and the extent of previous changes, and any specific
regeneration issues.

Rotherham Core
Strategy
(adopted
September 2014)

Green Belt Review
(April 2012)

It is the overall restrictive nature of Green Belt that, through its
limitation of the supply of other development opportunities,
encourages regeneration and re-use of land at a strategic level. It is
considered impossible to judge how any given parcel of land within
the Green Belt would contribute to the fulfilment of this purpose.
This purpose has therefore not been assessed on an area by area basis.

This relationship will be determined through the Core Strategy DPD,
Sites and Policies DPD or individual planning applications.

Cheshire West and
Chester Local Plan
(adopted January 2015)

Green Belt Review
Stage 1 (2011) and
Stage 2 (July 2013)

At this stage in the study it has been decided that the assessment of
this purpose will be deferred. The reason for this decision is the
difficulty of being able to measure whether development outside of
the urban core, i.e. any remaining brownfield regeneration sites; was
likely to have a positive or negative impact on regeneration priorities
and subsequently on the success of the Green Belt to fulfil this
purpose
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Appendix C

Conservation Area Buffer Map





Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment
Part 1

Cl Conservation Areas Buffer Map

The following Conservation Areas within the Warrington urban area and Lymm
are identified on the map in blue. A 250m buffer zone has been drawn from the
Conservation Area outwards.
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From: Joanne Harding

To: Mcarath, Joanne

Cc: Bell, Michael; Alasdair Cross; Anne Moyers

Subject: RE: Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment - Draft Methodology Report

Date: 05 May 2016 12:04:51

Attachments: image001.jpg
Warr GBelt Assessment Part 1 Final Draft 2016-04-19th (Cmts) v2.docx
ATTO0001.txt

HiJoanne,

Please find attached HBC's comments on the draft methodology report and below some of our

more general comments on the report.

Please suggest to Arup that they have a look at the Plain English Guide and review the
document again, some of the language and sentence structures appear to be used
specifically to confuse the reader

It is rather difficult to comment on some aspects of the methodology without a better
understanding of the parcels to be used for the assessment

In some instances it may be easier to include a diagram or real life examples to explain an
area of the methodology eg para 98

The explanation of the proposed methodology is impenetrable in places

It is disappointing that they have chosen to ignore the Green Belt Studies from Sefton /
West. Lancs / Knowsley that were done to broadly the same methodology and have each
been through examination. (is it because they predate the PAS Guidance?)

At para 55 the report comes close to misleading the reader by inviting them to conclude
that the Courts have ruled the PAS Guidance is a material consideration.

The report does not include Cheshire East in ‘Appendix B Good Practice Review of
Methodologies Adopted Elsewhere’, but quote it repeatedly throughout the document.
The Maps supplied relate only to the Phase 1 high level assessment parcels, it would be
useful have sight of the other parcels as and when they are determined.

There are some concerns in relation to the approach proposed for the assessments,
particularly the historic towns and urban regeneration, however this may be more to do with
the clarity issue raised above.

Any comments or queries do please feel free to get in touch.

Kind regards

Joanne Harding MRTPI
Principal Planning Policy Officer
Halton Borough Council
Municipal Building

Kingsway

Widnes

WAS8 7QF

Email: Joanne.Harding@halton.gov.uk
Tel: 0151 511 6458
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1 	Introduction 	





1.1	Overview



1.	In January 2016, Ove Arup and Partners (Arup) was appointed by Warrington Borough Council (WBC) to undertake a Green Belt Assessment for the local authority area of Warrington designated by Green Belt.



2.	Warrington’s Local Plan Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014. Following its adoption, a legal challenge was made by a landowner with respect to the housing policies contained within the Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy, in particular the Plan’s housing target. This was subsequently successful and the High Court decision in February 2015 resulted in the Plan no longer having a housing target.



[image: ]3.	In April 2015, WBC’s Executive Board approved a revised Local Development Scheme (LDS) which set out a work programme to re-instate the Local Plan housing target through a Primary Plan Alteration and the introduction of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).



4.	In relation to the Plan Alteration, WBC has since updated its Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) to identify the land available for housing over the next 15 years, this was published in January 2016. WBC, in partnership with Halton and St Helens Councils have also published a Mid Mersey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (January 2016) to establish the

‘Objectively Assessed Need’ for housing in the three boroughs.



5.	Through undertaking this work it has becoming increasingly apparent that WBC is not currently able to identify sufficient land to meet its likely housing need in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). WBC is still reviewing the detail of the responses to the draft SHLAA consultation but there is nothing in any of the responses which will result in the additional housing capacity required to alter this conclusion. This means that WBC will need to undertake a more fundamental review of the Local Plan than currently envisaged in the LDS (April 2015) with further work required to enable WBC to assess the options for and implications of meeting its housing need in full. This was agreed by WBC’s Executive Board in October 2015.



6.	In order to assess the implications of meeting its housing need in full, WBC needs to consider the potential for additional housing to be delivered in the existing urban area which could be achieved through, for example, relaxing the protection applied to existing employment areas or areas of local open space. WBC also needs to understand how Warrington’s Green Belt performs against the role and function of Green Belt as set out in National Policy. This will enable WBC to consider whether there are ‘exceptional circumstances’ (under paragraph 83, NPPF) to justify altering Green Belt boundaries through the Local Plan Process to enable existing Green Belt land to contribute to meeting Warrington’s housing needs. This Assessment represents part of the up to date evidence base which will inform the Local Plan.
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7.	The aim of this Green Belt Assessment is therefore to provide WBC with an objective, evidence-based and independent assessment of how Warrington’s Green Belt contributes to the five purposes of Green Belt set out in national policy. This Assessment will not consider whether ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist or make any recommendations relating to the alteration or review of Green Belt boundaries.





1.2	Study Area



8.	The Warrington Green Belt is contiguous with the Green Belt in Merseyside, Greater Manchester and North Cheshire. Lymm, Culcheth and Burtonwood are the largest of the outlying settlements which are surrounded by the Green Belt.



9.	Figure 1 below shows the Green Belt as currently designated by the Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy and this forms the study area for the Green Belt Assessment.





































































Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014, Contains OS data © Crown Copyright and database right 2015





Figure 1. Warrington Green Belt boundary. Source: GIS datasets provided by

WBC.





1.3	Structure



10.	The Green Belt Assessment is structured as follows:











11.	Section 1 introduces the study setting out the purposes of the study, the structure of the report and details the study area.



12.	Section 2 sets out the history and origins of the Warrington Green Belt and how it has evolved since its inception.



13.	Section 3 reviews current national policy in relation to Green Belt and reviews the latest guidance on Green Belt Assessments, including other good practice examples.



14.	Section 4 sets out the methodology used for the Green Belt Assessment taking into account the findings from the review of policy, guidance and good practice.



15.	Section 5 presents the results from the Stage 1 General Area Assessments. The individual assessments of general areas of Green Belt are included in Appendix X.



16.	Section 6 presents the results from the Stage 2 Green Belt Parcel Assessments



17.	The individual assessments for each parcel are included in Appendix X.



18.	Section 7 sets out a summary and conclusions from the Green Belt Assessment.











2 	History of the Warrington Green Belt 	





2.1	Context



19.	Warrington was designated as a New Town in 1968. Unlike many New Towns, Warrington already had a distinct built-up area and town centre. The Warrington Development Corporation therefore set out new development in four new districts around the outside of the existing town. This outward expansion led to the population of Warrington significantly increasing in subsequent decades and the local economy growing as well, largely bucking the trend of deindustrialisation and slow growth of many nearby areas in the North West.



20.	Warrington became a unitary authority in 1998. Since then, priority has shifted from expansion towards a policy emphasising regeneration of existing urban areas. Warrington Green Belt is a key policy tool in achieving urban regeneration and preventing further outward expansion.





2.2	Evolution of the Green Belt Designation



21.	The New Town Outline Plan for Warrington was approved in 1973. It set out the extent of the area covered by the New Town Designation, including the existing town and the land to be developed as part of the four new districts. This is shown in Figure 2 below. The plan set out the strategy to expand the town’s population from 120,000 to 200,000 by the year 2000. Planning policies of restraint were applied to the villages and rural areas of the borough. New Town Development Corporations were wound up in the 1970s and the full level of development envisaged for Warrington was not fully realised.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: WRDC wound up in 1989	Comment by Alasdair Cross: The population may not have been reached, but what development (other than South Warrington) was not realized?























































Figure 2. Warrington New Town Designation. Source: Warrington New Town

Outline Plan.











22.	The Green Belt around Warrington was first formally defined in the Cheshire Structure Plan 1977 (adopted 1979) with the extent broadly defined on the Key Diagram. This is shown in Figure 3 below. This set out the areas outside of the New Town Designation as being within the Green Belt, with restrictions placed upon new development. This contrast between the two designations clearly marked out the Green Belt as land beyond the extent to which Warrington would expand into. Later alterations of the Structure Plan did not change the extent of the Green Belt shown on the Key Diagram. This included the Cheshire Structure Plan 1985 (First Alteration) (Approved 1985) and the Cheshire Replacement Structure Plan 2001 (adopted February 1992).	Comment by Anne Moyers: Adoption predates the year of production??





























































23.	Figure 3. Cheshire Structure Plan 1977 (Approved 1979), Key Diagram







24.	As a result the current Green Belt boundaries are still based upon the designation established in 1979. Warrington became a unitary authority in April 1998. The Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 2006 was the first single comprehensive statutory development plan for the borough. Green Belt policy was contained in Policy GRN1 with the proposals map showing the detailed boundaries of the Green Belt, this is shown in Figure 4 below. The UDP sought to concentrate new development within the town of Warrington by maximising development on previously developed land (p3 UDP).













































































Figure 4. Unitary Development Plan 2006, Proposals Map





25.	The UDP strategy was built around two key considerations consisting of the need “…refocus growth from the outward expansion of the new town into the older, central areas of the town that were in need of investment and regeneration” and “…to define for the first time the detailed Green Belt boundaries around the town and other settlements through the borough.” (Local Plan Core Strategy, 2014)



26.	The UDP included some minor changes to the Green Belt boundary including I site of Bents Garden Centre in Glazebury which was mostly removed from the Green Belt in order to match the rest of the village. Land east of the Barleycastle Trading Estate was put forward as an employment allocation for removal from the Green Belt however the UDP Inspector conluded that the allocation shold be deleted given there was adequate supply of employment land thus the Green Belt boundary was not amended.	Comment by Anne Moyers: typo	Comment by Anne Moyers: typo	Comment by Alasdair Cross: typo	Comment by Alasdair Cross: typo









27.	The Local Plan Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014. This signalled a shift from the focus on outward expansion generated from the ‘New Town’ agenda towards an emphasis a regeneration first strategy. This is aligned with the now revoked North West RSS which identified no strategic change to Green Belt boundaries in Warrington before 2021. Paragraph 2.8 notes that since the end of the New Town era, “…strategic planning policies sought to arrest outward growth of the Town partly through recognition that it was nearing its natural	Comment by Anne Moyers: typo











limits to expansion and partly through recognition that the New Town development had remarkably little effect on the older urban areas of Inner Warrington. Recent efforts to date have therefore focused on regenerating and

‘restructuring’ the older core of Warrington Town.”



28.	It is notable that the large areas to the south and south west of Warrington which were never developed under the New Towns strategy and were later designated as Green Belt continue to remain as strategic opportunities in the Local Plan Core Strategy.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: The Development Corporation submitted a S7.1 application for housing development on these sites.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: The Development Corporation submitted a S7.1 application for housing development on these ssites.



29.	The Key Diagram from the Local Plan Core Strategy identifies the current Green

Belt boundaries and is shown below.



	Comment by Anne Moyers: Key missing





































































Figure 5. Map showing the extent of the Warrington Green Belt. Source: Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy (July 2014), Key Diagram











3 	Planning Policy Context 	





3.1	Overview



30.	The following section summarises the policy context and practice guidance which has shaped the overall approach to the assessment. National policies which define the role and principles of the Green Belt are set out within the NPPF. At a local level, the Development Plan for Warrington comprises the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy (July 2014).





3.2	National Policy





3.2.1	National Planning Policy Framework



[image: ]31.	Paragraphs 79 and 80 of the NPPF sets out the role and purpose of the Green Belt in England, as follows:



“79. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence.



80. Green Belt serves five purposes:



 	To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;



 	To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;



 	To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;



 	To preserve the setting and specialist character of historic towns; and



 	To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.”







32.	The NPPF endorses the permanence of Green Belts as an essential characteristic (paragraph 79) and stipulates that: “Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan” (paragraph 83). The NPPF makes it clear that in revising Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should seek to ensure

that the boundaries defined will endure over the longer term and that there may be a need to consider whether land should be safeguarded for development beyond the plan period.



33.	Paragraph 84 of the NPPF seeks to align a review of Green Belt boundaries with sustainable patterns of development and LPAs are encouraged to consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.











34.	With regard to amending Green Belt boundaries, paragraph 85 states that LPAs should:



 	Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development;



 	Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;



 	Where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period;



 	Make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present time.



 	Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development;



[image: ] 	Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period; and



 	Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.”





3.2.2	National Planning Practice Guidance



35.	Adding further clarity to the guidance contained within the NPPF, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) offers clarification on the issue of Objectively Assessed Housing Need and Green Belt. Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 3-044-20141006 states that:



“The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through their Local Plans, meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted. Such policies include…those relating...land designated as Green Belt…



The Framework makes clear that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review

of the Local Plan”.



36.	Therefore housing and economic needs do not generally override constraints on the use of Green Belt land. Adding to this, paragraph 045, reference ID: 3-045-

20141006 states that a SHLAA should be prepared “…to establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period, and in so doing take account of any constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that development should be restricted and which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need.”











37.	To conclude, national planning policy and guidance clearly states that the permanence of the Green Belt is of imperative importance, as its legacy will last well beyond a plan period. This Green Belt Assessment must therefore ensure that WBC’s Green Belt boundaries remain fit for purpose, and continue to perform well when assessed against the five purposes of Green Belt set out in national policy. The NPPF and NPPG do not provide any specific guidance, as such, on how Green Belt Assessments should be conducted and the methodology to be applied.





3.3	Local Policy





3.3.1	Warrington Local Plan Core Strategy



[image: ]38.	The Development Plan for Warrington consists of the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy (July 2014). The Strategic Vision notes that: “The focus on regeneration has limited outward growth of the town and has enabled the continued protection of the Green Belt.” This links into Strategic Objective W2: “To maintain the permanence of the Green Belt and the character of the countryside in the borough and protect them from inappropriate development.”



39.	Policy CS 5 on Green Belt states that: “The Council will maintain the general extent of the Green Belt for as far as can be seen ahead and at least until 2032, in recognition of its purposes:



 	to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;



 	to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another;



 	to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; and



 	to assist urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.”



40.	The policy notes that the boundaries of the Green Belt are shown on the policies map. It identifies that a minor detailed change to the approved Green Belt boundary in the Warrington Unitary Development Plan has been made at Bents Garden Centre, Glazebury. The policy states that the strategic locations and proposals set out in Policy CS2 provide for “…significant growth throughout and beyond the plan period. There is therefore no need to review Strategic Green Belt boundaries during the plan period.” Following the High Court ruling, WBC now needs to undertake a more fundamental review of the Local Plan and to assess whether Green Belt boundaries should be altered through the Local Plan process.



41.	The Inspector’s Report on the Examination into Warrington Local Plan Core

Strategy (May 2014) at paragraph 96 states:



“The amount and distribution of housing in the Plan will not require any Green Belt development, so there is no need for a Green Belt review during the plan period. I therefore consider policy CS4 [now CS5], which safeguards the long term maintenance of the Green Belt, to be justified, effective and in accordance with national policy.”
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42.	As a result of the High Court ruling, this position has changed and this now necessitates a Green Belt Assessment to establish how Warrington’s Green Belt contributes to the five purposes of Green Belt set out in national policy.



43.	Paragraph 7.3 of the Local Plan Core Strategy makes reference to the previous

High Court ruling stating the following:



“…the Green Belt was established to be permanent until at least 2021 and the High Court challenge that resulted in the quashing of the Green Belt boundary at Peel Hall has not harmed the integrity of the wider Green Belt or its ability to meet strategic purposes. The legal challenge effectively restored the boundary in this vicinity to the Cheshire Structure Plan key diagram, i.e. the M62, which was given weight as a specific boundary by the High Court. The Green belt has ensured that growth has successfully been redirected to where investment is most needed.



[image: ]7.4 Despite fundamental changes to the planning system and the national policy framework, there remains a strong commitment to protect the Green Belt. Ministers have issued a stream of assurances about this in response to widespread concerns. The Green Belt in Warrington is widely supported by local communities and Parish Councils and has acted to enable sustainable growth and investment

in regeneration, a key purpose of the Green Belt designation.



7.5 The Local Plan Core Strategy will continue this regeneration focused approach and move it progressively forward in an appropriate way to bring forward additional development land if and when circumstances change, while maintaining the integrity of the Green Belt and extending its permanence to at least 2032. Nevertheless the Local Plan Core Strategy recognises the importance of ensuring that growth is fostered and maintained. It also introduces greater flexibility in the location and delivery of housing land supply, promotes specific initiatives in key locations in and around the town centre, supports the viability of investment at Omega by widening opportunities for development, and makes provision for new sources of land supply if and when needed.”



44.	In relation to the strategic opportunity site of Port Warrington which is located entirely in the Green Belt, paragraph 6.49 of the Local Plan Core Strategy notes that any proposals which extend beyond the boundaries of the already developed and permitted site will have to demonstrate very special circumstances to justify a departure from Green Belt policy.



45.	To conclude, prior to the High Court ruling, WBC’s position was that the required growth in the borough could be accommodated through strategic locations and proposals throughout the plan period and therefore a strategic review of the Green Belt was not required. Whilst the recently published evidence from the SHLAA (January 2016) and the Mid Mersey SHMA (January 2016) now makes it clear

that there is insufficient land to meet Warrington’s housing needs in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF, the Local Plan Core Strategy reiterates the strong commitment to protect the Warrington Green Belt.











3.4	Good Practice Guidance



46.	Given that the NPPF and NPPG does not provide specific guidance on how Green Belt Assessments should be undertaken, the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) has released guidance on how to review Green Belts and this is supplemented by emerging Inspector’s decisions and emerging national policy. These provide additional context and guidance for undertaking a study of the Green Belt.





‘Planning on the Doorstep’: Green Belt (Planning Advisory

Service, Updated February 2015)



[image: ]47.	The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) produced a guidance note “Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues – Green Belt” in February 2015. This provides information on Green Belts, with one section focusing on Green Belt reviews. The updated guidance reflects the most recent Inspector’s Reports as well as the updated NPPG. The Guidance states that the “…purpose of a review is for the identification of the most appropriate land to be used for development, through

the local plan.”



48.	The Guidance states that the big issue relating to Green Belt is the “…maintenance of the purposes of the Green Belt set against the under-provision of housing across many parts of the country, where the capacity to accommodate sustainable development in urban areas is often insufficient to meet the housing requirement.” The assessment of Green Belt must balance the differing perspectives of the role of Green Belt. The positive role of Green Belt is that it

can and has prevented ‘ribbon’ or ‘strip’ development, maintained settlements as distinct and separate, and retained the openness of the landscape on the fringe of significant urban areas. However the Green Belt has also had a negative role in preventing the potentially arbitrary natural growth of settlements.





Definition of the Five Green Belt Purposes



49.	The Guidance considers some ways in which the five purposes of Green Belt can be addressed. It is important to note that at the outset, the guidance states that the five purposes of Green Belt can exclude ‘perfectly reasonable planning objectives’, for example, the strict application of these purposes would mean that the ‘quality of the landscape of an area should not be a consideration when assessing the contribution of the Green Belt to the fulfilment of the purposes.



50.	The Guidance considers the following:



 	Purpose 1: To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of large built up areas – this should consider the meaning of the term ‘sprawl’ and how this has

changed from the 1930s when Green Belt was conceived.・



 	Purpose 2: To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from merging into one another - assessment of this purpose will be different in each case and a

‘scale rule’ approach should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not determined just by the distance to another settlement; instead the character of the place and the land between settlements must be acknowledged. A











Landscape Character Assessment is therefore a useful analytical tool to use in undertaking this purpose.



 	Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - the most useful approach for this purpose is to look at the difference between the urban fringe and open countryside. As all Green Belt has a role in achieving this purpose, it is difficult to apply this purpose and distinguish the contribution of different areas



 	Purpose 4: Preserving the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns – this applies to very few places within the country and very few settlements in practice. In most towns, there are already more recent development between the historic core and the countryside.



[image: ] 	Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land - the amount of land within urban areas that could be developed will already have been factored in before identifying Green Belt land. The value of various land parcels is unlikely to be distinguished by the application of this purpose.



51.	The guidance further suggests that land which is assessed as making a relatively limited contribution to the Green Belt, or land that might be considered for development, would be where:



 	It is effectively ‘infill’ development;



 	It is well contained by the landscape;



 	It would cause little harm to the qualities that contributed to the distinct identify of separate settlements;



 	It could create a strong boundary with a clear distinction between ‘town’

and ‘country’.



Further Areas of Consideration



52.	According to the PAS guidance, an assessment of Green Belt must also consider the following:



 	Landscape should not be a consideration when assessing the contribution of Green Belt to the fulfilling of purposes. This could be a planning consideration in its own right when seeking a suitable location for development.



 	A review of the Green Belt boundary could be justified through

‘exceptional circumstances’ of housing or employment land need.



 	Sustainable development must be considered throughout the Review process. The Guidance stipulates that ‘based on what is now understood about accessibility, trip lengths and the use of appropriate travel modes for instance, the most sustainable locations for development may now be in Green Belts. Reviews of the Green Belt must take account of paragraph 84 of the NPPF which states that ‘when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable development’.











Plan Making Q & A (Planning Advisory Service, 2014)



53.	The Planning Advisory Service continually update their ‘Plan Making Question and Answer’ advice with regard to the assessment of Green Belt within Local Plans. The service advises the following:



 	Green Belt Reviews should be considered in the context of its strategic role. Meaning that Green Belts should not necessarily be just reviewed for each authorities, and could include a joint methodology. Ideally, the Green Belt study should be comprehensive and strategic.



 	Green Belt release must be based on robust evidence of need for a Review and a ‘gap’ in provision for which Green Belt release can resolve, must be demonstrated. This should ensure that consideration is offered to meeting housing needs across the housing market area.



[image: ] 	The guidance indicates that focussing on when the Green Belt meets one or more of the Purposes is likely to be a typical approach to a Green Belt review. The guidance suggests that Green Belt Reviews should be tailored to specific local need and are likely to be an iterative process.



 	As changes to the Green Belt should be more permanent, it is therefore prudent to consider safeguarded land for two plan lifespans.





Recent Appeals and Inspector’s Examination Reports



54.	PAS have released further guidance in collaboration with No 5 Chambers which summarises how Green Belt issues are faring at appeal.



55.	Gallagher Estates Ltd v Solihull MBC (2014), established the following:



 	Planning Guidance is a material consideration for plan-making and decision-making.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Presentation of this is inviting the reader to conclude that the PAS guidance in the preceding section is a material consideration



 	Exceptional Circumstances are required for the revision of any boundary regardless of whether the proposal is to extend or reduce the Green Belt.



 	Once a Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than general planning concepts to justify an alteration. Green Belt boundaries are intended to be enduring and not to be altered because the current policy means that development of sites is unlikely or even impossible.







56.	R(IM Properties) v Lichfield DC and others (2014), established the following:



 	Plan-making and decision-taking should take into account the consequences for sustainable development of any review of Green Belt boundaries. As part of this, patterns of development and additional travel are clearly relevant.





Cheshire East Council Local Plan Strategy Examination















Interim Views (October 2014)



57.	CEC identified that the exceptional circumstances needed to justify altering Green Belt boundaries are essentially the need to allocate sufficient land for market and affordable housing and employment development.



58.	The Inspector identified several flaws in the overall approach to the Green Belt

Assessment, including:



 	There were several cases where the Green Belt assessment does not support the release of specific sites from the Green Belt and the review appears to have given greater weight to other factors, such as land ownership, availability and deliverability when preparing and finalising the Plan.



 	There is inconsistency in the scale of the parcels assessed, in that, very large tracts of land have been assessed against smaller sites and some very small areas of land have been omitted.



 	The review does not consider all the purposes of the Green Belt, omitting the contribution to urban regeneration and preserving the setting and special character of historic towns. Although the latter purpose may apply only to historic towns like Chester, the impact on urban regeneration does not seem to have been assessed.





Further Interim Views (December 2015)



59.	Following the Green Belt Assessment Update, the Inspector published his further interim views. Paragraphs 41-46 discuss the Green Belt Assessment Update. The Inspector noted that the independent two stage assessment of general areas followed by smaller parcels, assessing the relative significance of the contribution of each parcel against the five purposes of Green Belt followed by an overall assessment enabled a comprehensive, consistent and proportionate approach to be taken. He notes that only ‘Green Belt factors’ are assessed without potential areas for development thus providing a key input into the site selection process.



60.	The Inspector dismisses participants concerns relating to boundary definition noting that “…in most cases, “strong” boundaries have been used, taking account of established physical features and committed new road schemes, where appropriate; the size of most of the larger land parcels has been reduced, with a

5ha indicative threshold for strategic sites, and detailed points about specific land parcels, including the identification of smaller and larger sites, can be reconsidered at the site-selection stage.”



61.	The Inspector acknowledges the complexity of the process and the involvement of professional judgements. He emphasises the needs for consistency and transparency using available and proportionate evidence.



62.	In relation to the inclusion of purpose 4, the Inspector comments: “The assessment utilises a variety of historical evidence, which enables a full assessment of the smaller settlements; this could be criticised as being too detailed for a Green Belt











assessment which focuses on the larger historic towns, but is not necessarily inappropriate or irrelevant.”



63.	He notes that the assessment of purpose 5 “…largely focuses on brownfield sites within the nearest settlement, and enables a differentiation between settlements to be made and provides a consistent, transparent and proportionate approach to this element of the assessment; the focus on regeneration issues internal to Cheshire East reflects the views of the Greater Manchester authorities . The overall assessment involves matters of judgement, and confirms that each purpose was given equal weighting and provides the reasons for the overall assessment.”



Bath and North East Somerset (BANES), Inspector’s Preliminary Conclusion

(June 2012):



[image: ]64.	Although the BANES Local Plan has now been adopted, the Inspector’s preliminary conclusions provided during the Examination in 2012 do provide a useful contextual guidance on the required scale of a Review. The Inspector stated that an ‘up-to-date and comprehensive review of the Green Belt in the district is necessary to see whether all the land so designated fulfils the Green Belt purposes’.





Emerging Policy



65.	In December 2015, the Government launched a consultation on proposed changes to the NPPF. Two key areas of consultation focused on the delivery of development within the Green Belt. Firstly, the consultation questioned whether communities should have the opportunity to allocate sites for small-scale Starter Home development in the Green Belt through neighbourhood plans. Secondly, CLG consulted on whether brownfield land within the Green Belt should be considered for redevelopment for Starter Homes and whether this should require a more flexible approach to assessing the impact on openness. The consultation period closed at the end of January 2016.





3.5	Approaches Adopted Elsewhere	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Sefton?
West Lancs?
Knowsley?	Comment by Anne Moyers: Halton?



66.	A good practice review of other LPA Green Belt Assessments which have been tested at examination and adopted was undertaken focusing on the overall methodology adopted and the approach to defining boundaries. This has been

used to feed into the methodology which follows in the proceeding section. These Assessments have also been reviewed for their approach to assessing the five purposes of Green Belt and this is discussed after the methodology for each purpose. Given that these assessments have successfully been through examination this provides a greater degree of confidence in the approach.



67.	It is acknowledged that there is no single ‘correct’ way to undertake Green Belt Assessments and that there are variations in methodologies for a variety of reasons.











3.5.1	Overall Approach



[image: ]68.	Table 1 below provides an overview of the approaches adopted. All of the assessments reviewed the whole extent of the Green Belt in their authority through the division of broad areas/parcels, with the exception of the Cheshire West and Chester Study which was only intended to focus upon the Green Belt around the urban area of Chester. Dependent on the size of the Green Belt within the authority, the examples show that a two or three stage approach is often taken in order to undertake a high level assessment which was then followed by a more detailed or site specific assessment against the five purposes of Green Belt.





		LPA and

Document

Status

		Approach Overview

		Comments



		Bath and North

East Somerset Council Core Strategy (adopted in July

2014)



Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April

2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		The start point for the review comprises the

analysis of sixteen parcels forming the basis for the Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal (SA), which enabled cross referencing between the two studies. However as the SA concentrated more on the northern portion of the Local Authority, it was considered necessary to define three further parcels to cover the remaining southern part of the Green Belt designation. The three additional parcels were based on strong infrastructure features, and defined

to allow specific large-scale areas of the

Green Belt to be assessed.

		The Green Belt cells included

in the assessment cover the whole extent of the BANES Green Belt. The Stage 1 assessment involved a high level review of the parcels whilst the Stage 2 assessment involved detailed area based studies to inform boundary changes.



		Rushcliffe Core

Strategy (adopted December 2014)



Green Belt

Review (June

2013)

		The first review stage does not look at

specific sites or zones, but instead, assesses the strategic performance of broad areas of Green Belt, taking into account sustainability considerations (accessibility, environmental factors and infrastructure capacity) and Green Belt factors.

This involves assessing the function of broad areas of Green Belt against the five purposes which were defined within an earlier report through analysis of the sustainability credentials of broad areas around Nottingham and areas for strategic review across the more rural portions of the Green Belt.

		The Inspector stated that a

documented comprehensive review of the Green Belt in Rushcliffe was necessary to demonstrate that the Green Belt impacts of Local Plan proposals have been fully considered. Broad areas for assessment were considered which covered the whole extent of the Green

Belt.



		Rotherham Core

Strategy (adopted September

2014)



Green Belt

Review (April

2012)

		A total of 127 logical parcels were

identified for the purposes of assessment based on character areas. Each individual parcel was set to be of similar character, to have a similar impact on the openness of the Green Belt and wherever possible to be clearly defined by durable, significant and strong physical boundaries that are capable of withstanding the passage of time. Parcel identification was informed by Rotherham’s Landscape Character Assessment (2010).

		The Review takes the existing

inner Green Belt boundary, which was defined by the UDP, as the start point for assessment and covers the whole Green Belt



		Cheshire West

		The Stage 1 study divided the Green Belt

		The area was broken down

















and Chester Local Plan (adopted January 2015)



Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July

2013)


around the urban area of Chester into ten manageable parcels based upon common features and characteristics. The parcels were then assessed against an assessment criteria based on the purposes of Green Belt. Stage 2 focused on a technical site assessments of these areas looking at site constraints.


into manageable parcels and then assessed against the five purposes. The purpose of the study was to focus on the Green Belt around the urban area of Chester only and not the whole of the Green Belt.



Table 1. Approaches to Green Belt Assessments adopted elsewhere







3.5.2	Boundary Definition



[image: ]69.	The assessments reviewed all make reference to paragraph 85 of the NPPF and emphasise the importance of using physical features that are recognisable and permanent in defining boundaries. The methodologies are consistent in suggesting that strong boundaries are created by: infrastructure such as motorways, main roads and rail; and natural features such as watercourses, rivers or streams. In addition to this, a number of assessments include development that has a strongly established, regular or consistent built form; prominent topographical features; protected woodland; and ownership boundaries marked by physical features such as a hedgerow or fence line. Weaker boundaries are defined by private or unmade roads, power lines and development with weak, irregular, inconsistent or intermediate boundaries.	Comment by Anne Moyers: Only when it is a protected hedgerow?	Comment by Anne Moyers: Permanent boundary?





		LPA and Document

Status

		Boundary Definition Overview



		Bath and North

East Somerset

Council Core Strategy

(adopted in July

2014)



Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April 2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		The parcels were already defined through the Core Strategy SA, however as part of the assessment the following features are

considered to be potential barriers which could provide a permanent

Green Belt boundary: road, railway, and large watercourse.



		Rushcliffe Core Strategy

(adopted

December 2014)



Green Belt Review (June

2013)

		Existing features which are strong and durable are considered to include:



	Roads



	Railway lines



	Rivers or streams



	Prominent physical features such as ridgelines



	Relative position of existing built up area



		Rotherham Core Strategy

(adopted

September 2014)



Green Belt Review

		Strong boundaries are defined as a motorway; public and made

roads; a railway line; river; stream, canal or other watercourse; prominent physical features (e.g. ridgeline); protected woodland/hedge; and existing development with strong established boundaries.

















(April 2012)

























Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan (adopted January 2015)



Green Belt Review Stage

1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July 2013)




Weak boundaries are considered to be private/ unmade roads; field boundaries; power lines; non-protected woodlands/hedge and trees; and development with weak or intermediate boundaries



In defining the Green Belt boundary, Rotherham also sought to apply general “operational criteria”: Areas such as playing fields and open lanes which have no environmental or physical links to the open countryside are not included within the Green Belt, but those areas which extend the countryside into urban centres are preserved and fulfil an important function as “Green Wedges”.

This is focused around the urban area of Chester. The most evident durable physical boundary is considered to be the road network. In addition to this, physical features (embankments) and canals are deemed to be another defensible boundary. Where there are fewer robust defensible boundaries, mature hedgerows and similar physical features are used to define parcels. Overall the focus was on splitting the area into logical parcels that, where possible, had clearly evident hard boundaries such as the road, rail or waterway network and were of a manageable size for offices to undertake the site survey.



Table 2. Approaches to boundary definition adopted elsewhere











4 	Methodology 	





4.1	Overview



70.	As identified previously, there is no single ‘correct’ method for undertaking Green Belt Assessments thus this methodology has been informed by national policy, guidance and good practice, as identified in the preceding section. The methodology is considerably detailed in order to ensue transparency in approach and consistency in application. The inclusion of the rationale behind each element of the method is intended to provide clarity and aid consistent application. The methodology was agreed in advance with WBC.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Ensure?





4.2	Summary of Approach



[image: ]71.	In order to cover the whole extent of the Warrington Green Belt, a two stage approach was applied, this is summarised below and is illustrated in Figure 6.



Stage 1 – General Area Assessment



72.	Stage 1 involved dividing the entire Warrington Green Belt into large parcels (‘General Areas’) which were then assessed against the five purposes of Green Belt. The General Areas were defined using recognisable and permanent boundaries. Further details on the approach to boundary definition are provided in Section XX.



Stage 2 - Green Belt Parcel Assessment



73.	Stage 2 involved defining smaller Green Belt parcels around settlements on the edge or inset from the Warrington Green Belt and assessing these parcels for their contribution to the five purposes of Green Belt.



74.	In relation to those General Areas which did not encompass any of WBC’s inset settlements and/or were not adjacent to the settlement boundary, the findings from the Stage 1 Assessment were used to determine whether these General Areas should be divided into parcels. Where the General Area made a lesser contribution to Green Belt purposes (categorised as ‘no’ or ‘weak’ contribution), it was divided into smaller Green Belt parcels and assessed.



Stage 2A



75.	In relation to those General Areas which performed poorly in Stage 1 (categorised as ‘no’ or ‘weak’ contribution), this stage provided the opportunity to consider whether a broader width of parcels (beyond the initial parcel width outwards from the settlement boundary) needed to be defined and assessed to provide a finer

grain understanding of the General Areas’ contribution to Green Belt purposes.
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Figure 6. Overview of methodology



4.3	Stage 1 Methodology





4.3.1	General Area Overview



76.	The PAS Guidance from February 2015 emphasises that Green Belt is a strategic issue. It notes that an assessment of the “…whole of the Green Belt” should be undertaken. The use of General Areas therefore represents a holistic approach which helps to take into account strategic thinking and acknowledges the cumulative effect of smaller parcels to Green Belt purposes. It also provides an assessment for more rural areas of the borough including villages ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt.





4.3.2	General Area Boundary Definition



77.	To ensure coverage of the whole of the Warrington Green Belt, the Green Belt was divided into General Areas using the most recognisable boundaries with the most permanence in order to encompass large areas. In accordance with paragraph

85 of the NPPF, local planning authorities should define boundaries clearly, “…using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.” An element of professional judgement was used in deciding how boundaries should be defined linked to the purpose of identifying General Areas. The good practice review set out in Section 3 demonstrates that a number of authorities have identified motorways, A roads, waterways, and operational











railway lines as representing strong ‘permanent’ boundaries. Whilst other natural and man-made elements can also create strong boundaries, it was decided that these elements represented the most recognisable and permanent physical features with which to divide the whole of the Green Belt.



78.	The General Areas were therefore defined by motorway boundaries (consisting of the M6, M62 and M56), A roads, main waterways (the River Mersey, St Helens Canal and the Manchester Ship Canal) and railway lines (the West Coast Main Line and Liverpool to Manchester Line) via a desk top exercise. The settlement inset boundary was used to define the inner extent of the Green Belt and the WBC administrative boundary was used to define the outer extent. The inner extent of the Green Belt reflects the boundary defined in the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy (July 2014) and the GIS layer for this was provided by WBC.



[image: ]79.	The map at Appendix A (Map GA1) demonstrates the division of the Warrington Green Belt using these boundaries. This resulted in a number of disproportionately small General Areas which were more akin to parcels and therefore did not accord with the purpose of undertaking a General Area assessment. As a result of this, professional judgement was applied and a number of these ‘small’ General Areas (150ha or less) were merged together. In merging these General Areas, the following rules were applied:	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why 150ha?



 	The ‘small’ General Area should not be merged across motorway boundaries given the permanence of such boundaries.



 	The ‘small’ General Area should not be merged across the Manchester

Ship Canal given its permanence and role separating the north and south of the borough.



 	Subject to the above, the ‘small’ General Area should be merged with the smallest adjacent General Area.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why with another small area? Could it not have been the next parcel with the weakest boundary?



 	The ‘small’ General Area should only be merged once unless the merged General Area is still below 150ha, in which case it can be merged again. The exception to this is where the General Area makes an important contribution to one of the purposes in its own right and professional judgement should be applied.



80.	The table at Appendix A identifies which General Areas on Map GA1 were merged and the justification for this. The resultant General Area division is shown on Map GA2 below. These were reviewed with WBC and were agreed to

represent a sensible division of the Warrington Green Belt.





































































Figure 7. General Area Division (Ref: Map GA2)





4.3.3	General Area Assessment



81.	A desk based assessment of these General Areas was then undertaken to determine the contribution each area makes to the five purposes of Green Belt, as set out in the NPPF. This utilised the GIS datasets provided by WBC and the Green Belt Purpose Assessment Framework agreed with WBC. The Green Belt Purpose Assessment Framework sets out the methodology for applying the five purposes of Green Belt. This was applied in assessing the Stage 1 General Areas and the Stage 2 Parcels to ensure a consistent approach was taken. The Assessment Framework is set out in Section 4.4.3 below.





4.4	Stage 2 Methodology





4.4.1	Parcel Boundary Definition



82.	Following the Stage 1 Assessment, all areas of the Green Belt adjacent to WBC’s inset settlements (as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy)1 were divided into smaller Green Belt parcels. The settlement inset boundary was used to define the inner extent of the Green Belt and parcels were always drawn from the settlement boundary outwards. Only one width of parcels was defined outwards. Stage 2A provided the opportunity for a further width of parcels to be defined in certain circumstances (see below).	Comment by Joanne Harding: Is this appropriate? A little hard to tell without the parcel’s being identified.









1 Appleton Thorn, Grappenhall Heys, Burtonwood, Hollins Green, Croft, Lymm, Culcheth, Oughtrington, Glazebury, Winwick











83.	In relation to those areas of the Green Belt which were not adjacent to the settlement boundary (either WBC’s settlements or settlements within neighbouring authorities), the results from the General Area assessment were referred to in order to determine whether it was necessary to define parcels in these areas. If the General Area assessment had concluded that these General

Areas made a ‘weak contribution’ or ‘no contribution’ to Green Belt purposes, the General Area was divided into parcels. The reason for this was to provide a catch all approach to ensure all areas of the Green Belt were fully assessed particularly where there were lower performing against Green Belt purposes.



84.	A desk based analysis was applied in the first instance, with site visits used as a sense check and in order to confirm these boundaries. Only existing boundaries were used. Boundaries relating to proposed development or infrastructure were not included.



85.	Table 3 shows how parcel boundaries were defined and reflects Paragraph 85

NPPF requiring the use of “…physical features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.” Durable features were used in the first instance with parcels drawn from the settlement outwards to the nearest durable feature. Where this resulted in large expanses of countryside which was more akin to General Areas, features lacking durability were utilised in order to enable division of the Green Belt into manageable parcels. This required an element of professional judgement.







Durable

Features



(Readily recognisable and likely to be permanent)


Infrastructure:



	Motorway



	Roads (A roads, B roads and unclassified ‘made’ roads)



	Railway line (in use)



	Existing development with clear established boundaries	Comment by Joanne Harding: Such as?



Natural:



	Water bodies and water courses (reservoirs, lakes, meres, rivers, streams and canals)



	Protected woodland (TPO) or hedges or ancient woodland

	Prominent landform (e.g ridgeline) Combination of a number of boundaries below









Features lacking durability



(Soft boundaries which are recognisable but have lesser permanence)


Infrastructure:



	Private/unmade roads or tracks



	Existing development with irregular boundaries



	Disused railway line



	Footpath accompanied by other physical features (e.g. wall, fence, hedge)











Natural:



	Watercourses (brook, drainage ditch, culverted watercourse)

accompanied by other physical features



	Field boundary accompanied by other natural features (e.g. tree line, hedge line)





Table 3. Boundary Definition



85.	In relation to parcels which extended up to the WBC administrative boundary and the administrative boundary was not marked by durable features, parcels were drawn beyond the boundary to the nearest durable feature in the neighbouring authority.



[image: ]86.	Where settlements of neighbouring authorities abutted the Warrington Green Belt and there was substantial existing development immediately adjacent to the Green Belt, parcels were drawn from the outer Green Belt boundary inwards to the nearest durable feature. This was undertaken in the interests of Duty to Co-operate and due to the risk of cross boundary sprawl and encroachment from the neighbouring authority into the Warrington Green Belt.



87.	Prior to being finalised, the parcels and the boundaries used were reviewed with neighbouring authorities and agreed under Duty to Co-operate arrangements.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Is this document part of that process?





4.4.2	Stage 2A Further Division of General Areas



88.	The outcome from the Stage 1 General Area Assessment fed directly into this stage. Those General Areas which were assessed as making a ‘no’ or ‘weak’ contribution to Green Belt purposes were reviewed in further detail in order to consider whether a second width of parcels (beyond the initial parcel width outwards) needed to be defined and assessed.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Is this the appropriate way to make the decision?	Comment by Joanne Harding: 





4.4.3	Parcel Assessment





Overview



89.	In undertaking the parcel assessment it was necessary to interpret the five purposes of Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF given that there is no single ‘correct’ method as to how they should be applied.



90.	Paragraph 80 states that Green Belt serves five purposes:



 	“to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;



 	to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;



 	to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;



 	to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and



 	to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.”











91.	For each purpose a number of criteria were developed requiring quantitative and qualitative responses and an element of professional judgement. Methods of data collection (e.g. desk based analysis or site based analysis) have been documented against each purpose. A qualitative scoring system was developed for each purpose and for the overall assessment, consisting of a scale of the parcel’s contribution to the Green Belt purpose, these are shown and defined in Table 4 below:





Level of Contribution to Green Belt Purpose





No – the parcel makes no contribution to the Green Belt purpose





Weak – on the whole the parcel makes a limited contribution to an element of the Green Belt purpose





Moderate – on the whole the parcel contributes to the Green Belt purpose however does not fulfil all elements





Strong – on the whole the parcel contributes to the purpose in a strong and undeniable way, whereby removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally undermine this purpose





Table 4. Qualitative scoring system to be applied against each purpose and overall



92.	As each of the five purposes set out in the NPPF is considered to be equally important, no weighting or aggregation of scores across the purposes was undertaken. An element of professional judgement was utilised in applying the scoring system however the ‘Key Questions to Consider’ for each purpose was intended to break down the purpose in the interests of ensuring a transparent and consistent approach. This is set out in detail below including definitions applying to the purpose and to the approach. Furthermore the rationale for the score applied and the justification against the criteria were recorded as part of the assessment.



93.	Prior to undertaking any parcel assessments, all assessors were fully briefed on

the methodology in order to ensure comprehensive understanding of the approach and consistency in assessments. Furthermore, prior to the assessors commencing the site visits, an initial batch of site visits and assessments were undertaken by an Arup assessor accompanied by WBC officers to provide a quality control check and to ensure there was consistent thinking and agreement in the application of

the methodology.





Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas



Definitions for Purpose 1



Sprawl – “spreading out of built form over a large area in an untidy or irregular way” (Oxford English Dictionary).











Large built-up areas – this refers to the urban area of Warrington









Definitions for the Approach



Well connected (or highly contained) – well connected to the built up area, i.e. to be surrounded by high levels of built development.



Open land – land which is lacking of development.



Round-off – where the existing urban area is an irregular shape, will the parcel fill in a gap and / or complete the shape



Ribbon development – a line of buildings extending along a road, footpath or private land generally without accompanying development of the land to the rear. A “ribbon” does not necessarily have to be served by individual accesses nor have a continuous or uniform building line. Buildings sited back, staggered or at angles and with gaps between them can still represent ribbon development, if they have a common frontage or they are visually linked



Approach to the Assessment



94.	A desk and field based assessment was applied to this purpose.



95.	As this purpose only applies to the Warrington urban area, if the parcel was not adjacent to the Warrington urban area it was assessed as ‘no contribution’.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why? Presumably if you were to develop one parcel away from the urban area presumably this would still create sprawl, it would just be slightly disconnected sprawl?
Also is appropriate to assume ‘no contribution’ when presumably they are making a contribution they are just less likely to be subject to sprawl?





		

Key Questions to Consider

		

Recommended Approach



		

1.  Existing boundary with built up area: Is there an existing durable boundary between the built up area and the Green Belt parcel which could prevent sprawl?

		

Describe existing boundary between built up area and parcel.



If a durable boundary between the parcel and built up area exists, conclude parcels makes a weaker contribution to checking unrestricted sprawl.



		

2.	Connection to built up area:



a.  Is the parcel well connected to the built up area along a number of boundaries?



b.  Would development of the parcel help

‘round off’ the built up area, taking into account the historic context of the Green Belt?

		

a.  Describe degree of connection to the built up area. If parcel is well connected (highly contained), conclude parcel makes a stronger contribution to checking unrestricted sprawl (unless part (b) applies).



b.  Identify potential for ‘rounding off’. If development of the parcel would ‘round off’ the built up area, conclude parcel makes a weaker contribution to checking















		

		unrestricted sprawl.



		

3.	Ribbon development: What role does the parcel play in preventing ribbon development? (may not be relevant in all circumstances)

		

Describe whether there is existing ribbon development or potential for ribbon development.



If existing ribbon development within parcel and potential for further ribbon development, conclude parcel makes a stronger contribution to checking unrestricted sprawl.



		

Overall assessment: What level of contribution does the parcel make to purpose

1?

		

Bring together all conclusions from above to determine overall assessment (taking balanced view)



Apply scoring system:



No / Weak / Moderate / Strong







[image: ]Justification for the Approach



96.	Given that the terminology of the purpose specifically refers to the ‘large built-up area’ it was important to define this. It is notable that none of the other purposes include such terminology and instead make reference to ‘towns’ (see purpose 2 and 4). Thus it was considered that purpose 1 should be differentiated and apply only to ‘large’ settlements which in the case of Warrington consists of the Warrington urban area. As the good practice review at Appendix B demonstrates, Bath and North East Somerset also adopted this approach only regarding Bristol and Bath as ‘large built-up areas’. As Rotherham acknowledge in the best practice review, there is an overlap between purposes 1 and 3, thus this approach does not risk any factors being overlooked for WBC’s other settlements and instead it	Comment by Joanne Harding: Should this not be included within the definition section

better reflects the terminology and intention of the purpose. Furthermore the approach links back to the original purpose of the Warrington Green Belt in restricting the outward expansion of Warrington.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: As set out where?



97.	The good practice review at Appendix B demonstrates that the focus of this purpose has been on the level of connection of the parcel with the urban area and also the boundary treatment of the parcel in order to understand its vulnerability to the risk of development.



98.	The approach takes the position that parcels which are well connected to the built up area along a number of boundaries make a higher contribution to preventing sprawl given there is more of a risk that development may sprawl out from the area into the parcel. The exception to this is where development of the parcel could be considered to ‘round off’ the built up area.



99.	In considering the boundary treatment of the parcel, only the boundary with the built up area is considered within this purpose given that this will indicate the parcel’s vulnerability to sprawl occurring within it. The boundaries adjacent to the open countryside are considered as part of Purpose 3.











100.  The approach considers the potential for “rounding off” the built up area taking into account the historical context of the Warrington Green Belt in terms of the New Town Outline Plan.



101.  Given that the PAS Green Belt Guidance from February 2015 identifies the restriction of ribbon development as a benefit of the Green Belt, the approach incorporates the identification of existing ribbon development within it. The position is taken that the presence of existing ribbon development means that there has already been sprawl into the Green Belt and dependent on the level and potential for further ribbon development, the parcel is likely to make a strong contribution to preventing further ribbon development and thus to this purpose.





Purpose 2: Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another



Definitions for Purpose 2



Neighbouring towns – this refers to the Warrington urban area and the settlements which are inset from the Green Belt as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy.2 This also includes settlements in adjacent neighbouring authorities consisting of: St Helens, Newton-le-Willows, Runcon, Golborne, Cadishead, Partington, and Widnes.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Runcorn



Merging – combining to form a single entity (Oxford English Dictionary)







Definitions for the Approach



Openness – the visible openness of the Green Belt in terms of the absence of built development, a topography which supports long line views and low levels of substantial vegetation. Consider both actual distance (the distance between settlement and countryside) and perceived distance (e.g. a wooded area located between a new development and the settlement would not impact the perception	Comment by Joanne Harding: Dependent on the woodland, size of gap between settlement – woodland – development and size of development?

of openness from the settlement).). Openness should be assessed from the edge of the settlement / inset boundary outwards.



Essential gap – a land gap between two or more settlements where development would significantly reduce the perceived or actual distance between settlements.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: ‘Settlements’ or ‘towns’?
Are these different or the same?	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why is this ‘gap’ define in relation to distance and the other two gaps are defined in relation to merging?



Largely essential gap – a land gap between two or more settlements where limited development may be possible without merging of settlements.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Seems a bit lax?



Less essential gap – a land gap between settlements where development may be possible without any risk of merging of settlements.



Approach to the Assessment



102.  A desk and field based assessment was applied to this purpose.









2 Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green, Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.











		

Key Questions to Consider

		

Recommended Approach



		

a.  Would a reduction in the gap between settlements compromise the openness of the Green Belt?

		

Describe existing gap between settlements and compare to resultant gap if development of parcel were to take place.



Existing gap should be described using the following terminology:



a.	Essential gap



b.	Largely essential gap c.	Less essential gap

Comparison should consider if a reduction in the gap would lead to the actual or perceived merging of settlements. (This is on a case by case basis and not set by distance measurements).



		

Overall assessment: What level of contribution does the parcel make to purpose

2?

		

Bring together above factors to determine overall assessment (taking balanced view)



Apply scoring system:



No / Weak / Moderate / Strong







[image: ]Justification for the Approach



103.  A key consideration for this purpose was the definition of ‘neighbouring towns’.

Taking into account the good practice review at Appendix B, it was decided that this should include the Warrington urban area as well as all of WBC’s inset settlements given that these settlements have been excluded from the Green Belt as they have their own character and should not be allowed to merge together.

Furthermore it also includes any settlements in neighbouring authorities which are adjacent to the Warrington Green Belt boundary.



104.  The PAS Green Belt guidance from February 2015 states that ‘a scale rule’ approach to identify the role of Green Belt in preserving the setting of a small settlement near to towns should not be applied as the identity of a settlement is not always determined just by the distance to another settlement. The guidance does however state that a ‘Landscape Character Assessment is a useful analytical tool for use in undertaking this type of assessment. Whilst the approach has not gone	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Suggests settlements and towns are different.

so far as to include landscape character considerations, the consideration of openness includes the perceived openness taking into account land form, topography and vegetation.



105.  The good practice review demonstrates that the approaches adopted by the authorities take into account the sensitivity and integrity of the gap if development of the parcel were to take place. Rotherham and Rushcliffe both categorise the gap in terms of size (e.g. essential, narrow, and wide) whilst Cheshire West and Chester uses a distance categorisation. In light of the PAS February 2015
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guidance, the size categorisation is preferred and therefore has been adopted in this approach.	Comment by Joanne Harding: This perhaps need more elaboration why three categories, how to determine which category of gap, where is line between limited development and development (largely essential / less essential).





Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment



Definitions for Purpose 3



Safeguarding - Protect from harm or damage with an appropriate measure (Oxford

English Dictionary).



Encroachment - a gradual advance beyond usual or acceptable limits (Oxford

English Dictionary).







Definitions for the Approach



Durable boundaries – refer to boundary definition in Table 3 above.



Built form – any form of built development excluding buildings for agriculture and forestry (e.g. residential properties, warehouses, schools, sports facilities).



Settlement - this refers to the Warrington urban area and settlements which are inset from the Green Belt as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy.3 This also includes settlements in adjacent neighbouring authorities consisting of: St Helens, Newton-le-Willows, Cadishead, and Widnes.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why does this no longer include Runcorn?



Openness – the visible openness of the Green Belt in terms of the absence of built development, a topography which supports long line views and low levels of substantial vegetation. Consider both actual distance (the distance between settlement and countryside) and perceived distance (e.g. a wooded area located between a new development and the settlement would not impact upon the perception of openness from the settlement). Openness should be assessed from the edge of the settlement/inset boundary outwards.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: How does this work?



Strong degree of openness – contributes to openness in a strong and undeniable way, where removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally undermine the overall openness of the Green Belt.



Moderate degree of openness – contributes to openness in a moderate way, whereby removal of part of the parcel would not have a major impact upon the overall openness of the Green Belt.



Weak degree of openness – makes a weak contribution to openness, whereby the removal of the parcel would not impact upon the overall openness of the Green Belt.



No degree of openness – makes no contribution to the openness of the Green Belt.











3 Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green, Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.



[image: ]







Beneficial uses – as set out in paragraph 81 of the NPPF, these include: providing access; providing opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; retaining and enhancing landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; and improving damaged and derelict land.



Approach to the Assessment



106.  A desk and field based assessment was applied to this purpose.





		

Key Questions to Consider

		

Recommended Approach



		

a.  Future encroachment: Are there existing durable boundaries which would contain any future development and prevent encroachment in the long term?

		

Identify any durable boundaries between the parcel and settlement which would prevent future encroachment into the parcel. If there are durable boundaries between the parcel and settlement, conclude that parcel makes a weaker contribution to safeguarding from encroachment.	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why?



Identify any durable boundaries between the parcel and countryside which would contain encroachment in the long term if the parcel were developed. If there are durable boundaries between the parcel and countryside, conclude that parcel makes a weaker contribution to safeguarding from encroachment.



		

b.  Existing encroachment:



   What is the existing land use/uses?



   Is there any existing built form within or adjacent to the parcel?

		

   Describe existing land use/uses (e.g. open countryside, agricultural land, residential, mix of uses).



   Describe any existing built form. If considerable amount of built form within the parcel, conclude that parcel makes a weaker contribution to safeguarding from encroachment.



		

c.	Connection to the countryside:



   Is the parcel well connected to the countryside?	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Connected to the Countryside?
Should this be connected to the town?
c.f. Para 97



   Does the parcel protect the openness of the countryside?

		

   Describe degree of connection to the countryside. If parcel is well connected to the countryside, conclude parcel makes a stronger contribution to safeguarding from encroachment.	Comment by Joanne Harding: How? What elements would make something well connected to the countryside?



   Describe degree of openness taking into account built form, vegetation and topography using matrix below in Table

5.



		

d.	Does the parcel serve a beneficial use of the Green Belt (NPPF para 81)

		

Identify any beneficial Green Belt uses served by parcel, as per NPPF para 81, on a high







[image: ]







		which should be safeguarded?

		level basis. If parcel serves 2 or more beneficial uses, conclude parcel makes a stronger contribution to safeguarding from encroachment. Note: if parcel serves 1 or no beneficial uses this does not weaken its contribution to purpose 3.



		

Overall assessment: What level of contribution does the parcel make to purpose

3?

		

Bring together all conclusions from above to determine overall assessment (taking balanced view)



Apply scoring system:



No / Weak / Moderate / Strong











		Built Form	Comment by Joanne Harding: Should this table be related to a question in the table above?

Slightly intrigued as to how this will work in practice? So if the parcel is woodland is it moderately open? But a parcel with a house but with long lines views and no vegetation may be considered weakly open? Somehow this doesn’t feel right?

		Long-line views

		Vegetation

		Degree of Openness



		















Less than 10%

		

Open long line views

		Low vegetation

		Strong degree of openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		Strong-moderate degree of

openness



		

		





No long line views

		

Low vegetation

		Strong-moderate degree of

openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		Moderate degree of

openness



		

















Less than 20%

		





Open long line views

		

Low vegetation

		Strong-Moderate degree

of openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		Moderate-Weak degree of

openness



		

		





No long line views

		

Low vegetation

		Moderate degree of

openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		

Weak degree of openness



		













Between 20 and

30%

		





Open long line views

		

Low vegetation

		Moderate-Weak degree of

openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		

Weak degree of openness



		

		

No long line views

		Low vegetation

		Weak degree of openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		

No degree of openness



		













More than 30%

		

Open long line views

		Low vegetation

		Weak degree of openness



		

		

		Dense vegetation

		

No degree of openness



		

		

No long line views

		Low vegetation

		No degree of openness



		

		

		Dense

vegetation

		

No degree of openness







Table 5: Degree of Openness Matrix



Justification for the Approach



107.  The good practice review at Appendix B demonstrates that the focus of this purpose has been on the relationship and connection of the parcel with the open











countryside. As a result this purpose applies to the Warrington urban area, all

inset settlements, and settlements within neighbouring authorities given that these are all connected to the open countryside.



108.  Given this focus on the open countryside, the ‘degree of openness’ of the parcel is a key factor to consider within the approach, albeit it is one of a number of

factors. The matrix above therefore enables an assessment of this to be carried out. The matrix is intended to guide this assessment and it may not strictly apply to all parcels, thus a level of professional judgement must be applied.



109.  The approach takes the position that parcels which are well connected to the open countryside along a number of boundaries make a higher contribution to safeguarding the countryside from encroachment given the relationship to the countryside. However the presence of existing built form within the parcel can alter this level of contribution. The definition of built form set out above does not include buildings for agriculture and forestry given that these are considered to be appropriate Green Belt uses which do not require their impact upon openness to	Comment by Joanne Harding: This strikes me as rather double counting the containment scores from Purpose 1.

be considered, according to paragraph 89 of the NPPF.



110.  With regards to the beneficial Green Belt uses set out in paragraph 81 of the NPPF, the position is taken that their presence adds to the contribution of the parcel to this purpose however the lack of such uses does not weaken its contribution to this purpose.



111.  Boundary treatment is considered within the approach given that this indicates the parcel’s vulnerability to encroachment within it and also for development encroaching beyond the parcel boundary into the open countryside should the parcel be developed.





Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns



Definitions for Purpose 4



Historic Town – for the purposes of this assessment these have been identified with reference to the Cheshire Historic Land Characterisation (November 2007) and the Cheshire Historic Towns Survey (2003) and consist of Lymm and Warrington. In relation to the neighbouring authorities the Cheshire Historic Towns Survey (2003), the St Helens Historic Settlement Study (December 2011) and theTrafford Urban Historic Landscape Characterisation Interim Report (July	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Different understanding to ours on ‘Historic’ towns

2008) have been reviewed. The following historic settlements witihin the neighbouring authorities have been identified: Widnes, Halton, Runcorn, Newton- le-Willows, and St Helens.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: ???
Assume Halton Village that is now subsumed into Runcorn







Definitions for the Approach



Settlement - this refers to the Warrington urban area and settlements which are inset from the Green Belt as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core











Strategy.4 This also includes settlements in adjacent neighbouring authorities consisting of: St Helens, Newton-le-Willows, Cadishead, and Widnes	Comment by Joanne Harding: Why is Runcorn not included here again?



Designated heritage assets – a World Heritage Site, Scheduled Monument, Listed Building, Protected Wreck Site, Registered Park and Garden, Registered Battlefield or Conservation Area designated under the relevant legislation (National Planning Policy Framework, p51).



Buffer area – for the purposes of this assessment this has been drawn from the historic towns’ Conservation Area boundary outwards by 250m. This has been mapped for these Conservation Areas and this is included at Appendix C.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Appears not to include Conservation Areas such as Moore Village within neighboring authorities.



Built development – buildings of any type or use.



Approach to the Assessment



[image: ]108.  A desk based assessment only was applied to this purpose.



		

Key Questions to Consider

		

Recommended Approach



		

Stage 1



Is the nearest settlement to the parcel a

‘historic town’?

		

Identify which settlement the parcel is located nearest to and whether this is a historic town.



If the nearest settlement is not a historic town the parcel makes no contribution to this purpose.



		If no, conclude ‘no contribution’ If yes, undertake Stage 2…



		

Stage 2



Assess the proximity of the town’s

Conservation Areas to the Green Belt

		

Identify whether there are any Conservation Areas within 250m of the Green Belt parcel by reference to the 250m buffer map at Appendix C.



If there are no Conservation Areas within

250m of the Green Belt, conclude that the parcel makes no contribution to the purpose.



		

If Conservation Area within 250m buffer, undertake Stage 3… If outside 250m buffer, conclude ‘no contribution’



		

Stage 3



Is there modern built development which reduces the role of the Green Belt in preserving the setting and special character?

		

Describe the built development separation between the Green Belt and the Conservation Area. For example: two rows of residential streets separate the Conservation Area from the Green Belt boundary.









4 Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green, Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.











		

		If the Conservation Area is located adjacent to or within the Green Belt boundary, conclude that parcel makes a strong contribution to purpose 4.	Comment by Joanne Harding: How does this sit with para 86 of NPPF?



		

Stage 3A



Are there any other designated heritage assets within the 250m buffer which add to the setting and special character?

		

Identify whether there are any other designated heritage assets within the 250m buffer and their proximity to the Green Belt.



If there are listed buildings located adjacent to the Green Belt boundary, conclude that

parcels makes a stronger contribution to purpose 4.



		

Overall assessment: What level of contribution does the parcel make to purpose

4?

		

Stage 3 will determine the level of contribution:



No / Weak / Moderate / Strong







[image: ]Justification for the Approach



108.  The approach to assessing this purpose differs between LPAs. A number of LPAs have chosen to follow the PAS Green Belt guidance from February 2015 which states that the assessment of this purpose relates to very few settlements in reality, due largely to the pattern of modern development that often envelopes historic towns. In practice, this has resulted in LPAs removing this purpose from the assessment.



109.  Unlike cities such as Chester and York, Warrington is not commonly regarded as a ‘historic town’ however given that the interim conclusions drawn by the Inspector regarding the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (December 2014) stated that there were ‘several shortcomings within the evidence itself’, as the Green

Belt Assessment 2013 ‘does not consider all the purpose of the Green Belt, omitting the contribution to urban regeneration and preserving the setting and special character of historic towns’, this differs from the advice offered by PAS.



110.  The methodologies in the good practice review in Appendix B which did assess purpose 4 seek to assess the role which the Green Belt plays in preserving the historic core of settlements and the setting of key historic features (such as Conservation Areas, Listed Assets and Key Views).



111.  The proposed approach for assessing this purpose is therefore based on a review of background documents to define ‘historic towns’ within the borough and an assessment of the contribution the Green Belt makes to these ‘historic towns’ with reference to the proximity and separation of their Conservation Areas from the Green Belt. Assessment of this purpose therefore adopts a three step process

which represents a high level approach to assess purpose 4, it does not provide an in-depth site analysis of the historic environment which would form part of any site appraisal.



Stage 1











112.  In defining ‘historic town’, sound evidence from established historic sources relied on by WBC were used consisting of the Cheshire Historic Towns Survey (2003) and the Cheshire Historic Land Characterisation (November 2007) which identified Warrington and Lymm as historic towns. The Historic Towns Survey analyses the historic development and archaeological potential of Warrington and complements the Historic Land Characterisation project. The Historic Towns Survey for Warrington highlights that Warrington has been of importance since prehistoric times due to its location at the lowest fordable point of the River Mersey. The Historic Towns Survey for Lymm notes that in 1086 pre-Conquest Lymm is recorded as having been divided into two estates of equal value.



113.  It is recognised that the Historic Towns Survey also includes Thelwall however the Historic Towns Survey for Thelwall notes that strictly speaking Thelwall does not qualify as a town. For this reason, it has not been included as a historic town

in its own right in the interpretation of purpose 4 however given that it forms part of the Warrington urban area it is captured regardless.



[image: ]114.  The proceeding stages are only undertaken if the nearest settlement to the parcel is Warrington or Lymm (the historic towns). If the nearest settlement is not Warrington or Lymm the conclusion should be ‘no contribution’ to purpose 4.



115.  In terms of neighbouring authorities, the following settlements are regarded as historic towns: Widnes, Halton, Runcorn, Newton-le-Willows, and St Helens.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: ???
Assume Halton Village that is now subsumed into Runcorn



116.  The Cheshire Historic Towns Survey (2003) identifies Widnes as a historic town due to the Farnworth Medieval Borough which is a medieval settlement dating back to the 14th century and also the industrial heritage of Widnes with industrial sites linked to chemical manufacturing. The Survey also identifies Halton and Runcorn as historic towns due to their early medieval origins. Halton was a medieval settlement with the remains of Halton Castle which was first built in c1071. Runcorn was a medieval settlement with an early medieval burh (defensive stronghold) having been constructed in AD 915 and the medieval All Saints	Comment by Anne Moyers: Cheshire Histric Landscape Characterisation 2013 may be  a useful reference/evidence here?	Comment by Anne Moyers: Located in Runcorn

church having been built by the 12th century.



117.  The St Helens Historic Settlement Study (December 2011), part of the Merseyside Historic Characterisation Project identifies Newton-le-Willows as developing as a medieval market town focused on a typical liner ‘High Street’ Plan. The Study notes that whilst the township of Sutton forming part of the St Helens district is focused on dispersed holdings rather than one historic core by the early 14th century the township was extensively sub-divided and contained a cluster of separate estates.



Stage 2



118.  This stage is intended to capture whether the Green Belt parcel in question has a role in preserving the setting of the setting and special character of the historic town by reference to its Conservation Areas.



119.  A buffer was applied from the historic towns’ Conservation Area outwards by

250m. The use of this 250m buffer provides a spatial container to assess the relationship between the Conservation Area and the Green Belt. 250m is based on consideration of the overall scale of the settlements and utilises an element of











professional judgement given the lack of formal guidance on this matter. Without the buffer, the relationship between the Conservation Area and Green Belt would not be brought into focus.



120.  The justification for focusing on Conservation Areas is to provide a high level approach to provide consistency and clarity and to ensure that the focus is on the setting and character of these ‘historic’ assets which are given significant protection both through legislation and policy. This sieves out parcels which are adjacent to individual listed buildings given that this would provide too much of a fine grain assessment which would be less focused on the ‘historic town’ as a whole.



Where the Green Belt parcel is not directly aligned with the 250m buffer of the Conservation Area, it is not necessary to undertake Stage 3 and the conclusion should be ‘no contribution’ to purpose 4.



Stage 3



121.  The final stage captures whether the role of the Green Belt in preserving the setting and character of the Conservation Area has been diluted through modern in-fill development within the development limits.



122.  Stage 3A also includes the consideration of other ‘designated heritage assets’ given that these may add to the setting and special character of the Conservation Area.





Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land



Definitions for Purpose 5	Comment by Joanne Harding: Should there not be further definitions? Eg urban regeneration? Derelict land? 



Urban land - this refers to the Warrington urban area and settlements which are inset from the Green Belt as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy.5 This also includes settlements in adjacent neighbouring authorities consisting of: St Helens, Runcorn, Halton, Newton-le-Willows, Cadishead, and Widnes. Parcels which are isolated from the urban area should be assessed as ‘no contribution’ for this purpose.	Comment by Anne Moyers: Runcorn and Widnes  …or Halton.



Approach to the Assessment



123.  A desk based assessment only was applied to this purpose.





		

Key Questions to Consider

		

Recommended Approach



		

What is the nearest urban land to the parcel and what is its brownfield capacity?

		

See Table 6 below for brownfield capacity information and contribution to purpose. It is noted that given the approach adopted, all parcels will perform equally against this









5 Appleton Thorn, Burtonwood, Croft, Culcheth, Glazebury, Grappenhall Heys, Hollins Green, Lymm, Oughtrington, Winwick.











purpose.



Parcels which are isolated from the urban area along any boundaries should be assessed as	Comment by Joanne Harding: ?

‘no contribution’









		

Borough/Settlement

		

Area (Ha)

		

Unconstrained PDL SHLAA Sites (only PDL) (Ha)

		

Unconstrained brownfield land as a % of the area

		

Purpose 5

Assessment



		

Warrington Borough

		

6390.18

		

298.72

		

4.67%

		

-



		

St Helens Borough

		

13590

		

238

		

1.75%

		

-



		

Halton Borough

(Excl. Mersey)

		

7939.91

		

44.32

		

0.56%

		

-



		

Mid Mersey Housing Market Area

		

27920.09

		

581.04

		

2.08%

		

Moderate contribution



		

Irlam and

Cadishead

'Settlement' Urban

Area6

		

527

		

17

		

3.23%

		

Moderate contribution







[image: ]Table 6: Brownfield capacity







		

Brownfield Capacity Thresholds	Comment by Alasdair Cross: Source / justification for thresholds?

		

Purpose 5 Level of Contribution



		

0%

		

No contribution



		

>0 – 1%

		

Weak contribution



		

>1 – 5%

		

Moderate contribution



		

>5%

		

Strong contribution







Table 7: Purpose 5 Assessment Thresholds





6 This relates to the Census urban area covering the main residential area within these wards, which ends at Boysnope Golf Club. This is different from the whole urban area within the wards of Irlam and Cadishead.











Justification for the Approach



124.  A number of authorities have chosen to follow the PAS Green Belt guidance from February 2015 which states that the value of various land parcels is unlikely to be distinguished by the application of this purpose and have therefore screened out purpose 5 from the assessment.



[image: ]125.  In light of the Cheshire East Inspectors’ Interim and Further Views, purpose 5 has been included within the methodology, taking a pragmatic approach. This ensures that each of the purposes is considered and given equal weighting in the overall assessment of Green Belt purposes. The Mid Mersey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (January 2016) covering the boroughs of Halton, Warrington and St Helens defines these authorities as forming a single housing market area. This single housing market area has been applied in calculating the brownfield capacity. This therefore means that all parcels adjoining the Warrington urban area, the inset settlements and the neighbouring authorities of Halton and St Helens are assessed as having an equal role in assisting in urban regeneration across the borough.



126.  The proportion of unconstrained previously developed land for Warrington has been taken from the WBC SHLAA (January 2016). St Helens Council have provided information from their SHLAA (2012) (the updated SHLAA is to be completed in late 2016). Halton Borough Council’s figures include all brownfield sites considered in the preparation of their Delivery and Allocations Local Plan or within their SHLAA (2012). The unconstrained previously developed land across all three boroughs has then been calculated as a percentage of the total area of all three boroughs’ settlements. This provides the percentage of brownfield urban potential within the Mid Mersey Housing Market Area. This is shown in Table 6 above.	Comment by Alasdair Cross: i.e. including Green Belt?



127.  In relation to the settlements of Irlam and Cadishead within the neighbouing authority of Salford City Council, figures were provided by Salford Council from their Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (base date 31 March

2015). Given the level of connection of these wards to the Warrington Green Belt it would be illogical to take a comparative approach and base these figures on the Greater Manchester Housing Market Area, thus applying these wards alone provides a more rational approach. A threshold was then applied relating to the scale of potential for urban regeneration. The threshold levels are set out in Table

7 above. These thresholds are comparative to those applied in the Cheshire East

Council Green Belt Assessment Update (2015)...



128.  Given there is no single correct method in assessing purpose 5, this provides a high level view on the role of the Green Belt in encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. It requires an element of professional judgement and it is important to emphasise that this is a theoretical exercise and it is acknowledged that as it is an assessment of ‘potential’ and there is no guarantee that all parcels will have a blanket role in assisting urban regeneration across the borough. The alternative approach of assessing the urban potential by individual settlement within WBC would result in a skewed assessment given the size of

WBC’s inset settlements. The approach has been discussed and agreed with WBC

officers.
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Overall Assessment



129.  The purpose of the overall assessment is to consider the outcomes of each of the five purposes and then make a judgement on the overall contribution the parcel makes to the Green Belt.



130.  The same qualitative scoring system as applied to each of the five purposes was also applied to the overall assessment, as set out below:







Level of Contribution to Green Belt Purposes Overall





No – the parcel makes no contribution to Green Belt purposes





Weak – on the whole the parcel makes a limited contribution to Green Belt purposes





Moderate – on the whole the parcel contributes to a few of the Green Belt purposes however does not fulfil all purposes





Strong – on the whole the parcel contributes to Green Belt purpose in a strong and undeniable way, whereby removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally undermine the

overall aim of the Green Belt





Table 8. Qualitative scoring system to be applied to overall assessment



131.  In order to ensure a consistent and transparent approach, the following guidance was used in determining the overall assessment:



 	No parcels should be assessed as ‘no contribution’ oveall unless each of the five purposes is assessed as a ‘no contribution’.	Comment by Joanne Harding: overall



 	Where there was a 4 / 1 split – the majority contribution should always be applied	Comment by Joanne Harding: what about if 3 or 4 are ‘no contribution’?



Example:

Moderate	Moderate	Moderate	Moderate	No	Moderate





 	Where there was a 3 / 2 split – the majority contribution should always be applied unless the ‘2’ contributions are ‘strong’. In this case, the overall would be ‘strong’.





Example:

		Moderate

		Moderate

		Moderate

		Weak

		Weak

		Moderate







Exception:

		Moderate

		Moderate

		Moderate

		Strong

		Strong

		Strong









 	Where there was a 3 / 1 / 1 split – the majority contribution should always be applied unless one of the minority contributions is ‘strong’ and one is











‘moderate’. In this case, professional judgement should be applied (see below).





Example:

		Moderate

		Moderate

		Moderate

		Strong

		Weak

		Moderate







Exception:

		Weak

		Weak

		Weak

		Strong

		Moderate

		Apply professional

judgement









 	Where there was a 2 / 2 / 1 split – the higher contribution should always be applied. The exception to this is where the minority contribution is

‘strong’, in which case professional judgement should be applied.







Example:

Weak	Weak	Moderate	Moderate	No	Moderate







Exception:

Moderate	Strong	Moderate	No	No	Apply professional judgement





 	Where 2 purposes are the same and the remaining 3 are all different application of professional judgement would be required







Example:



Weak	Weak	No	Moderate	Strong	Apply professional judgement





Applying Professional Judgement



132.  Whilst all five Green Belt purposes should be given equal weighting, the overall assessment is not intended to be a numbers balancing exercise and a certain level of professional judgement must be applied to all of the above rules and particularly where one of the purposes is assessed as ‘strong’. In order to do this,

it is necessary to refer back to the overall aim and purpose of Green Belt as set out in paragraph 79 of the NPPF:



“The fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open, the essential characteristics of Green Belt are their openness and permanence.”



133.  Paragraph 79 refers to the prevention of ‘urban sprawl’ and keeping land permanently open. These aims are fundamentally subsumed within Purposes 1, 2











and 3 and thus where the development of a parcel would particularly threaten these purposes additional weight should be applied to its contribution to Green Belt purposes. This is matter for the professional judgement of the assessor however the justification for the assessment should provide a transparent explanation behind their reasoning.





4.5	Duty to Cooperate



134.  The Duty to Cooperate was a principle originally established within the Localism Act 2011 and further detailed within the NPPF and NPPG. Paragraph 178 of the NPPF requires joint working to be diligently undertaken by LPAs on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries in the interests of mutual benefit.



135.  TBC
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Appendix A



General Area Boundary

Definition and Map
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A1 	Map GA1 	































































A2	Map GA2
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A3 	Boundary Definition Justification 	



		Map GA1

Reference

		Comments in relation to

Map GA2

		

Justification



		1

		Unchanged

		



		2

		Unchanged

		



		3

		Unchanged

		



		4

		Unchanged

		



		5

		Merged with 8 to create 23

		



		









6

		







Merged with 7 and 31 to create 5

		GA 6 is below 150ha and has therefore been merged with the smallest adjacent GA (7).

GA 7 cannot be merged across the motorway. GA 31 is below 150ha and can only be merged with 6 and 7.



		

7

		Merged with 6 and 31 to create 5

		







		







8

		







Merged with 5 to create 23

		GA 8 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged across the motorway or the Liverpool to Manchester Canal and has therefore been merged with the smallest adjacent GA (5).



		.9

		Unchanged, renumbered 6

		





		10

		Unchanged, renumbered 7

		





		







11

		







Merged with 13 to create 9

		GA 11 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged across the motorway or the Liverpool to Manchester Canal and can therefore only be merged with 13



		12

		Merged with 30 to create 8

		





		13

		Merged with 11 to create 9

		





		14

		Unchanged, renumbered 10

		





		15

		Unchanged, renumbered 11

		





		

16

		

Merged with 17 to create 12

		GA 16 is below 150ha, it has been merged with the smallest adjacent GA (17).



		17

		Merged with 16 to create 12

		





		18

		Unchanged, renumbered 13

		





		19

		Merged with 20 to create 14

		





		





20

		





Merged with 19 to create 14

		GA 20 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged across the Liverpool to Manchester Canal and therefore can only be merged with 19.



		21

		Unchanged, renumbered 15

		



		22

		Merged with 36 to create 16

		



		











23

		









Merged with 24, 35 and 37 to create 17

		GA 23, 24, 35 and 37 are all below 150ha. If GA 23 is merged with 24, it will still be below 150ha. It would therefore be merged again with 37. GA 35 is below 150ha and the smallest adjacent GA is the merged 23, 24 and 37.



		

24

		Merged with 23, 35 and 37 to create 17
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		25

		Unchanged, renumbered 18

		



		26

		Unchanged, renumbered 19

		



		

27

		

Merged with 28 to create 20

		GA 27 is below 150ha and should be merged with the smallest adjacent GA (28)



		28

		Merged with 27 to create 20

		



		29

		Unchanged, renumbered 21

		



		





30

		





Merged with 12 to create 8

		GA 30 is below 150ha, it cannot be merged across the motorway and can therefore only be merged with 12.



		

31

		Merged with 6 and 7 to create

5

		



		32

		Merged with 33 to create 22

		



		

33

		

Merged with 32 to create 22

		GA 33 is below 150ha and can only be merged with 32.



		











34

		











Merged with 38 to create 24

		GA 34 is below 150ha however using professional judgement it has not been merged with 25 as it plays an important role in its own right in separating two settlements. GA 38 is below 150ha and can only be merged with 34.



		

35

		Merged with 23, 24 and 37 to create 17

		







		

36

		

Merged with 22 to create 16

		GA 36 is below 150ha, it can only be merged with 22



		

37

		Merged with 23, 24 and 35 to create 17

		







		38

		Merged with 34 to create 24

		



















Appendix B



Good Practice Review of Methodologies Adopted Elsewhere
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B1 	Purpose 1 	



		

LPA and Document

Status

		

Purpose 1 Overview



		

Bath and North East Somerset Council Core Strategy



(adopted in July



2014)







Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April 2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		Purpose 1: It is the view of B&NES Council that Bristol and Bath should be regarded as “large built-up areas” when appraising land

parcels. The considerations applied are outlined below. The Green

Belt designation in this land parcel:

• protects open land contiguous to or within close proximity of

Bristol or Bath;

• prevents development that would result in another settlement being absorbed into the large built up area; and



• prevents sprawl where development would not otherwise be restricted by a barrier (e.g. road, railway, large watercourse).



		Rushcliffe Core

Strategy (adopted December 2014)





Green Belt Review

(June 2013)

		

Purpose 1: Consider whether development would:



‐ Take place outside urban areas



‐ Take place in area that cannot be easily linked to existing town centres by public transport; and



‐ Impact on accessibility to the open countryside for urban residents



A higher score for areas of Green Belt that stop the coalescence of large build up areas on the edge of the district. A lower score for areas that have a wide expanse.



		Rotherham Core

Strategy (adopted September 2014)





Green Belt Review

(April 2012)

		Purpose 1 and 3 have been combined as they are considered to be

very similar in nature and repetitive.



Each parcel was assigned to one of 3 categories:



Well contained (WC) / High Urban Influence (HUI):

• A parcel must be adjacent to an urban area and bounded by strong physical features such as main roads, railways or tree belts. This would prevent any development within the parcel from encroaching

beyond the parcel boundary into the open countryside in

neighbouring parcels, and hence if developed would be likely to have a minimal impact on the overall openness of the Green Belt.

• Land possesses a semi-urban to urban character and is no longer perceived to be part of the open countryside. Impact upon openness is

significant to total.

• Land may contain degraded land that provides opportunities for enhancement.



Partly contained (PC) / Medium Urban Influence (MUI)

• Where only a small part of the parcel is ‘contained’ by the urban area. This category includes parcels that abut an urban area for any part of their boundary, as these parcels may be a suitable location for
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development, even if the area is currently not physically well- contained by the urban area. Furthermore, the relationship with the urban area may change if an adjoining parcel were to be developed.

• Land possesses a semi-rural character and there is already a perception of significant encroachment with significant impact upon openness.

• There may be other constraints to further encroachment.



Not contained (NC) / Low Urban Influence (LUI) :

• Parcels that are ‘not contained’ by an urban area, and are therefore areas where development would lead to urban sprawl, includes

parcels that are not adjacent to an urban area. Such parcels are not, by definition, ‘contained’ by an urban area. In the case of parcels that

are physically separated from an urban area e.g. by a main road (dual

carriageway or motorway) or railway, these are also considered to be

‘not contained’.

• Parcel possesses a predominantly open rural character.

• There may be limited or no other fundamental constraints to encroachment (such as a strong landscape feature that could assist in fulfilling this purpose by containing development from outlying countryside).



Reference is made to paragraph 81 – beneficial uses of the Green Belt. It is noted that the extent to which land in the Green Belt fulfils these objectives is not a material factor to be taken into account when considering its continued protection as the use of land is not as important as the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.









Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan (adopted January 2015)





Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July 2013)


How well contained by the urban area is the parcel?

 Not contained - the majority of the parcel is detached from the urban area -

 development of parcel would be independent of existing built-up area

 Partly contained - between 25-50% of the parcel is adjacent to the urban area

 Well contained - over 50% of the parcel is adjacent to the urban area -

 development would be an extension of existing built-up area



How strong is the boundary of the defined parcel of land?

 Weak boundary; one or more features lacking in durability, may have large gaps between features, in poor condition, or have no prominent features.

 Development could lead to future sprawl.

 Moderate boundary; some durable boundary features, may have some gaps /

 condition issues and few prominent features

 Strong boundary; one or more durable boundary feature that is intact and well developed. Prominent features in the landscape. Development would be well contained.
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B2 	Purpose 2 	



		

LPA and Document

Status

		

Purpose 2 Overview



		Bath and North

East Somerset

Council Core Strategy

(adopted in July

2014)





Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April 2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		The considerations applied are outlined below. The Green Belt

designation in this land parcel:

• prevents the merger of towns or prevents development that would result in a comparatively significant reduction in the distance between towns; and



• prevents continuous “ribbon development” along transport routes that link towns.



		Rushcliffe Core

Strategy (adopted December 2014)





Green Belt Review

(June 2013)

		Consider if development would:

 Leads to one town merging with another. Where there are issues in relation to merging, the scale and severity of such events will also

be judged.



 Erode the visual separation both from distant views and as perceived when travelling between settlements or from within settlements



 A ‘higher' score for areas of Green Belt that are very narrow both from a physical and visual perspective; and a lower score for areas that have a wide expanse or topographical features prevent visual merging.



		Rotherham Core

Strategy (adopted September 2014)





Green Belt Review

(April 2012)

		Assessment of this purpose was limited to assessment between

certain towns.

Each parcel was assigned to one of 4 categories:



• EG : The parcel is within an essential gap, where any further development would reduce the gap between settlements to an unacceptable width



• EG (part) : Although these parcels are situated within an essential gap that must be kept open, there may be scope for some development e.g. ‘rounding off’ on one or both edges of the gap without adversely harming its overall openness and the broad extent of the gap.



• NG : Narrow gaps were defined as being wider than essential gaps but are still sensitive to development. Potentially more development could be accommodated on the edge of an urban area without leading to neighbouring settlements merging



• WG : Wide gaps where development on the urban edge is not likely to impact on the integrity of the gap. Wide gaps are also likely to contain a series of narrower gaps between smaller settlements within them.



		Cheshire West and

Chester Local Plan

(adopted January 2015)

		Would the loss of the area of land from the Green Belt result in a decrease in the strategic gap between Chester urban area and

neighbouring towns / villages?

 Removal of the parcel of land from the Green Belt would leave a



















Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July 2013)


gap of less than 1 mile between built-up areas which could result in cohesion of settlements.



 Removal of the parcel of land from the Green Belt would leave a gap of between 1 and 2 miles between built-up areas, cohesion is a possibility.



 Removal of the parcel of land from the Green Belt would leave of gap of more than 2 miles between built-up areas, cohesion unlikely.
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B3 	Purpose 3 	



		

LPA and Document

Status

		

Purpose 3 Overview



		Bath and North

East Somerset

Council Core Strategy

(adopted in July

2014)





Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April 2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		For the purpose of this assessment, countryside is taken to mean open

land. It is acknowledged that villages are part of the ‘countryside’, but the focus of appraisal under this purpose is on identifying

whether the appearance of generally open land in the countryside has been compromised by previous development. The considerations applied are outlined below. The Green Belt designation in this land

parcel:

• protects countryside that is in use for agriculture, forestry, outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and local transport infrastructure (appropriate uses based on NPPF paragraph 89, bullets 1 and 2, and paragraph 90, bullet 3);



• protects countryside that is compromised as it contains existing uses that would not now constitute appropriate development (i.e. assumes re-use of brownfield land and existing buildings under NPPF paragraphs 89 & 90 does not apply) or there is damaged or derelict land. For instance, existing employment or utilities development

close to an urban area means land could be described as ‘peri-urban’

rather than countryside;



• is important to prevent encroachment on the countryside with regard to the topography of land and location relative to existing development.



A. Landscape value and enhancement and visual amenity

The considerations applied are outlined below:

• part or all of the land parcel is within or forms the setting of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty; and/or

• part or all of the land parcel provides the setting for a World

Heritage Site, Conservation Area, Scheduled Ancient Monument or listed buildings.



B. Biodiversity value and enhancement The considerations applied are outlined below:

• part or all of the land parcel has a national or local ecology designation.



C. Access and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation The considerations applied are outlined below.

• the area has a relatively high concentration of Public Rights of Way; or other forms of outdoor sport and recreation (e.g. golf courses, stables).



		Rushcliffe Core

Strategy (adopted December 2014)





Green Belt Review

(June 2013)

		Consider if development would impact on the surrounding rural areas

outside of the contained urban areas.



Whilst landscape quality is not in itself a Green Belt issue, the impact development would have on the role of smaller scale ridges and key landscape features in providing a backcloth to urban areas could be considered as these features are fundamental to appreciation of the open countryside.



A higher score for areas of Green Belt that border an existing settlement on one side; and a lower score for areas that border the
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		settlement on three sides.



		Rotherham Core

Strategy (adopted September 2014)





Green Belt Review

(April 2012)

		

See Purpose 1 above – purpose 1 and purpose 3 have been combined



		Cheshire West and

Chester Local Plan

(adopted January 2015)





Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July 2013)

		The focus for this purpose will be on the land uses and opportunities

that "positively enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt". (i) Positive opportunities are:

	Providing access (to open space / countryside);

	Provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation;

	Retain, and enhance landscapes;

	Improve damaged and derelict land; and

	Visual amenity and biodiversity



Are Green Belt opportunities being achieved in the defined area?

	5 opportunities are being achieved

	3 or 4 opportunities are being achieved

	2 or less opportunities are being achieved



What percentage of the parcel if covered by development?

	Less than 25% of the parcel is developed

	Between 25 - 50% of the parcel is developed



Greater than 50% of the parcel is developed







[image: ]







B4 	Purpose 4 	



		

LPA and Document

Status

		

Purpose 4 Overview



		Bath and North

East Somerset

Council Core Strategy

(adopted in July

2014)





Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April 2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		It is the view of B&NES Council that Bristol, Bath, Keynsham,

Midsomer Norton and Radstock should be regarded as “towns” when appraising land parcels. Keynsham, Midsomer Norton and Radstock all have Town Councils. The consideration applied is outlined below:



The Green Belt designation in this land parcel makes a positive contribution to the setting, or better reveals the significance of a World Heritage Site or Conservation Area where the designation covers all or part of a town.



		Rushcliffe Core

Strategy (adopted December 2014)





Green Belt Review

(June 2013)

		Consider if the development would impact on:

‐ Conservation Areas

‐ Setting and character of highly valued historic assets (historic Parks and Gardens, Listed Buildings, scheduled ancient monuments.)



A higher score for areas of Green Belt land that have a clear link with the settlement’s historic core; and a lower score for settlements without a clear historic core, or where the historic core has been subsumed by 20th Century development.



		Rotherham Core

Strategy (adopted September 2014)





Green Belt Review

(April 2012)

		Rotherham does not contain any nationally recognised historic towns,

the setting of which needs to be protected. However, whilst this may be the case, the presence of historic attributes, such as conservation areas or other historic designations, is something which can still be used in consideration of the identity of the settlements defined as “towns” and was therefore used to inform the assessment of Purpose

2 where relevant.



		Cheshire West and

Chester Local Plan

(adopted January 2015)





Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July 2013)

		Are there any key views into/out of the historic city core?

	Clear sight of key landmarks / assets or features into and/or out of the historic core

	Partial visibility of key landmarks / assets or features into and/or out of the historic core

	No key landmarks / assets or features in the historic core are visible.

	Area not visible from urban core



Does the parcel of land contribute towards the openness of the land and its surroundings?

	Area is open with vistas over the adjacent rural landscapes and countryside

	Partial openness, some views of adjacent rural landscapes and countryside, some restriction

	Area has limited / no openness, views over adjacent rural landscapes and countryside greatly restricted
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B5 	Purpose 5 	



		

LPA and Document

Status

		

Purpose 5 Overview



		Bath and North

East Somerset

Council Core Strategy

(adopted in July

2014)





Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (April 2013), Stage 2 (September

2013)

		The Bristol and Bath Green Belt is considered to play an important

role in encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land, by restricting the availability of greenfield sites. The considerations applied are outlined below.

• The land parcel adjoins the urban areas, defined as Bristol, Bath, Keynsham, Midsomer Norton or Radstock for the appraisal of this Green Belt purpose.



• The land parcel contains land where B&NES Council have experienced development pressure.



		Rushcliffe Core

Strategy (adopted December 2014)





Green Belt Review

(June 2013)

		Consider if development would impact upon the likelihood of sites within the existing urban area in coming forward, and whether

development in the broad location would facilitate the possibility of reusing previously developed land.

It is recognised this purpose could only be achieved in combination

with the appropriate regeneration/development plan policies. For this purpose, an average value of 3 is used unless more local circumstances identify that the location it is also necessary to have an appreciation of the history of the Nottingham-Derby Green Belt, the original intentions of the designation when it was prepared at the

local level and the extent of previous changes, and any specific regeneration issues.



		Rotherham Core

Strategy (adopted September 2014)





Green Belt Review

(April 2012)

		It is the overall restrictive nature of Green Belt that, through its limitation of the supply of other development opportunities,

encourages regeneration and re-use of land at a strategic level. It is considered impossible to judge how any given parcel of land within

the Green Belt would contribute to the fulfilment of this purpose.

This purpose has therefore not been assessed on an area by area basis.



This relationship will be determined through the Core Strategy DPD, Sites and Policies DPD or individual planning applications.



		Cheshire West and

Chester Local Plan

(adopted January 2015)





Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2011) and Stage 2 (July 2013)

		

At this stage in the study it has been decided that the assessment of this purpose will be deferred. The reason for this decision is the difficulty of being able to measure whether development outside of the urban core, i.e. any remaining brownfield regeneration sites; was likely to have a positive or negative impact on regeneration priorities and subsequently on the success of the Green Belt to fulfil this purpose
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Conservation Area Buffer Map
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C1 	Conservation Areas Buffer Map 	



The following Conservation Areas within the Warrington urban area and Lymm are identified on the map in blue. A 250m buffer zone has been drawn from the Conservation Area outwards.
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From: Mcgrath, Joanne [mailto:jmcgrath@warrington.gov.uk]

Sent: 26 April 2016 16:03

To: Jimmy.McManus@salford.gov.uk; 'lesley.franklin@trafford.gov.uk’; 'N.Clarke@wigan.gov.uk’;
Adrian.Fisher@cheshireeast.gov.uk; 'D.Hodcroft@agma.gov.uk'; Joanne Harding; Lyndsey
Darwin/urbreg/STHMBC (LyndseyDarwin@sthelens.gov.uk);
spatialplanning@cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk; MikePalin@sthelens.gov.uk

Cc: Bell, Michael; Sarah Lewis (Sarah.Lewis@arup.com); Anna Ortega

Subject: Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment - Draft Methodology Report

Dear All

Warrington Borough Council have recently appointed ARUP to undertake a Green Belt
Assessment.

The proposed methodology report is now complete in draft form and we would welcome your
comments on the document.

The overall aim of the study is to undertake an independent and comprehensive assessment of
how land within the Warrington Green Belt performs against the Green Belt purposes (as set out
in paragraph 80 of the NPPF).

Please could you review the attached report and accompanying maps and let us know if you
have any comments or queries. We would be grateful if you could provide any written
comments by close of play on Monday 16th May

If you have any questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Many thanks

Joanne McGrath

Principal Planning Policy & Strategy Officer
Planning Policy and Programmes

Warrington Borough Council

Economic Regeneration, Growth & Environment
New Town House

Buttermarket Street

WARRINGTON

WAL 2NH

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of Warrington



Borough Council. Warrington Borough Council employees and Elected Members are expressly requested, to not
make any defamatory, threatening or obscene statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright)
by e-mail communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may contain viruses. Warrington Borough
Council therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise
as a result of e-mail transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential
and/or legally privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If an addressing or transmission error has
misdirected this e-mail, please notify the sender; and then delete the original. If you are not the intended
recipient you should not use, disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough Council may be required to
disclose this e-mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and outgoing e-mail. You
should therefore be aware that the content of any e-mail may be examined if deemed appropriate.

VIRUSES: The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of viruses. Warrington
Borough Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. Although
precautions have been taken to ensure that no viruses are present within this e-mail, Warrington Borough
Council cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or any
attachments.

Important Notice:

This message is intended for the indicated addressees only and may be confidential. If this
message has come to you in error you must take no action based on it, nor must you copy
or show it to anyone; Please inform us immediately.

** Please note that this message has been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is
not a 100% secure communication medium. We strongly advise that you bear this in mind
and act on it when sending or receiving e-mail.

** This communication does not, unless expressly indicated by the sender in the body of
the message, create or modify any contract

** Although this e-mail and its attachments are believed to be clear of any virus, it is the
responsibility of the recipient to ensure that the message does not carry any virus.
**Halton Borough Council does not accept liability for any statements made which are
clearly the senders own personal views and are not expressly made on behalf of Halton
Borough Council.

** The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 or other legal duty. Unless the information is legally
exempt from disclosure, the confidentiality of this email AND YOUR REPLY cannot be
guaranteed.



From: Eranklin, Lesley

To: Mcgrath, Joanne

Cc: Taylor-Russell, Clare

Subject: RE: Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment - Draft Methodology Report
Date: 16 May 2016 10:14:25

Hl Joanne

Thank you for sending your Green Belt methodology for comment. | have looked over your
methodology and | consider it comprehensive and do not have any comments to make.

As you are aware Greater Manchester GMSF are also carrying out a Green Belt Assessment and |
would be interested in seeing a copy of your completed Green Belt Assessment Report.

Regards
Lesley

Lesley Franklin

Senior Strategic Planning Officer

Strategic Growth Services

Economic Growth, Environment and Infrastructure

Direct Dial: 0161 912 4770

Planning Enquiry Line: 0161 912 3149

Trafford Council | Trafford Town Hall, Talbot Road, Manchester M32 OTH

Trafford Council is a well-performing, low-cost council delivering excellent services to make
Trafford a great place to live, learn, work and relax. You can find out more about us by visiting
www.trafford.gov.uk

From: Mcgrath, Joanne [mailto:jmcgrath@warrington.gov.uk]

Sent: 26 April 2016 16:03

To: Jimmy.McManus@salford.gov.uk; Franklin, Lesley; 'N.Clarke@wigan.gov.uk'’;
Adrian.Fisher@cheshireeast.gov.uk; 'D.Hodcroft@agma.gov.uk’; Joanne Harding; Lyndsey
Darwin/urbreg/STHMBC (LyndseyDarwin@sthelens.gov.uk);
spatialplanning@cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk; MikePalin@sthelens.gov.uk

Cc: Bell, Michael; Sarah Lewis (Sarah.Lewis@arup.com); Anna Ortega

Subject: Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment - Draft Methodology Report

Dear All

Warrington Borough Council have recently appointed ARUP to undertake a Green Belt
Assessment.

The proposed methodology report is now complete in draft form and we would welcome your
comments on the document.

The overall aim of the study is to undertake an independent and comprehensive assessment of
how land within the Warrington Green Belt performs against the Green Belt purposes (as set out
in paragraph 80 of the NPPF).


mailto:lesley.franklin@trafford.gov.uk
mailto:jmcgrath@warrington.gov.uk
mailto:Clare.Taylor-Russell@trafford.gov.uk
http://www.trafford.gov.uk/

Please could you review the attached report and accompanying maps and let us know if you
have any comments or queries. We would be grateful if you could provide any written
comments by close of play on Monday 16th May

If you have any questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Many thanks

Joanne McGrath

Principal Planning Policy & Strategy Officer
Planning Policy and Programmes

Warrington Borough Council

Economic Regeneration, Growth & Environment
New Town House

Buttermarket Street

WARRINGTON

WAL 2NH

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of Warrington
Borough Council. Warrington Borough Council employees and Elected Members are expressly requested, to not
make any defamatory, threatening or obscene statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright)
by e-mail communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may contain viruses. Warrington Borough
Council therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise
as a result of e-mail transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential
and/or legally privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If an addressing or transmission error has
misdirected this e-mail, please notify the sender; and then delete the original. If you are not the intended
recipient you should not use, disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough Council may be required to
disclose this e-mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and outgoing e-mail. You
should therefore be aware that the content of any e-mail may be examined if deemed appropriate.

VIRUSES: The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of viruses. Warrington
Borough Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. Although
precautions have been taken to ensure that no viruses are present within this e-mail, Warrington Borough
Council cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or any
attachments.




Bell, Michael

From: Jan Lourens/CEXEC/STHMBC <JanLourens@sthelens.gov.uk>
Sent: 16 May 2016 17:03

To: Mcgrath, Joanne

Subject: Warrington Draft GB methodology

Attachments: Warrington GB Assessment - St Helens comments.pdf
HiJoanne

| hope you are well? Please find attached my comments, most of which are minor. The only bit that causes us some
significant concern is the reference to historic towns in St Helens in Paragraph 117. | have annotated my comments
and will be happy to discuss if needs be.

Kind regards
Jan

Jan Lourens

Development Plans Manager

Development Plans

St Helens Council

Tel: 01744 676198

(See attached file: Warrington GB Assessment - St Helens comments.pdf) "This e-mail and any file transmitted with
it are confidential, subject to copyright and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed.

It may contain privileged information.

Any unauthorised review, use, disclosure, distribution or publication is prohibited. If you have
received this e-mail in error please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy and delete the message and all
copies from your computer. "



St Helens Response to Warrington Draft GB methodology (comments extracted)

Boundary Definition -
Some water courses do not provide a strong boundary such as ditches with running water

Ownership has little influence on GB function and can change quite easily, fence line and hedgerow
does not provide strong boundary but may be useful when drawing up parcel boundaries.

General Area Definition / Parcel Boundary Definition

Safeguarded existing railway line as well as railway line in use?

Purpose 4 — Stage 1

Newton Le Willows is not a nationally recognised historic town, we would prefer it if this paragraph
is remove. This was not raised during the adoption of our core strategy and is not reference in our
2013 scoping consultation

Purpose 5 — (unconstrained PDL SHLAA sites)

Currently reviewing our SHLAA, should be able to provide updated data soon



From: McManus. Jimmy

To: Mcarath, Joanne

Cc: "D.Hodcroft@agma.gov.uk"

Subject: RE: Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment - Draft Methodology Report
Date: 20 May 2016 09:30:54

Joanne

Apologies for the delay in responding to your email.

Thank you for sending through your Green Belt assessment methodology and the opportunity to
comment.

You are of course aware that Greater Manchester is currently undertaking a similar assessment
and we have also shared our methodology.

Further to your email, | have spoken with David Hodcroft at AGMA and we have no formal
comments on your methodology at this stage, but would welcome the opportunity to review
your draft study as it progresses.

Kind regards
Jimmy McManus

Principal Planning Officer
Regeneration
Salford City Council, Civic Centre, Chorley Road,Swinton, M27 5F)

Tel: 0161 793 2796
Email: Jimmy.mcmanus@salford.gov.uk

From: Mcgrath, Joanne [mailto:jmcgrath@warrington.gov.uk]

Sent: 26 April 2016 16:03

To: McManus, Jimmy; 'lesley.franklin@trafford.gov.uk'’; 'N.Clarke@wigan.gov.uk'’;
Adrian.Fisher@cheshireeast.gov.uk; 'D.Hodcroft@agma.gov.uk'; Joanne Harding; Lyndsey
Darwin/urbreg/STHMBC (LyndseyDarwin@sthelens.gov.uk);
spatialplanning@cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk; MikePalin@sthelens.gov.uk

Cc: Bell, Michael; Sarah Lewis (Sarah.Lewis@arup.com); Anna Ortega

Subject: Warrington Borough Council Green Belt Assessment - Draft Methodology Report

Dear All

Warrington Borough Council have recently appointed ARUP to undertake a Green Belt
Assessment.

The proposed methodology report is now complete in draft form and we would welcome your
comments on the document.

The overall aim of the study is to undertake an independent and comprehensive assessment of
how land within the Warrington Green Belt performs against the Green Belt purposes (as set out
in paragraph 80 of the NPPF).


mailto:Jimmy.McManus@salford.gov.uk
mailto:jmcgrath@warrington.gov.uk
mailto:D.Hodcroft@agma.gov.uk
mailto:Jimmy.mcmanus@salford.gov.uk

Please could you review the attached report and accompanying maps and let us know if you
have any comments or queries. We would be grateful if you could provide any written
comments by close of play on Monday 16th May

If you have any questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Many thanks

Joanne McGrath

Principal Planning Policy & Strategy Officer
Planning Policy and Programmes

Warrington Borough Council

Economic Regeneration, Growth & Environment
New Town House

Buttermarket Street

WARRINGTON

WA1 2NH

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of Warrington
Borough Council. Warrington Borough Council employees and Elected Members are expressly requested, to not
make any defamatory, threatening or obscene statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright)

by e-mail communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may contain viruses. Warrington Borough

Council therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise

as a result of e-mail transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential
and/or legally privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If an addressing or transmission error has
misdirected this e-mail, please notify the sender; and then delete the original. If you are not the intended

recipient you should not use, disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough Council may be required to

disclose this e-mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and outgoing e-mail. You

should therefore be aware that the content of any e-mail may be examined if deemed appropriate.

VIRUSES: The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of viruses. Warrington

Borough Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. Although
precautions have been taken to ensure that no viruses are present within this e-mail, Warrington Borough
Council cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or any
attachments.

DISCLAIMER: The information contained in this communication/message from
Jimmy .McManus@salford.gov.uk sent on Fri May 20 09:30:40 2016 is
confidential. It is intended solely for the addressee(s)
D.Hodcroft@agma.gov.uk; jmcgrath@warrington.gov.uk



Access to this message by anyone else is unauthorised. If you are not the
intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, or distribution of the
message, or any action or omission taken by you in reliance on it, is
prohibited and may be unlawful.

As a public body, Salford City Council may be required to disclose this

email [or any response to it] under the Freedom of Information Act 2000,

aness the information in it is covered by one of the exemptions in the
ct.

Please immediately contact the sender, Jimmy.McManus@salford.gov.uk if you

have received this message in error.

For the full disclaimer please access http://www.salford.gov.uk/e-mail.
Thank you.



AON
The Coal
Authority

Warrington Borough Council - Safeguarding Minerals

Consultation Deadline — 10 February 2017

Contact Details

Planning and Local Authority Liaison Department
The Coal Authority

200 Lichfield Lane

Berry Hill

MANSFIELD

Nottinghamshire

NG18 4RG

Planning Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
Planning Enquiries: 01623 637 119

Person Making Comments
Melanie Lindsley BA (Hons), DipEH, DipURP, MA, PGCertUD, PGCertSP, MRTPI
Planning Liaison Manager

Date of Response
10 February 2017

Background on the Coal Authority

The Coal Authority is a Non-Departmental Public Body sponsored by the Department for Business,
Energy & Industrial Strategy. The Coal Authority was established by Parliament in 1994 to:
undertake specific statutory responsibilities associated with the licensing of coal mining operations
in Britain; handle subsidence claims which are not the responsibility of licensed coalmine
operators; deal with property and historic liability issues; and provide information on coal mining.

The main areas of planning interest to the Coal Authority in terms of policy making relate to:

¢ the safeguarding of coal in accordance with the advice contained in The National Planning
Policy Framework and the National Planning Practice Guidance;

o the inclusion of a suitable policy framework for energy minerals including hydrocarbons in
accordance with the advice contained in the National Planning Policy Framework and the
National Planning Practice Guidance; and

e ensuring that future development is undertaken safely and reduces the future liability on the
tax payer for subsidence and other mining related hazards claims arising from the legacy of
coal mining in accordance with the advice in The National Planning Policy Framework and
the National Planning Practice Guide.

Background to Coal Issues in Warrington

Surface Coal Resources and Prior Extraction



mailto:planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

As you will be aware, the Warrington Borough Council area contains coal resources which are
capable of extraction by surface mining operations. These resources cover an area amounting to
approximately 0.42% of the Warrington Borough Council area.

The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unnecessarily sterilised by new
development. Where this may be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking prior extraction of
the coal. Prior extraction of coal also has the benefit of removing any potential land instability
problems in the process.

Coal Mining Legacy

As you will be aware, the Warrington Borough Council area has been subjected to coal mining
which will have left a legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature, potential public
safety and stability problems can be triggered and uncovered by development activities.

Problems can include collapses of mine entries and shallow coal mine workings, emissions of mine
gases, incidents of spontaneous combustion, and the discharge of water from abandoned coal
mines. These surface hazards can be found in any coal mining area, particularly where coal exists
near to the surface, including existing residential areas. The Planning Department at the Coal
Authority was created in 2008 to lead the work on defining areas where these legacy issues may
occur.

The Coal Authority has records of over 171,000 coal mine entries across the coalfields, although
there are thought to be many more unrecorded. Shallow coal which is present near the surface
can give rise to stability, gas and potential spontaneous combustion problems. Even in areas
where coal mining was deep, in some geological conditions cracks or fissures can appear at the
surface. It is estimated that as many as 2 million of the 7.7 million properties across the coalfields
may lie in areas with the potential to be affected by these problems. In our view, the planning
processes in coalfield areas need to take account of coal mining legacy issues.

Within the Warrington Borough Council area there are approximately 5 recorded mine entries.
Mine entries may be located in built up areas, often under buildings where the owners and
occupiers have no knowledge of their presence unless they have received a mining report during
the property transaction. Mine entries can also be present in open space and areas of green
infrastructure, potentially just under the surface of grassed areas. Mine entries and mining legacy
matters should be considered by Planning Authorities to ensure that site allocations and other
policies and programmes will not lead to future public safety hazards.

Although mining legacy occurs as a result of mineral workings, it is important that new
development recognises the problems and how they can be positively addressed. However, it is
important to note that land instability and mining legacy is not a complete constraint on new
development; rather it can be argued that because mining legacy matters have been addressed
the new development is safe, stable and sustainable.

As The Coal Authority owns the coal and coal mine entries on behalf of the state, if a development
is to intersect the ground then specific written permission of The Coal Authority may be required.

Specific Comments on the Warrington Borough Council - Safequarding Minerals
Consultation

The comments and/or changes which The Coal Authority would like to make or see in relation to
the above document are:

Question 1
Although the Coal Authority would not wish to make specific comment on all of the minerals

proposed in the list we are pleased to see that the shallow coal resource present in Warrington is
identified as a nationally important resource that should be safeguarded.



It is also welcomed that the PEDL license areas, although not proposed for safeguarding, will be
identified on the map.

Question 2

The Coal Authority is pleased to see that the extent of the MSA for coal, as shown on Map 6,
accords with our own records in respect of surface coal resource in Warrington. The Coal
Authority therefore supports the extent of the MSA as proposed.

Question 3

Although the Coal Authority has no specific comments to make we do support the principle of
safeguarding mineral infrastructure sites.

Question 4

The consultation document includes a buffer for shallow coal resource of 250m, although the Coal
Authority has no specific buffer requirement when safeguarding surface coal resource we note that
this distance accords with the guidance in the Mineral Safeguarding in England: Good Practice
Guidance, dated 2011.

Question 5

Although the Coal Authority agrees with the majority of the exemptions proposed we do not
generally support proposals to exclude the urban area from the requirements of the MSA. It is
noted that it is proposed to define a size threshold, with sites under 5ha exempt. The Coal
Authority does not consider with regard to surface coal resources that there is any justification for
excluding the urban area from the safeguarding and the effect of sterilisation from a small
development in a MSA can be significant. The extraction of coal can be successfully carried out on
relatively small sites within urban areas in advance of development and the Coal Authority would
therefore not wish to such areas excluded from the MSA. However, in the case of Warrington, we
accept that the surface coal resource area is limited to the extreme north western corner of the
LPA area and accordingly does not coincide with the urban area. In this particular instance
therefore we would not object to the LPA’s proposed exemptions.

Thank you for your attention.

For and on behalf of
Mark Harrison B4(Hons), DipTP, LLM, MInstLM, MRTPI
Principal Manager — Planning & Local Authority Liaison



Warrington Borough Council Our ref: S0/2006/000276/OR-

New Town House 07/PO1-L01

Buttermarket Street Your ref:

Warrington

Cheshire Date: 07 February 2017
WA1 2NH

Dear Sir/Madam
Mineral Safeguarding in Warrington

Thank you for submitting the above document which was received on 31 January
2017.

Please see our answers below to the questions within the document.

Q1: Yes - The list of minerals to be safeguarded is agreeable but it is not clear how or
why a 500 m buffer is assumed around a mineral resource boundary that has not been
geographically defined. (ie The proposed sandstone MSA for Southworth Quarry) The
500 metres buffer may be appropriate, or perhaps even more if the intention is to
consider things like deep dewatering interfering with water resource interests, but much
depends on the depth of proposed or permitted working. If the interest is only in
superficial interference between developments such as noise, visual impact and
emissions etc then 250m may be a more appropriate buffer.

Q2: No — The map presented is at much too small a scale to facilitate due scrutiny of
the boundaries. For that reason it is not possible to comment in detail.

For information: Just because the BGS Mineral Resource Map suggests that there may
be a deposit of a given mineral, there is no guarantee that a viable economic resource
exists. For example: The mapped extent of sand and gravel deposits to the south of
Winwick appears somewhat over-stated where M62 site investigation borehole logs
showed no sand to be present.

As acknowledged in the text of the consultation document, the Sandstone mineral
resource has not been defined cartographically, so it will be appropriate to better define
the extent of this potentially important resource, either by means of geological data or
the extent of the existing permits.

The areas of clay resource to be subject to safeguard are similarly inadequately
defined.

It is not clear from the scale of the map as to whether the proposed Mineral Safeguard

Environment Agency

Richard Fairclough House Knutsford Road, Warrington, WA4 1HT.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..



http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Zones have taken account of areas already sterilised by other constraints such as
Habitats Regulations SAC status or existing landfill deposits or built development etc.
This is particularly relevant in respect of places like the Southworth Quarry Landfills and
the Rixton Landfills etc,

It is also unlikely to be meaningful to include existing built up areas in the proposed
mineral safeguard area for sand and gravel unless the target mineral can be shown to
be so thick as to leave a workable deposit after removal of material corrupted by the
existing or former built development and services etc. (EG Callands, Hulme, Orford,
Longford Westy, Paddington, Woolston etc.)

Q3: No objection to the safeguarding of these ‘minerals infrastructure’ features. - No
additional sites proposed.

Q4: It is not clear from the consultation document why 250m is considered an
appropriate distance, or how it is anticipated that new development will ‘sterilise’ an
existing permission, - but no objection in principle to this proposal.

Q5: No objection to the proposed exemptions.

Should you wish to discuss anything further please do not hesitate to get in touch.

Yours faithfully

MRS LAILA BERRY
Planning Advisor

Direct dial 02030250761

Direct fax
Direct e-mail laila.berry@environment-agency.gov.uk

End 2



A Historic England
oy 5

QOur ref: PL00044906
Your ref:

Telephone 0161 2421421
Fax

Dear Sirs,
SAFEGUARDING MINERALS IN WARRINGTON

Historic England is the Government’s statutory adviser on all matters relating to the historic
environment in England. We are a non-departmental public body established under the
National Heritage Act 1983 and sponsored by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport
(DCMS). We champion and protect England’s historic places, providing expert advice to local
planning authorities, developers, owners and communities to help ensure our historic
environment is properly understood, enjoyed and cared for.

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above document. At this stage we have
no comments to make on its content.

If you have any queries about any of this matter or would like to discuss anything further,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Emily Hrycan
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (North West)
Historic England

e Aoy, « Historic England, Suite 3.3, Canada House, 3 Chepstow Street, Manchester M1 5FW Y -
3 i i i “1A <t .
2m Telephone 0161 242 1416 HistoricEngland.org.uk 1 Stonewall
) ERSITY PHAME I
-4’/5“\'@ Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. DIVERSITY CHAMPIOK

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.



Telephone: 0161 242 1423
e-mail: emily.hrycan@HistoricEngland.org.uk

Historic England, Suite 3.3, Canada House, 3 Chepstow Street, Manchester M1 5FW *
Stonewall
DIVERSITY CHAMPION

Telephone 0161 242 1416 HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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