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Introduction

This Paper forms part of a suite of documents which together comprise the
representations of Peel L&P Holdings (UK) Limited (“Peel L&P”) (“Peel”) to the
Warrington Proposed Submission Version Local Plan 2021 (“PSLP 2021”) and
accompanying background documents published by Warrington Borough Council (“the
Council”).

Peel L&P

Peel L&P is an ambitious regeneration business with generations of history, heritage
and expertise in its DNA. First established in 1972, Peel L&P is now responsible for
some of the most transformational development projects in the UK today. Owning and
managing 12 million sq ft of property and 20,000 acres of land and water, Peel L&P’s
holdings are concentrated in the north west of England but it also owns and manages
significant assets throughout the UK with a total portfolio value of £2.4 billion.

Peel acts as both a developer and facilitating landowner in the housing, employment,
energy and port sectors, working alongside a wide range of public and private sector
partners. It is delivering some of the country’s largest development projects.

Peel’s interests

Comments in this representation are provided in the context of Peel’s significant and
diverse land and development interests in Warrington, including:

e Land within the ‘South West Urban Extension’ (SWUE) which was proposed for
release from the Green Belt and allocation for residential development for
approximately 1,600 dwellings in the 2019 Pre-submission Local Plan (PSLP
2019) (Policy MD3)

e Major greenfield and Green Belt sites with significant residential development
potential across the wider Borough, including within the Outlying Settlements
of Lymm, Croft, Culcheth and Hollins Green

e Various smaller sites within the urban area and outside of the urban area with
mixed use development potential, owned by Peel Land and Property;

Peel L&P alongside Peel Ports Group, is also owner and promoter of the proposed
expansion of Port Warrington and, associated with this, a new Warrington commercial
Park and a regionally important Country Park, previously proposed for allocation as
part of the Warrington Waterfront designation in the PSLP 2019 (Policy MD1). Separate
representations are made in relation to this asset jointly on behalf of Peel L&P Holdings
(UK) Limited and Peel Ports. This representation, principally dealing with housing
matters (including the South West Urban Extension and Outlying Settlements) are
made on behalf of Peel L&P only.

Peel L&P alongside Peel Ports has engaged extensively in the Warrington Local Plan
preparation over a number of years. Most recently, representations were made to the
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Regulation 18 consultation in 2016, the Preferred Development Option consultation in
2017 and the Proposed Submission Local Plan consultation in 2019.

Structure of Peel L&P’s representations

Peel’s representations to the PSLP 2021 are contained within a number of documents
as follows:

Strategic Papers

e Paper 1: Main representation (this Paper) — provides an overview of Peel’s
representations and captures the key points relating to the overall soundness
of the PSLP 2021, including drawing on evidence presented in other papers

e Paper 2: Technical review of the proposed housing requirement — provides a
critique of the PSLP 2021 housing requirement

e Paper 3: the housing supply — provides a critique of the identified housing
land supply upon which the PSLP is reliant to meet the proposed housing
requirement

e Paper 4: The Outlying Settlements — presents an assessment of the Council’s
approach to the appraisal of options for accommodating the development
needs of the Outlying Settlements and the selection of sites for allocation

The above papers collectively set out a case for the allocation of the SWUE for
residential development via a reinstatement of the allocation proposed through the
2019 PSLP or its designation as safeguarded land. This allocation is necessary to
address the soundness issues raised through this representation.

This site can accommodate approximately 1,780 residential units a new primary school,
local centre and significant green infrastructure, providing a high quality, family
housing-led development capable of making a sustainable contribution to meeting the
Borough’s development needs whilst contributing to the financing of the strategically
important Western Link road which is critical to the delivery of the Local Plan.

These representations also set out a case for the allocation of a number of alternative
sites for residential-led development in four Outlying Settlements. These are:

e Land north of Culcheth — 300 dwellings during the plan period and 300
dwellings beyond the plan period (through a safeguarded land designation)
alongside the provision of highway improvements to Warrington Road,
potential expansion area for Culcheth Secondary School, the development of a
country park and other open space

e land at Rushgreen Road, Lymm — Residential led mixed use development for
115 dwellings during the plan period including potential community, health,
education, sports, recreation and tourism uses through a safeguarded land
designation)
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e lLand at Manchester Road, Hollins Green —93 dwellings during the plan period
and 112 dwellings beyond the plan period (through a safeguarded land
designation)

e land at Lady Lane, Croft — 83 dwellings during the plan period and 112
dwellings beyond the plan period (through a safeguarded land designation).

Finally, this representation sets out a case for the allocation of land at Statham
Meadows to meet the identified need for additional employment-led development
over the plan period.

Development Prospectuses and technical evidence base

To supplement Papers 1 to 4, full Development Prospectuses and an associated
technical evidence base in respect of the aforementioned residential sites are
submitted as part of Peel’s representations. These demonstrate that these proposals
represent sustainable and deliverable development opportunities. In respect of SWUE,
the Development Prospectus is also submitted by Story Homes and Ashall Land who
have an interest in the SWUE site and who are working collaboratively with Peel to
promote this sustainable residential development opportunity.

An additional Development Prospectus and associated technical evidence base is
provided in respect of a further site owned and controlled by Peel at North West Croft.
Whilst Peel’s representations do not directly support the allocation of a site of the
scale of North West Croft in this location at this time, the Development Prospectus and
associated evidence base demonstrate that this site is deliverable for residential
development being in the control of an experienced developer and not affected by any
insurmountable constraints. In the event of an unmet housing requirement in the
Outlying Settlements, the site would represent a sustainable development option. This
site is formally submitted to the Local Plan as such and should therefore be considered
as a development option by the Council.
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Summary of representation

Peel recognises and fully supports the strategic objectives of the PSLP 2021 including
the regeneration of Inner Warrington and the delivery of strategic and local
infrastructure as expressed through Strategic Objectives W1, W3 and W4. It supports
the PSLP’s conclusion that the Western Link represents ‘the largest transport
infrastructure scheme and is fundamental to the delivery of the spatial strategy of the
Local Plan.”

The above objectives sit at the heart of the plan’s vision. A strategy of focusing growth
on the main settlement of Warrington and extensions to it flows from these objectives.
This is supported by Peel. It is recognised that the realisation of these objectives
requires a critical mass of development to be directed to Warrington as proposed.

Peel also supports the Council’s position that exceptional circumstances exist to justify
the release of land from the Green Belt. Meeting the Borough’s housing and
employment needs are key objectives of the PSLP in accordance with the requirements
of NPPF. This need cannot be met in full through land outside of the Green Belt. The
Council has sought to maximise the use of land outside of the Green Belt, as first
priority, and thus exceptional circumstances are presented to warrant a Green Belt
boundary review in order that the Borough’s full plan period housing and employment
needs can be met.

However, it is Peel’s position that, as a whole strategy, the PSLP is fundamentally
unsound in the form presented with its critical shortcomings being that it:

(a) does not seek to meet the proper housing needs of the Borough over the
plan period

(b) does not seek to meet the proper employment development needs of the
Borough over the plan period and is reliant on a supply of sites which present
a high level of risk of under-delivery

(c) significantly over-estimates the residential development yield from the
urban area over the plan period. Most notably:

e Itis overly reliant on a fledging town centre residential market, the
investor appetite for which is, at best, uncertain with a very significant
level of risk that this market will not deliver at the level claimed by the
Council.

e |t has materially over-estimated the developable capacity of a number
of specific sites within the identified supply

e It has not justified the assumed uplift in past delivery rates from the
urban area

1 PSLP 2021 paragraph 3.3.30



e |t does not take account of the Council’s own evidence regarding the
viability of residential development in different parts of the urban
area which demonstrates that a number of areas within the Borough,
most notably the Town Centre, are not viable for residential
development even with nil affordable housing contributions

(d) does not meet the qualitative housing needs of the Borough reflected in
the planned over-provision of apartments (in the town centre), an under
provision of family homes relative to the identified need and adoption of a
strategy which will fail to meet the affordable housing needs of the Borough

(e) does not make sufficient provision to ensure the Green Belt can endure
over the long term and avoid the need for a further Green Belt review beyond
the plan period through the designation of safeguarded land for housing and
employment development

(f) is underpinned by a deficient and inconsistent appraisal of development
options used to select sites for release on the edge of the Warrington urban
area to meet its development needs including:

e over-estimating the Green Belt impacts arising from the development
of the SWUE, which forms part of three of the five development
options considered by the Council and, in comparable terms, under-
estimating the impact of the South East Warrington Urban Extension
(SEWUE) in this regard;

e incorrectly concluding that the SWUE will give rise to unacceptable
impacts on the proposed Warrington Western Link Road and therefore
will have a severe impact on the highway network

e incorrectly concluding that the SWUE is constrained by education
capacity constraints

e appraising development options and sites to deliver the PSLP with
limited technical evidence to test and demonstrate their deliverability
and the extent to which they represent sustainable sites with respect
of a number of critical technical matters including landscape impact,
flood risk, ecology, noise, utilities capacity and agricultural land
classification

e failing to recognise the beneficial effects of the SWUE being able to
deliver residential units early in the plan period and therefore its
ability to reduce the reliance on a stepped residential development
trajectory

e failing to recognise the beneficial effects of the SWUE in being able to
justifiably (in CIL Regulation terms) and viably provide a contribution
towards the delivery of the Western Link in appraising options which
include the SWUE



e An unjustified change in approach to the assessment of the SWUE
through the Sustainability Appraisal process with particular regard to
its ability to contribute to the delivery of strategic infrastructure (the
Western Link

(g) fails to set out a clear and credible delivery strategy for the Western
Link — a critical piece of infrastructure to deliver the Local Plan —and to
address the significant challenges to funding this in the context of reduced
development requirements, the removal of previously proposed
allocations which would otherwise contribute financially to the Western
Link and evidence that development in identified growth areas within the
urban area is, at best, marginal and so with limited prospects of being able
to contribute, financially, to the Link Road

(h) has not selected the most sustainable options for delivering the
development needs of the Outlying Settlements based on a deficient site
selection process and erroneous judgements made in the process of
selecting sites for allocation

2.5 Collectively, these shortcomings result in the PSLP being unsound as presented:

It is in conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
(paragraphs 11a, 23 and 60) on the basis of (a and b)

Is not deliverable and is therefore not effective on the basis of (c), (d) and (g)
It is in conflict with NPPF (paragraph 140) on the basis of point (e)

The evidence base is incomplete and deficient and does not support the
conclusion that the development option selected for the main Warrington
urban area and in the Outlying Settlements of Lymm, Culcheth, Croft and
Hollins Green are sustainable when compared to reasonable alternatives. The
PSLP is not justified therefore on the basis of points (f) and (h).

2.6 Collectively, the following policies of the PSLP 2021 are unsound:

Policy DEV1: Housing delivery

Policy DEV2: Meeting Warrington’s housing needs
Policy DEV4: Economic growth and development
Policy TC1: Town Centre and Surrounding Area
Policy GB1: Warrington’s Green Belt

Policy INF5: Delivering infrastructure

Policy MD1: Warrington Waterfront

Policy MD2: South East Warrington Urban Extension
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Policy MD 5: Thelwall Heys

Policy OS1: Croft

Policy 0S2: Culcheth

Policy OS3: Hollins Green

Policy 0S4 Lymm — Pool Lane/Warrington Road

Policy OS5: Lymm — Rushgreen Road

The evidence base to the Local Plan is deficient and does not provide a sound
justification for the content of the policies outlined above.

Soundness can be partly corrected through:

1)

2)

3)

3)

Making provision for the delivery of at least 1,050 residential dwellings per
annum during the plan period

Identifying additional sites to be released from the Green Belt arising from
the evidenced increase in the objectively assessed need for housing in plan
period. Even accepting the urban supply figure put forward by the Council and
the proposed flexibility allowance of 10%, this alone would mean a
requirement for additional sites capable of delivering some 4,312 dwellings to
be released from the Green Belt;

Identifying further additional sites to be released from the Green Belt to
reflect the deficiencies in the urban land supply identified through this
representation. At this stage, and without consideration of the significant
market constraints affecting the planned supply, the Council’s evidence base
shows that the plan period urban supply amounts is at least 3,446 dwellings
less than claimed by the Council. Further land to deliver at least this level of
residential development should be identified for release from the Green Belt.

Releasing additional land in the Green Belt to be designated as safeguarded
land to meet potential development needs beyond the plan period.
Cumulatively, land capable of delivering up to 4,249 dwellings should be
released for this purpose, with a proportion of this directed to the Outlying
Settlements with additional land allocated as safeguarded to meet
employment development needs beyond the plan period

Allocating additional land for employment development, including land at
Statham Meadows for employment or mixed commercial development to
reflect the proper OAN for such development

Even in the event that the PSLP were advanced based on the Council’s proposed
housing need and supply position, this representation demonstrates that the Council’s
assessment of the development options for delivering development in Warrington (i.e.
the selection of Green Belt sites for release) is flawed and has erroneously identified
that those options which include the allocation of the SWUE will give rise to impacts
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that others don’t. On the contrary, this representation identifies that the SWUE, as a
development option, provides unique benefits which others cannot deliver and indeed
that the impacts that the Council asserts will arise from its development will very
evidently not.

Whilst the scale of need for the release of Green Belt land on the edge of Warrington
would justify the allocation of SWUE alongside the sites selected, if considered on a
comparative basis, the SWUE represents the most sustainable of all the Green Belt
release options considered and should be prioritised in this regard.

In respect of the Outlying Settlements, soundness would be corrected through the
allocation of Peel’s sites at Hollins Green, Culcheth and Lady Lane, Croft reflecting their
sustainability relative to alternatives assessed and selected by the Council.
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Meeting housing needs

This section of Paper 1 is informed by the analysis in Papers 2 and 3. It sets out an
overall position on the amount of land which the Local Plan may need to identify for
release from the Green Belt in order to ensure the Plan meets the objectively assessed
need. This figure is generated through a combination of:

a) ldentifying what the proper objectively assessed housing requirement over
the plan period is

b) Determining the extent to which the sources of urban land identified by the
Council will meet this requirement with the required level of certainty and
assurance

Paper 2 identifies that the PSLP 2021 should plan for a higher level of housing
development to meet the objectively assessed need and therefore to satisfy
paragraphs 11a, 23 and 60 of NPPF and the ‘positively prepared’ test of soundness.
Paper 3 identifies that the land supply upon which the PSLP 2021 is reliant will not
deliver development at the level claimed by the Council and further that there is a high
level of risk and uncertainty inherent within the supply, reflective of its make-up and
the types of housing which the Council is seeking to deliver and by reference back to
past rates of delivery as a benchmark. In combination, this means the PLSP 2021 will
not be effective in delivering the Borough’s housing requirements. It is unsound as a
result.

The housing requirement

The Objectively Assessed Housing Requirement

By reference to Paper 2 of Peel’s representations, the Local Plan should proceed on the
basis of a requirement to provide 1,050 dwelling per annum over the plan period,
some 29% more than proposed by the Council. This principally reflects that the PSLP is
presently planning for a level of housing growth which does not reflect its economic
ambition and the amount of employment land it is seeking to bring forward. As a
result, and without accommodating a commensurate level of housing growth, the
Borough’s labour force will not grow to the level needed to realise its economic growth
ambitions and to deliver the level of employment development which the PSLP seeks.

Meeting qualitative housing needs

Further, and also by reference to Paper 2, there is a clear mismatch between the type
of housing being planned for and the qualitative needs of the Borough and its
residents, characterised by an over-reliance on the provision of apartment products in
the Town Centre and a resultant under provision of family housing relative to needs.
Notwithstanding the comments in Paper 2 and below regarding realistic yield from the
Town Centre market, this alone means that the Council should reduce its reliance on
the Town Centre to meet the PSLP needs and increase the allocation of sites for family
housing.

That is not to say the Council’s ambitions for the regeneration of the Town Centre and
growing its residential population should be diluted but rather that the extent to which
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any yield from this location goes to meeting the calculated housing requirement for the
purposes of the Local Plan, its contribution should be moderated to reflect its
limitations in meeting the qualitative needs identified.

Any housing requirement proposed is self-evidently a minimum and can be exceeded if
there is an opportunity to grow the Town Centre residential market in the interests of
delivering the Council’s regeneration aspirations for this location.

Will the housing land meet the requirement?

The Council indicates that its urban land supply between 2021 and 2038 is 11,785
dwellings. This is not evidenced. The Council has not published a schedule of sites
which make up this supply and so it is not possible to assess the credibility of the
Council’s claim. The evidence base to the PSLP is deficient in this regard on this account
alone the Plan is clearly unsound. Peel requests that full information on the
components of the housing land supply is published as soon as possible. It reserves the
right of make further submissions in relation to the Council’s housing land supply on
receipt of this information.

The urban supply

At present, and through the analysis in Paper 3 and by reference to the Council’s latest
evidence on supply (that being the 2020 SHLAA), Peel considers the evidenced
developable supply housing land supply to be some 4,561 units less than evidenced by
the Council. This is against a claimed 15 year supply figure of 10,430 in the 2020 SHLAA.
The SHLAA identifies that four sites will continue to deliver beyond the 15 year period,
providing an additional 717 units (total supply of 11,147).

The 2020 SHLAA has a base date of 1 year before the plan starts. It is evident from the
supply critique presented in Paper 3 that a number of the sites identified in the 2020
SHLAA have been completed by 2021 and therefore will not contribute to the plan
period supply. This accounts for 1,115 units in the 2020-base supply. It is assumed the
Council does not intend to include these units in its 2021 — 2038 supply but this is
unclear.

Further a number of other sites, whilst not yet developed, do not satisfy the
developable test in NPPF to the extent assumed and so should be discounted from the
supply or their yield reduced. This accounts for 3,446 units identified in the 2020-base
supply. This is captured in the analysis in Paper 3.

In combination, a total of 4,561 units (1,115 + 3,446) identified in the 2020 SHLAA are
either not available to contribute to the 2021 to 2038 supply having either already
been developed or proven, through Peel’s analysis, to not be developable.

It is assumed that the Council’s claimed supply of 11,785 dwellings during the plan
period does not include the 1,115 units from the 2020 SHLAA which have been
developed by 2021. It is however assumed that other 2020 SHLAA sites form part of
the proposed 2021 to 2038 supply. For the reasons outlined above, neither of these
assumptions can be verified due to the lack of published evidence on the make-up of
the housing land supply.

10
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To the extent that the Council’s claimed plan period yield of 11,785 includes sites from
the 2020 SHLAA which are yet to be developed, the developable supply from this
source is at least 3,446 units lower than set out by the Council in the SHLAA. The
Council must address this deficiency through the publication of a full schedule of sites
to meet the requirement during the plan period.

The town centre supply

Notwithstanding the above, given the fundamental risks and uncertainties in the town
centre market and the remote prospects of this being developed at the rate assumed
by the Council, it must proceed with a significant level of caution when determining the
realistic yield from this location and adopt a realistic total figure reflected of its market
capacity. This is a separate but related matter to the issue of whether individual town
centre sites are developable when considered on an independent basis.

This is not to say that the Council should dilute its ambitions for the town centre or
limited residential development in this area but should adopt a more realistic estimate
of the pace at which the town centre / ‘urban living’ market — as a distinct sub-sector of
the housing market and one that doesn’t presently exist in Warrington — will emerge
over the plan period.

This could be dealt with through an increased flexibility allowance to reflect the
inherent risk and uncertainty arising from reliance on this market. This is considered
below.

The Council’s viability evidence

Peel has commissioned CBRE to provide a critique of the Council's viability evidence?

and to provide analysis on the implications of this for PSLP and the extent to which its
housing land supply will meet the development needs of the Borough, including both
market and affordable housing. Their appraisal is provided at Appendix 4.

This draws attention to a number of weaknesses in this evidence base and
demonstrates that it has adopted overly optimistic assumptions regarding viability
across a number of metrics. In addition to this, CBRE’s paper draws attention to a
number of findings within the viability evidence which would bring further into
question the deliverability of the PSLP based on the portfolio of sites upon which it is
reliant. It notes that the Council’s viability evidence reports that:

e large parts of the Warrington urban area which are relied upon to meet the
PSLP’s housing needs cannot viably support development on a policy compliant
basis

e The viability of residential development in the town centre is particularly
compromised with this being unviable even with nil affordable housing.
Largelarge town centre developments (250 units +) are shown still to be
unviable with nil affordable housing and even allowing for a 10% increase in
sales and a reduction in both contingency and professional fees

2 Emerging Local Plan Viability Assessment (Cushman & Wakefield August 2021)

11
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e Site allocations at Peel Hall (1,200 units) and Warrington Waterfront (1,070
units) are shown not to be viable.

This serves to reinforce the fragility in the supply and the reality that there is a very
high likelihood that this will not deliver at the levels claimed by the Council. The
position is particularly acute in the town centre — a location which is relied upon to
deliver some 4,500 units over the plan period with prevailing evidence pointing
towards development in this location being very significantly compromised in viability
terms.

Bringing these points together it is evidently the case that the Council has over-
estimated the yield from the sources of supply identified. It has not presented a full
schedule of sites which it considers to comprise the developable supply to the end of
the plan period and so is in conflict with paragraph 68 of the NPPF. It is unsound on this
point alone.

Further it has no plan in place to address the challenges to delivery in respect of those
sites which may be available to contribute during the plan period but where significant
viability and market constraints are likely to be a drag on delivery — e.g. through a
public sector funding strategy or development partnership. The viability gap across the
supply is significant and cannot simply be passed off as something which will be
resolved in the fullness of time. This issue goes to the very heart of the plan’s
soundness, which is evidently undermined by a strategy of relying so heavily on an
unviable supply.

To the extent that sites can be viably delivered through appropriate adjustments (e.g.
reduced Section 106 obligations), this will not deal with the fundamental issue of the
supply’s inability to meet needs. There is both a quantitative and qualitative dimension
to meeting needs and, in this regard, a key objective of the PSLP is to ensure the full
breadth of housing needed in the Borough is provided, including for affordable housing
(NPPF paragraph 62).

The Council’s Local Housing Needs Assessment identifies an annual requirement for
423 affordable homes, an increase of some 15% on the need identified in 20193. Whilst
the PSLP is unlikely to deliver this level of affordable housing development, it should
seek to take positive steps to maximise the extent to which it can do so in the context
of a need to pursue a strategy which is sustainable in overall terms.

The PSLP 2021 has taken a significant backwards step in seeking to meet needs in
proposing a reduction in the extent of proposed Green Belt releases (sites which can
typically provide good levels of affordable housing) and reliance on sites which are
proven not to be capable of viably providing any affordable housing. This retrograde
step between 2019 and 2021 has been taken in the context of housing affordable need
increasing by 15% over that period. It is readily apparent that the supply of sites will
not meet the Borough’s housing needs when considered on either a quantitative or
qualitative basis.

3 Warrington Local Housing Need Assessment Update 2021 Table 29

12
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The flexibility allowance
The PSLP 2021 includes a 10% flexibility allowance to reflect uncertainty and risk in the
supply and protect against sources of land not delivering at the rate assumed.

If more realistic assumptions around the developable supply within the urban area are
adopted based on the analysis in this representation, a 10% flexibility allowance is
deemed to be appropriate. This reflects that the adoption of a lower yield figure for the
urban area will, consequentially, deal with some of the underlying market constraint
issues (i.e. through a figure which better reflects the market capacity of the town
centre) and so reducing the risk of under delivery for market related reasons.

However, an alternative means of addressing the issues of evidenced uncertainty and
risk inherent within the supply would be to maintain the urban supply figure of 11,785
units (subject to evidence being presented about the makeup of this supply) but
increase the flexibility allowance to say 25%. This reflects the evidence presented in
these representations which point towards the town centre particularly, but also the
wider urban area, not being capable of delivering at the rates assumed by the Council
due to market constraints and indeed there being significant question marks as to
whether a number of sites are genuinely developable based on the assessment
presented in Paper 3.

The unmet requirement

Taking the above considerations into account, it is possible to begin to identify the
unmet housing requirements — that is to say the amount of additional land which
would need to be met through the release of additional Green Belt sites in order to
meet the Borough’s housing requirements. This is considered in Table 3.1 below.

This is presented indicatively only since Peel has been unable to undertake a proper
analysis of the urban supply relied upon during the plan period for the reasons pointed
out. As such, in the analysis below the Council’s claimed, but as yet un-evidenced,
urban supply of 11,785 units (2021 to 2038) has been discounted to account for those
sites in the 2020 SHLAA which Peel expects to form part of the Council’s claimed 2021
— 2038 supply but which it does not consider to be developable to the extent proposed
for the reasons explained.

The effect of this is a 3,446 unit reduction on the Council’s claimed urban land supply
of 11,785. See Paper 3.

This is presented in Figure 3.1 below.

13
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Table 3.1:  Residual housing land requirement (based on supply reduction)
a) Plan b) c) Urban | d) PSLP e) Residual
period Flexibility | supply proposed | Green Belt
housing allowance Green requirement
requirement Belt (a+b-c-d)
release

PSLP 2021 14,688 10% 11,785 | 4,865 -494

Peel’s 19,000 10% 8,339 4,865 7,696

representations

In the alternative scenario of dealing with the risk in the urban supply through a higher
flexibility allowance, the residual requirement is presented in Table 3.2 below.

Table 3.2: Residential housing land requirement (flexibility increase)

a) Plan b) c) Urban | d) PSLP Residual
period Flexibility | supply Green Green Belt
housing allowance Belt requirement
requirement release (a+b-c-d)

PSLP 2021 14,688 10% 11,785 | 4,865 -494

Peel’s 19,000 25% 11,785 4,865 7,127

representations

As a sensitivity test, any single step (need or supply based) proven by Peel as being
necessary to ensure the PSLP meets its housing requirement would give rise to a need
to release additional Green Belt land above the level proposed. This is illustrated
through Table 3.3 which tests the impact of an increase in the flexibility allowance
alone (i.e. with all other variables remaining as per the PSLP).

Table 3.3:  Residual housing land requirement (flexibility increase only)
a) Plan b) c) Urban | d) PSLP Residual
period Flexibility | supply Green Green Belt
housing allowance Belt requirement
requirement release (a+b-c-d)
14,688 10% 11,785 | 4,865 -494
14,688 20% 11,785 4,865 974
14,688 25% 11,785 | 4,865 1,710

14



3.34 ltis therefore evident that the Council has significantly under estimated the level of
Green Belt release it needs to plan for in order that the PSLP’s housing requirements
are met. Even on a very conservative estimate based on maintaining the annual
requirement at 816 dwellings per year, maintaining the urban supply at 11,785
dwellings and only adjusting the flexibility allowance upwards (10 to 20%), this would
still result in a need for an additional 974 dwellings during the plan period.

3.35 Additional Green Belt sites will need to be identified and allocated for residential
development in order that the PSLP can proceed on a sound basis and in a manner
which ensures its housing requirements are properly planned for and met in
accordance with NPPF.

An unjustified stepped trajectory

3.36 Paper 2 inits presentation of a technical critique of the housing requirement affirms
that there is a pressing need for new homes now and that where Warrington achieves
its economic growth aspirations this need will increase.

3.37 In this context, the proposed stepped housing requirement in the PSLP 2021, which
assumes planning for a level which is below even the minimum need for homes over
the first five years of the plan period is unjustified.

3.38 At a basic level, the onus must be on the draft Plan to provide for a boosting of housing
supply where it is readily apparent that recent rates of completion have fallen
substantively short of need. This is illustrated at Figure 3.1 which compares
completions since 2014 against the need that has previously been evidenced for this
period, in the 2016 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and its subsequent
addendum®.

# GL Hearn (January 2016) Mid Mersey Strategic Housing Market Assessment; GL Hearn (October 2016) Mid Mersey
SHMA: Addendum for Warrington
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Figure 3.1:  Evidence of a growing shortfall
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Dwellings needed or completed since 2014
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== Need concluded in 2016 SHMA (839dpa)
Need concluded in 2016 SHMA Addendum (984dpa)

Cumulative completions

Source: Annual Monitoring Report, Calculation of the standard method need

3.39 This confirms that over this period the scale of the shortfall of homes has grown, such
that it stands now at over 2,000 homes when assessed against the Council’s own
assessment of need over this period. It is important to observe that it is necessary to
benchmark against this need figure where the authority has not had an up-to-date or
adopted housing requirement in place.

3.40 The serious consequences of the shortfall in supply on the residents of Warrington is
apparent when considering a number of market signals considered in the latest LHNA
Update (2021), including:

. It is identified that there are currently 5,200 households in Warrington living in
unsuitable housing (or without housing)>;

. Two-fifths of newly forming households will be unable to afford market housing
(to rent privately)®; and

. A mid-market home in Warrington cost the average worker the equivalent of as
many as 6.75 years’ earnings in 2019. This was some 30% more than a decade
earlier, the ratio having increased in this time at more than double the rate
recorded across the North West (13%) despite having started from an almost
identical base’. It is acknowledged that the ratio has fallen from the record high
seen in 2019, but the resultant figure of 6.27 years remains higher than recorded

5 Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment Update (August 2021), GL Hearn, Paragraph 8.37
6 Ibid, paragraph 8.51

7 ONS (2021) House price to workplace-based earnings ratio, median
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in all but the three latest of the past ten years, and is still around 9% above the
regional average.

3.41 Where it is evident that many households are facing challenges in accessing the
housing market as a result of the comparative price of entry the Council’s proposed
unambitious approach to plan to provide for a need below even the minimum level
established under the standard method will do little to positively address these
challenges. Indeed on the basis of the historic evidence above it will be more likely to
exacerbate it.

3.42 ltis nonetheless acknowledged that the PPG does provide the following guidance on
when a stepped housing requirement could be considered appropriate:

“A stepped housing requirement may be appropriate where there is to be a
significant change in the level of housing requirement between emerging and
previous polices and/or where strategic sites will have a phased delivery or are
likely to be delivered later in the plan period. Strategic policy-makers will need
to identify the stepped requirement in strategic housing policy, and to set out
evidence to support this approach, and not seek to unnecessarily delay meeting
identified development needs. Stepped requirements will need to ensure that
planned housing requirements are met fully within the plan period. In
reviewing and revising policies, strategic policy-makers should ensure there is
not continued delay in meeting identified development needs”®

3.43 The onus is on the Council to justify a stepped trajectory rather than accept this as a
consequence of the selection of sites. The Council should seek to avoid a stepped
trajectory if possible and, to the extent that development options would achieve this ,
that should be acknowledged positively in the Council’s appraisal of those options.

3.44  There has been no housing requirement written into an adopted development plan
policy since the revocation of the Regional Strategy for the North West in 2013. There
is therefore no claim of a ‘significant change’ in housing requirements justifying this
approach by the Council. Instead the Council has determined that the stepped
requirement is justified by reference to the allocation of strategic sites which have a
long lead in time meaning needs cannot be met early in the plan period.

Consideration of specific sites

3.45 The above may provide the basis of a justification but it needs to be considered in
context and should be used as a last resort if credible alternative options which avoid
the need for a stepped trajectory do not exist. To this extent, the benefits of those
alternative options in reducing reliance on a stepped trajectory must be given weight in
the planning balance.

3.46 In this regard, the SWUE, previously proposed as a development plan allocation, is a
readily developable site, able to provide up to 25% of its planned dwellings (some 445
residential units) prior to the development of the Western Link Road without giving
rise to severe impacts on the existing highway network. This is evidenced within the

8 ppPG Reference ID: 68-021-20190722
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3.47

3.48

3.49

3.50

3.51

3.52

Transport Assessment which forms part of the body of technical work presented
alongside the Development Prospectus for the SWUE site.

There are no other impediments to early delivery of the development. The major
landowners and promoters of the SWUE have each submitted a sighed Memorandum
of Understanding setting out a commitment to collaborate in the masterplanning and
delivery of the site to ensure it comes forward in a coordinated and sustainable
manner. This is Appended to this Paper at Appendix 6

Whilst presently located in the Green Belt, the site benefits from existing direct access
points off the highway network (the A56 and Runcorn Road) and is not reliant on
significant infrastructure to bring early phases forward. Whilst the provision of a Local
Centre and primary school need to be designed into the scheme, there is no overriding
reason why these would be required at the outset instead are expected to come
forward as part of later phases.

Allowing for the development and Council endorsement of a detailed masterplan for
the site and preparation and submission of a first phase planning application, it is
expected that the first residential units would be delivered on site during 2024 with
300 units being deliverable during the first five years of the plan (to 2026) based on
adoption of the plan in 2023. The site can deliver 60 units during 2023/24 and 120 each
in 2024/25 and 2025/26 applying the build rate assumptions adopted by the Council.
This compares to the delivery of just 90 units at the SEWUE during the same five year
period.

The allocation of SWUE is included in three of the five development options considered
by the Council in the development of the PSLP 2019° (Options 1, 4 and 5). Its relative
merits are therefore intended to be assessed against those of others through the
appraisal process. In doing so, the Council has failed to consider this particular issue in
the appraisal the SWUE, representing a significant deficiency in the process of defining
and assessing the relative merits of options. In contrast, it has placed weight on the
ability of Thelwall Heys (Policy MD5) to contribute to meeting needs during the early
years of the plan period (and ultimately in selecting that site for allocation) indicating
an inconsistency in approach.

In this context, options which include the SWUE would perform favourably against
other options, particularly those including the SEWUE, which the Council has concluded
can deliver only 90 units during the first five years of the PSLP. The selection of this site
for allocation is a key factor in the Council progression with a stepped trajectory which
results in a five year requirement of some 17% below the proposed average annual
requirement for the PSLP.

To address this issue, the various spatial options must be re-assessed by the Council
with delivery during the first five years of the plan taken into account and given weight
in the relative appraisal of the options, including an acknowledgement of the SWUE’s
benefits in this regard. This is a material consideration in the appraisal of options is in
the interest of minimising the extent to which the PSLP needs to proceed on the basis
of a stepped trajectory which otherwise results in the plan not meeting requirements

% Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report para 4.34
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3.53

3.54

during the first five years. This is in the spirit of paragraph 60 which sets out the
objective of boosting housing delivery through bringing sufficient sites forward without
unnecessary delay.

In the context of this objective, there can be no question that the ability of different
options to minimise the extent to which development needs will not be met over the
first five years of the plan must be a consideration in the appraisal of those options.
This is only reinforced by reference to the years of under delivery witnessed in
Warrington as noted above. When this consideration is properly input to the appraisal
process, the assessment would report that the development options which include
SWUE as an allocation perform favourably on this point given the above delivery
trajectory during the first five years of the plan relative to that of other sites
considered.

The PSLP’s failure to properly take this into account reflects a deficiency in the
evidence base. The PSLP is not justified and is unsound as a result.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

Housing need beyond the plan period

In accordance with paragraph 140 of the NPPF, a critical issue for the Local Plan is the
guestion of whether the Green Belt can endure. Paragraph 140 gives very clear
direction to the effect that through the development of ‘strategic policies’ the Council
must consider the need for changes to the Green Belt now in order to provide certainty
that they will not need to be subject to further amendment ‘beyond the plan period’.

This requires a consideration of potential development needs beyond the plan period
and the sources of non-Green Belt land which may be available to meet those needs.
This is a subjective exercise and requires a judgement call based on the evidence
available.

Need beyond the plan period
The Council uses a number of unsubstantiated points to arrive at a conclusion that
housing requirements will contract looking ahead to beyond the plan period.

Firstly it determines housing needs beyond the plan period by reference to housing
needs from the part of the plan period when these are projected to be lowest and
assumes this will be reflective of need in the years beyond the plan period. The average
annual requirement over the plan period based on the Standard Methodology (SM)
and without any uplift is 816 dwelling per annum. Whilst the rate of household
formation is expected to fall during the latter years of the plan period, based on the
SM, there is presently no evidence to indicate that this will be maintained beyond the
plan period. By their very nature, projections are uncertain and household formation
rates will vary over the long term.

Secondly the Council makes the sweeping statement that housing price affordability
will no longer be a significant issue beyond the plan period through the positive effect
of the plan and providing a ‘positive plan for growth.”*® Whilst inherent within the SM
is an allowance for affordability pressures, there is simply no basis to conclude that
affordability issues will be eradicated, or will not emerge, in the years after the plan
period with any reasonable degree of certainty. This has not been subject to any
analysis by the Council.

On the contrary, this representation has highlighted flaws in the Council’s approach to
calculating the plan period housing requirement and particularly the failure to have any
regard to the effects of a positive and ambitious employment growth strategy inherent
within the plan and its impact on housing need (see Paper 2).

If the employment strategy is effective, which one must assume it will be to pass the
tests of soundness, the Borough’s baseline economy and the number of jobs it
supports will be significantly higher in 2038 than in 2021. It is inconceivable in that
context that post-plan period housing requirements will be maintained at barely 600
dwellings per year, when this figure itself is linked to a SM methodology requirement

10 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report Paragraph 5.11 (Warrington
Council September 2021)
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4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

which has had no regard to the impact of the Local Plan’s positive economic growth
strategy.

In this instance, plan period investments will lay the foundations for a highly
performing economy, which will in turn attract further investment and job creation.
The Borough’s strategic assets, and particularly its connectivity (including future
improved connectivity through an improved West Coast mainline resulting from HS2)
and location within the chain of high performing economies in this part of the North
West region, put its economy in a strong position to grow substantially for many years,
and well beyond the plan period.

The success of the Local Plan will have realised a larger Borough and higher performing
economy, setting a new baseline from which future development requirements will be
determined. There is no justified reason to conclude that the economic success story of
Warrington will then stop or even slow down. Housing pressures and the need for
housing will similarly be maintained in this context.

Paragraph 140 of the NPPF is concerned with the amendment to Green Belt boundaries
and sets out a requirement to approach the exercise of redrawing Green Belt
boundaries to ensure they can endure over the long term. Satisfying this test places a
high burden of proof on the Council to demonstrate the long term endurance of the
Green Belt is secured through the strategy pursued. This test requires there to be a
high degree of certainty that the post-plan period development needs will not be
significantly different to those proposed. Any risk and uncertainty in that regard poses
a threat to Green Belt and its long term endurance, at odds with paragraph 140 of the
NPPF.

Given the nature of this test, and the desired outcome, it is insufficient to approach
this exercise by relying on largely baseless conclusions about post-plan period need.

As a minimum the PSLP should proceed on the basis that the SM requirement
continues to apply beyond the plan period.

Supply beyond the plan period

The Council identifies that the plan period flexibility allowance of 1,948 units is
effectively available to meet needs beyond the plan period — presumably either
because that level of supply will naturally be held back by the market or if delivered
during the plan period, will mean a commensurate reduction in need after the plan
period.

It is inherent within the PSLP 2021 that total delivery over the plan period will reflect
the full extent of the supply identified including the flexibility allowance of 1,948
dwellings. The flexibility allowance is not subject to a separate land designation and so
no part of the supply is artificially held back in reserve. Rather the PSLP 2021 assumes
all allocated land will be delivered over the plan period, aside from some later delivery
at Fiddlers Ferry, the SEWUE and Warrington Waterfront which is has no connection to
the flexibility allowance.

The strategy pursued by the Council is proof that previous years delivery is of little
material relevance to the determination of future needs to be met through the Local
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4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

Plan, other than to the extent that the SM is based on past household growth. In the
case of Warrington, recent under delivery (554 dwellings per annum on average over
the last 13 years 2008/09 to 2020/21) is not factored directly into it plan period
requirement (i.e. as a step to address the backlog).

This works both ways. Should all land supported by the Local Plan be delivered over the
plan period, then the flexibility allowance will not be available to deliver after the plan
period and indeed its delivery over the plan period will not have the effect of reducing
requirements after the plan period. Need will be recalculated at that point without
direct reference to any consideration of over-delivery in previous years. On the
contrary, past over delivery will only serve as an upward influence on the calculation of
requirements for the next plan period since it will point towards increased household
formation which informs the future requirement.

On the basis of the Council’s expectation that all the identified plan period supply will
be delivered by 2038, the flexibility allowance should be removed from the calculation
of post-plan period supply.

Having regard to the above points, Peel does not agree with the Council’s conclusion
that there is no requirement to release land from the Green Belt specifically to meet
development needs beyond the plan period. The Council has not satisfied the
requirements of paragraph 140 of NPPF and is unsound as a result.

Without prejudice to the position set out above regarding plan period need and supply,
in order to address this point of soundness, the PSLP would need to proceed on the
basis that at least 9,792 dwellings will be needed post-plan period up to 2050. This is
based on 816 dwelling per year (the current SM output) and compares to the Council’s
proposal of 7,406 dwellings per year. The post-plan period supply should be reduced by
1,948 dwellings to reflect the PSLP’s assumption that all sites identified as part of the
supply will be delivered during the plan period.

On this basis, a revised version of Table 4 from the Development Options and Site
Assessment Technical Report (September 2021) is presented below.

11 See Page of the Annual Monitoring Report 2020 AMR 2020 Final Report (warrington.gov.uk)
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4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25

Table4.1:  Revised calculation of post plan period need and supply

Indicative housing requirement 2037 to
2047

a) Annual housing requirement 2038 to 816
2050

b) Overall housing requirement 2038 to 9,792
2050

Indicative housing supply

¢) Garden suburb delivery post 2038 1,800
d) Fiddlers Ferry delivery post 2038 450
e) Waterfront delivery post 2038 265
f) Assumed brownfield development 3,028
g) Total indicative supply (b-c-d-e-f) 5,543

On the basis of the above, the PSLP needs to identify sufficient land capable of
delivering 4,249 dwellings beyond the plan period (Table 4.1 b - g) in order to satisfy
the requirements of NPPF paragraph 140. It can do so through the allocation of
safeguarded land to this level. Failure to plan for the post-plan period requirements on
this basis means the PSLP is otherwise unsound on this point, being in conflict with
NPPF.

Distribution of safeguarded land

A key consideration in selecting land for safeguarding is to ensure that this is
distributed appropriately. A future consideration of housing distribution will be a key
part of the next Local Plan and to reduce the prospect of there being a requirement for
a future Green Belt review, it is important that the distribution of safeguarded land is
properly considered at this stage.

Whilst the current Local Plan should not pre-empt the future Local Plan in that regard,
a reasonable approach would be to seek to ensure that the distribution of post-plan
period supply is broadly proportionate to the scale of settlements in the Borough —i.e.
a neutral, middle ground approach.

In this context, it is noted that all the identified land which will continue to deliver after
the plan period is located on the edge of the main settlement of Warrington (i.e. as
extensions to it) accounting for some 2,515 units.

Whilst the assumed post-plan period brownfield yield of 3,024 does not relate to
specific sites, it is estimated that of the SHLAA supply identified by the Council (i.e.
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4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

non-Green Belt sites), which make up the plan period supply, 99% of this is located in
the main settlement of Warrington with the Outlying Settlements accounting for just
98 units of this supply.

It is reasonable to assume this pattern will continue in respect of any future supply
which emerges in the urban area after the current plan period. As such, it is highly
likely that of the assumed post-plan period brownfield supply of 3,024 units, very little,
if any, of this will come from the Outlying Settlements.

As such, there is effectively no provision for ensuring the Outlying Settlements post-
plan period needs are catered for. Clearly these settlements will have development
needs beyond the plan period (even if this were maintained at the ‘incremental’ level
proposed through the PSLP). The effective result of this is that it is inevitable that the
Green Belt boundaries around the Outlying Settlements will not endure beyond the
plan period based on the strategy being pursed and even if no adjustments to the
figures are made. This represents a further evidenced conflict with paragraph 140 of
NPPF.

To address this, the PSLP will need to identify a supply of sites adjacent to the Outlying
Settlements which will ensure their proportionate share of post-plan period needs can
be met. This exercise should be approached on the assumption that brownfield
development opportunities in the post-plan period within Qutlying Settlements are
negligible for the reasons evidenced above. Based on a need for the PSLP to make
provision for a post-plan period need of 9,792 dwellings, 10% of this should be
explicitly identified in Outlying Settlements, reflecting their proportionate existing
population relative to the Borough as a whole.

For the reasons noted above, this will require the release of land from the Green Belt
which is capable of accommodating this level of development and its allocation as
‘safeguarded land’ to meet needs beyond the plan period. A failure to take this step
will inevitably result in a need to review the Green Belt as part of the next Local Plan
reflecting the scarcity of development opportunities in the Outlying Settlements. This is
therefore necessary to satisfy the requirements of paragraph 140 of the NPPF.
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51

5.2

53

5.4

5.5

Definition and appraisal of Development
Options

The PSLP 2021 marks a significant step-change from the 2019 equivalent, reflected in a
reduced housing requirement (by some 14%), a significant reduction in the scale of
housing to be delivered at the former Garden Suburb (now referred to as the South
East Warrington Urban Extension (SEWUE) and, in effect, swapping allocations at Port
Warrington and SWUE for employment and residential development respectively for
allocations at Fiddlers Ferry Power Station and Thelwall Heys.

By reference to the Council’s ‘Development Options and Site Assessment Technical
Report’ (September 2021), this section of Paper 1 considers the approach taken by the
Council in defining and appraising the various options for the Local Plan, including:

e Establishing the Plan’s housing requirement

e Selecting the spatial strategy for the main urban area

Aligning housing and employment growth

Over the course of the development of the Local Plan, the proposed annual housing
requirement has reduced by some 297 dwellings (or 26%) from 1,113 dwellings per
annum in the 2017 Preferred Development Options Report to 816 dwellings in the PSLP
2021. The Council’s position is now that there is no justification for deviating from the
output of the Standard Methodology for the calculation of housing needs by reference
to more conservative estimations of employment growth, in part linked to the
assumed long term impacts of Brexit and the Covid-19 pandemic.

It seeks to reinforce this justification by reference to uncertainty around the ability of
the market to deliver higher level of housing growth in Warrington and concerns raised
through the 2019 consultation regarding the scale of housing growth proposed and the
impact of this on the Borough'’s infrastructure, Green Belt and its built and natural
environment.? The principal reason given for not exceeding the Standard
Methodology derived requirement is related to jobs projections and the Borough’s
economic prospects however.

This is considered in further detail in Paper 2 of Peel’s representations. This presents a
detailed case for proceeding with an annual housing requirement of a minimum of
1,050 dwellings to ensure that the PSLP housing strategy supports and is
complementary to its economic one and particularly that the housing is available to
support the employment which will be generated by achievement of the PSLP’s
economic ambitions. As noted above, these ambitions are fundamentally the same as
previous iterations of the Local Plan resulting in a significant level of internal conflict
within the plan and its two main areas of focus.

12 pevelopment Options and Site Assessment Technical Report (Warrington Council September
2021) paragraph 2.3 and 2.7
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5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11
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5.13

Put simply, the maintained economic focused ambitions of the Local Plan will not be
achieved unless a complementary housing strategy is pursued. It plainly is not. The
failure to deliver significant levels of housing of the right type and quality will act as
drag on the aspired economic objectives. A failure to recognise this link and instead set
out competing economic and housing strategies represents a fundamental point of
unsoundness rendering the PSLP ineffective and at odds with the NPPF.

Appraisal of spatial options for main urban area

The Council defines five options for the distribution of the Green Belt release
requirement across the main town of Warrington to meet the Borough’s housing
needs. This appraisal is undertaken by reference to specific sites which would
accommodate the development needs identified under the options. This includes the
SWUE as one option (Option 1), alongside the SEWUE and, as a separate option,
alongside Fiddlers Ferry and Thelwall Heys (Option 4) as well as alongside Fiddlers Ferry
only (Option 5).

In the context of representations provided at section 2 of this report, Peel considers
that the options are not mutually exclusive — that is to say that there is a need for a
substantial increase in the Green Belt release requirement and so more than one of
these options needs to be pursued in order to arrive at a deliverable and effective Local
Plan.

Notwithstanding this, Peel fundamentally disagrees with the conclusions reached by
the Council with respect to the relative sustainability of the different options which is
influential in determining which forms the basis of the Local Plan.

A number of conclusions are drawn which do not stand up to scrutiny and run contrary
to the prevailing evidence. Most notably, Peel considers that the Council has
misrepresented the constraints to development at SWUE (which features in Options 1,
4 and 5) and the impacts which would arise from its development and there is some
evidence which indicates that the Council has not undertaken the relative assessments
on a consistent basis.

General comments

As a general observation, it is noted that whilst the appraisal represents a
consideration of spatial options, this is, in reality, an appraisal of candidate site
allocations. Each spatial option is specific about which sites would come forward for
development under each scenario and site specific allocations emanate from this
process.

In this context, it is considered necessary to have a sufficient understanding of the
individual sites, the constraints they each present and any deliverability issues present.
This would logically be informed by a body of technical work which would form the
basis of the appraisal of each option and which is ultimately relied upon to underpin
the conclusions reached in respect of each site.

In this instance, the appraisal of each site is very high level by reference to how each
would perform against the Strategic Objectives of the PSLP (W1 to W6). The analysis in
not informed by an understanding of each site in environmental terms — particularly
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5.15
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5.17

ecologically and in terms of landscape impact. SEWUE is for example supported only by
a short document — some 13 pages — which leads up to the presentation of concept
masterplan. There is no assessment of site constraints and testing of options for
access. The technical evidence base underpinning the selected of sites, and proof that
they represent the most sustainable in the round, is presently lacking. The PSLP is not
sound at the present time in not being justified by reference to an effective evidence
base.

Peel reserves the right to provide further comments on these proposed allocations
when the aforementioned technical and environmental evidence is made available as is
required.

Appraisal of SWUE options
With regards to the SWUE, the Council’s appraisal draws the following conclusions:

e SWUE, if allocated at the expense of Fidders Ferry, would not enable the
regeneration of the power station site. The same applies to SEWUE.

e There is insufficient capacity within existing secondary schools to meet the
needs of the development (in the context of the proposal not including the
provision of a secondary school itself)

e The development, in the context of it coming forward alongside Fiddlers
Ferry,would ‘impact on the Green Belt separating Warrington and
Halton’ Band offers no longer term potential beyond the plan period (meaning
safeguarded land would need to be allocated in another location)

e The Council has concerns about the impact of SWUE on the Western Link
highways proposal.

Green Belt
In relation to SWUE, the Council’s assessment concludes:

‘It is essential that a robust boundary is provided to support the strategic
function of the Green Belt in this location in ensuring separation between
Warrington and Runcorn. This needs to be considered with the potential
proposed waterfront and in the context of Halton proposing to remove Moore
Village from the Green Belt through their Local Plan Review’**

In considering an option of the allocation of SWUE and Fiddlers Ferry the assessment
states that:

13 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report paragraph 4.46 (Warrington
Borough Council September 2021)

14 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report Appendix 5 page 2 (Warrington
Borough Council September 2021)
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‘This option includes the release of Green Belt in the direction of neighbouring
Halton in both the north towards Widnes and south towards Runcorn. The
cumulative impact of this and the impact on separation between the towns in
the two Boroughs is an important consideration for this option’*®

That the SWUE will release Green Belt land in the direction of Moore Village, reducing
the separation between Moore Village and the newly drawn urban boundary of
Warrington is specifically highlighted in the context of the intention to take Moore
Village out of the Green Belt through the Halton Local Plan Review.

The Halton Local Plan Review is proposing this step to reflect the extent of built
development at Moore Village and that this is at odds with it being in the Green Belt. It
also reflects that areas of land around Manor Business Park to the immediate north
west of Moore Village comprise open space and Local Wildlife Sites and are therefore
protected from development by other policies. With the exception of small expansion
of Manor Business Park into existing Green Belt to the east, this is no more than a
corrective step taken to better reflect the form and extent of built development in this
location, the character of the land and the extent to which it is protected from
development by other policy provisions.

In taking Moore Village out of the Green Belt, this revision does not open up significant
development opportunities to the extent that it could lead to the outward spread of
the existing built up area in the direction of Warrington. Development opportunities
arising from this would be largely limited to infill plots within the built up area of the
village.

This step will not change the extent and scale of Moore Village and little impact will be
felt on the ground. It will not extend the spatial extent of Moore Village outwards and
there will be no reduction in the actual gap between the built up form of Moore Village
(as existing) and the urban boundary of Warrington. It will be a change visible in plan
form only.

In considering SWUE in the context of the removal of Moore Village from the Green
Belt, as the Council’s assessment advises, it is evident that this release is of no material
significance. Given the nature of this release and the negligible impact it will have on
the ground, this should have no bearing on the consideration of whether SWUE is
acceptable from a Green Belt point of view. Any consequential narrowing of the gap
between settlements in Warrington and Halton arises only from the release at SWUE
and is not exacerbated by a release at Moore Village as appears to be what the Council
is alluding to.

Taking the SWUE release in this context gap of some 800m to Moore Village will
remain. The physical separation to Moore Village (as an area of built development) is
unaffected by the removal of Moore Village from the Green Belt. A defensible
boundary formed by Bellhouse Lane would be provided between the south western

15 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report Appendix 5 page 2 (Warrington
Borough Council September 2021)
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5.24

extent of Warrington and the north eastern boundary of Runcorn following the release
of SWUE from the Green Belt.

The revised Green Belt boundary at Moore Village is illustrated through Figure 5.1
below.

Moore Village
removed from the
Green Belt

5.25

5.26

South western extent of
SWUE

Figure 5.1: Revised Green Belt at Moore Village

By contrast, the SEWUE proposes an easterly expansion of the urban area of
Warrington in the direction of Appleton Thorn — a standalone settlement surrounded
by Green Belt and isolated from the main urban area. It is similar in scale to Moore
Village in that regard and has a similar relationship with the main urban area, albeit
located in Warrington rather than Halton. The SEWUE will substantially close any gap
between Warrington and Appleton Thorn with the latter effectively being subsumed
into the urban area. The proposed release retains a gap of just 350m between
Warrington and Appleton Thorn with no defensible boundary between the two.

Given this comparison, it is very evident that two sites have not been assessed on a
consistent basis. Whilst issues are raised in relation to SWUE’s potential impact on
Moore Village from a Green Belt point of view, no such issues are raised in relation to
the SEWUE and Appleton Thorn. Rather the Council’s assessment simply concludes:

The South East Urban Extension provides the opportunity to amend the existing
Green Belt and to make use of the weakest Green Belt parcels in this location,
together with the loss of some moderately performing parcels. The urban
extension lends itself to the use of defensible existing features as robust
boundaries, or where this is not possible, there is the opportunity to strengthen
existing boundaries to ensure the permanence of revised Green Belt boundary
in the long term.
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The revised Green Belt boundary to the east of Warrington, and its relationship with
Appleton Thorn, is shown in Figure 5.2 below.

-

[
Wiright's J’ e,

Appleton Thorn

South East Warrington
Urban Extension —
revised Green Belt
boundary

Figure 5.2: South East Warrington Urban Extension — impact on Appleton

Thorn

The positive tone of the above commentary is in stark contrast to the equivalent
commentary on SWUE where defensible boundaries are already pre-existing and don’t
need to be built into the development in the manner required at the SEWUE. The
respective appraisals are, at best, inconsistent in drawing the conclusion that the SWUE
will give rise to harm to the Green Belt which SEWUE will not. Considered on an
objective basis, and taking the issue of Green Belt alone, that is not a fair and

reasonable conclusion to draw.

On the contrary, when one considers the key Green Belt concern raised by the Council
in respect of SWUE (that being its relationship with Moore Village) it is evident that the
SEWUE has a significantly more harmful effect on Appleton Thorn. That the Council has
set this aside is seemingly owing to the former being raised by Halton Council through
its representations to the Local Plan and the Duty to Cooperate. To the extent that the
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Green Belt will be harmed by the two development options, it is clear that the greater
harm arises in respect of SEWUE on account of its relationship with and impact on
Appleton Thorn.

Highways impacts

As noted above, a key reason for discounting options which include the allocation of
the SWUE is its claimed impact on the proposed Western Link relief road proposed to
relieve congestion in and around the town centre via a new road connection between
the A56 (Chester Road) and A57 (Great Sankey Way). The projected cost of the link
road is £212m with £142.5m of funding for its delivery being conditionally secured
through the Department of Transport.'® A key aim of the link road is to unlock
development sites in and an on the edge of Warrington. The southern termination of
the link road where it connects with the A56 is within the SWUE site area.

The technical appraisal provided at Appendix 1 demonstrates that the development of
the SWUE will not give rise to unacceptable impacts on the Western Link and can be
accommodated in full through the development of the Western Link, to which it can
make a contribution towards the delivery of. The Council’s evidence base does not
support the conclusion reached regarding the impact of the development on the
Western Link. This is a significant deficiency given the significance of this conclusion on
the decision to discount the SWUE in favour of other development options. This
decision is very clearly not justified and so is unsound.

Delivering the Western Link
The PSLP is substantially reliant on the delivery of the Western Link to unlock
development capacity in the town centre and at Warrington Waterfront.

The 2019 PSLP proposed that the SWUE site, as proposed for allocation at the time,
would be one of three allocations which would make a proportionate contribution
towards the delivery of the Western Link in order to help meet a £70m funding
shortfall. This was a key component of the delivery strategy for the link road. Two of
these allocations, Port Warrington and the SWUE, are now no longer proposed in the
PSLP 2021 with the only remaining site which is identified as making a contribution to
the Western Link being the Warrington Waterfront residential proposal (providing an
estimated 1,070 dwellings over the plan period and representing a small proportion of
the overall plan requirement). It is noted that the Council’s viability appraisal reports
that development at the Waterfront is unviable and so its ability to contribute to the
Western Link is, at best, in doubt.

The Council previously settled on a strategy of developer contributions as part of its
plan to deliver the Western Link and identified this as an appropriate means by which
this would be achieved having considered other options. The Council is now closing off
a critical funding stream in no longer proposing the allocation of Port Warrington and
SWUE. In doing so, it has failed to recognise this particular benefit of these sites —in
having a direct relationship with the Western Link and therefore justified in making a
contribution to it —in the appraisal of development options and its conclusions
regarding the merits of these site options relative to others. That represents a clear

16 Western Link | warrington.gov.uk
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deficiency in the PSLP evidence base which does not provide a justified basis to
underpin the options selected as a result. In short the selected option is unsound on
this basis.

This is further highlighted by reference to the Sustainability Appraisal. This is an
important part of the evidence base to the Local Plan in presenting a comprehensive
comparative assessment of all development options against a pre-defined framework.
One sustainability ‘theme’ identified in the SA framework is accessibility, with two SA
objectives, against which options are assessed, emanating from this. This includes SA
objective 9 to ‘protect and enhance accessibility for all the essential services and
facilities’.

The 2019 SA assessed development options which included the SWUE against this
objective and recognised the beneficial impacts of this site arising from the
contribution it would make to the delivery of the Western Link through a planning
obligation. In relation to the SWUE it states:

‘... development here would contribute towards and benefit from the
completion of the Warrington Western Link road. This would achieve links to
the wider Waterfront area and help to manage effects on the road network.
Consequently, this provides the potential for a significant positive effect.” ¥’

Its conclusion in relation to Option 1 (which includes the SWUE) against this SA
objective is:

‘Overall, a significant positive effect is predicted for Option 1.This is related to
several factors, but notably the potential for major improvements to transport
networks in support of new development at both strategic locations.”*®

The SA in 2019 has very evidently, and quite rightly, recognised the benefit that the
SWUE will bring in helping to facilitate the delivery of the Western Link. It placed
significant weight on this in drawing its overall conclusion on the very positive
performance of Option 1, which includes the SWUE, against SA Objective 9.

By contrast, the 2021 SA plays this down. It does not appraise spatial options which
include a defined combination of sites in the manner of the 2019 rather looks at each
site within each option independently, resulting in an overall ‘minor positive’ scoring
against the accessibility theme for the SWUE. Passing reference is made to the ability
of the development to contribute to the Western Link but this is dismissed as of limited
relevance in the context of a conclusion that the development will give rise to
increased congestion. This was not raised as issue in the 2019 SA.

As reported above, and detailed within the technical notes at Appendices 1 and 3,
there is no credible basis for concluding that the highway impacts of the SWUE will be
unacceptable. The evidence provided alongside the PSLP 2021 does not support the

17 Warrington Local Plan Review Pre-submission Sustainability Appraisal SA Report (AECOM
March 2019) Appendix F (page 264)
18 Warrington Local Plan Review Pre-submission Sustainability Appraisal SA Report (AECOM
March 2019) Appendix F (page 264)
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revised judgement in the SA that the accessibility effects of the development will only
be ‘minor positive’ as a significant deviation from its previous judgement. That
previous judgement reflects the significant benefit of the development arising from its
contribution to the Western Link. Nothing has changed in that regard and there is no
basis for revised SA scoring against the accessibility theme.

On the contrary, in the context of a proposed reduced housing requirement, and an
increased proposed reliance on areas of the Borough where development viability is, at
best, marginal, the fact that the SWUE can make a financial contribution towards the
Western Link should in fact mean that more positive weight is placed on this benefit in
the appraisal process. The SA scoring of this site should be updated to ‘major positive’
against the accessibility theme to reflect this.

Secondary school provision

The Council’s appraisal of options which include the SWUE indicates a secondary school
capacity constraint in the south of the Borough, though has presented no evidence to
support this position. Peel has commissioned its own evidence in relation to this
matter, provided at Appendix 2. This demonstrates that that there are no significant
secondary school capacity constraints to development at the SWUE. It notes that:

e There are fewer pupils registered to secondary schools in Warrington than
were forecast in 2019. This is likely to mean increased capacity looking ahead

e Given the phased nature of housing delivery, demand for school places arising
from new housing development will not peak until later in the plan period with
forecasts indicating increased capacity in local schools over the long term

e There is a high level of ‘in-commuting’ of pupils to local secondary schools
(including from other Local Authority areas) which will be corrected over time
through the effect of new housing development and so releasing capacity

e  Whilst a short term issue may arise in respect of capacity in schools in the
south of the Borough if the proposed school at the SEWUE did not come
forward, this would be addressed over time based on current projections and
in the short term pupils could be accommodated in schools just to the north of
the Manchester Ship Canal or, alternatively, via an extension to Lymm High
School.

This evidence base demonstrates that secondary school capacity is not a significant
constraint to the SWUE. Whilst the site will not accommodate a secondary school itself,
there is projected to be sufficient secondary capacity from existing schools in the long
term to meet demand. The Council’s conclusions in relation to this matter are
unsubstantiated and run contrary to the evidence Peel has presented in this
representation. Secondary school capacity does not provide a reason for rejecting the
SWUE proposal as a reasonable alternative to that selected.
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6. The case for the South West Urban Extension

To meet the residual need

6.1 Sections 1 to 4 of this Paper, and drawing on Papers 2 and 3 have identified that there
is a requirement for the allocation of additional land for residential development in
order that the development needs of the Borough can be made. This can only be met
through the release of additional land in the Green Belt.

6.2 The PSLP rightly places a focus on delivery within and on the edge of the main urban
area of the Borough, reflective of its inherent sustainability in accommodating growth
being most accessible, closest to key services and located where it can generate the
greatest benefit in supporting the town centre regeneration ambitions embedded in
the PSLP. In this context, the first priority for meeting the residual need should be given
to sites on the edge of the urban area.

6.3 In this context, the Council has previously concluded, through the evidence base to the
2019 PSLP, that the SWUE represents a sustainable and suitable site to meet the then
higher development needs.

6.4 Through a consortium of developers with an interest in this site, a deliverable
masterplan is presented within an up to date development prospectus submitted
alongside these representations. This is supported by a body of technical work which
demonstrates that the site is not affected by any insurmountable constraints which
would prevent it from coming forward. A summary of this evidence base is provided at
Appendix 5. The evidence provided at Appendix 4 of this Paper demonstrates that the
site is viable and can make a contribution to meeting the affordable housing needs of
the Borough and strategic infrastructure needs of the Local Plan.

6.5 The consortium of developers have signed a Memorandum of Understanding (provided
at Appendix 6) outlining a commitment to work collaboratively to bring the site
forward in a timely and coordinated manner. This demonstrates a high level of
commitment and provides added reassurance that a comprehensive approach will be
taken to ensure the site is effectively masterplanned and infrastructure delivered
through the development at the appropriate time.

6.6 The site comprises Green Belt parcels which the Council has determined made a
moderate contribution to the Green Belt. Importantly, it is framed by defensible
boundaries provided by the Manchester Ship Canal, the West Coast Mainline, the A56
and Runcorn Road. It is well contained by defensible features so as to avoid strategic
harm to the Green Belt. This is acknowledged at paragraph 3.13 of the Council’s 2019
Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report. Nothing has changed to
affect that conclusion. The 2019 Report goes onto confirm that the SWUE is a suitable,
available and development site'®. It is noted that this same conclusion is also drawn
within the 2021 update to that report®

19 Appendix 3 page 7
20 Appendix 5 page 8
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Nothing has materially changed to indicate that the SWUE would not be a suitable and
sustainable development allocation in the context of a need to identify additional land
to meet the housing needs of the Borough, as has been revealed through this
assessment.

As a more sustainable alternative

This paper has drawn attention to some fundamental deficiencies in the Council’s
appraisal of the various development options for the main town of Warrington,
particularly in respect of secondary school capacity and highway impact. Put simply,
these are not constraints to the development of SWUE and should not be treated as
such for the purposes of a comparison appraisal of this site against others. On the
contrary, this submission has proven the ability of the SWUE to make a financial
contribution towards the Western Link, a piece of strategic infrastructure which
underpins the delivery of the entire plan and which would be justified in the context of
CIL Regulations given its relationship with the Western Link, should weigh in its favour.

This is particularly the case in the context of this being affected by a cE70m funding gap
which through the 2019 PSLP the Council had intended to be partly addressed through
a contribution from SWUE and Port Warrington/ Warrington Commercial Park. This
source of finance is now not available based on the proposed PSLP 2021, bringing into
serious question the deliverability of the Western Link. Whilst it would be a mitigating
requirement of the SWUE to make a contribution to the Western Link, this would
nevertheless represent a benefit of this proposal given the wider importance of the
Western Link to the plan. The Council’s failure to acknowledge this and afford this
benefit material weight in the appraisal of development options represents a
significant procedural deficiency in developing the Local Plan.

This paper has further highlighted a contradiction in the approach to the consideration
of Green Belt harm in relation to the effect on similar sized villages located close to the
SEWUE (Appleton Thorn) and SWUE (Moore Village). To the extent that it is the role of
the Green Belt to maintain a separation between a main urban area and a smaller
outlying village, it is evident on any objective level that the SEWUE will have a
significantly greater impact the separation of Warrington and Appleton Thorn than the
SWUE will have on the separation of Warrington and Moore Village. That Moore Village
is located in Halton and Appleton Thorn in Warrington is irrelevant to any
consideration of this matter.

This representation has also demonstrated that the SWUE is not affected by any
insurmountable constraints relating to highway capacity or secondary education
provision, contrary to the Council’s claims.

When these matters are considered together, it is evident that even the context of the
plan period housing requirement remaining at the level proposed and if the
developable supply were accepted (i.e. there being no residual requirement) the SWUE
extension represents the most sustainable strategic scale site in meeting development
needs, resulting in least harm and creating the greatest benefit locally. It should be
prioritised for allocation ahead of other candidate sites including the SEWUE.
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An alternative option for the SWUE

The SWUE is in the control of a number of different land owners who are working
together to promote this development opportunity. However this is a large area of land
which could be reduced in scale if this were appropriate in the context of the housing
need and supply position. It is not a given that the SWUE is ‘all or nothing’ and there is
the opportunity to consider a smaller iteration of the SWUE as an alternative, with its
allocation redrawn on alternative defensible lines. The former Garden Suburb site, now
referred to as the SEWUE, has been redefined and reduced in scale on a similar basis,
with options for this reduction and where its new boundary should be drawn
considered by the Council through its Development Options and Site Assessment
Technical Report (2021).

A smaller SWUE represents a reasonable alternative in the context of the Local Plan
and the process of assessing various development options. This has not been
considered by the Council as it should have been. Peel considers that, should the
housing requirement position not support a full scale SWUE release (which is not Peel’s
position as outlined in this representation) a smaller iteration could represent a
sustainable development opportunity.

The site is noted by the Council as being sustainably located and well related to the
urban area in its assessment of those development options which include this site. In
this context, and considering the basis on which Thelwall Heys has been allocated for
development to meet needs during the early years of the plan period, a smaller
allocation at SWUE would represent a reasonable alternative justifiable on a similar
basis. This should have been assessed as a development option through the Council’s
Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report 2021.

The Council should carry out a process of assessing how the SWUE could be redefined
on a smaller basis, reflecting the comments above, in the same manner as the SEWUE
(former Garden Suburb). This should include a definition and then appraisal of various
options for a smaller iteration of the SWUE.

Potential for safeguarding

This submission has identified that the PSLP 2021 is deficient in its approach towards
making provision for development needs beyond the plan period. In order that the
PSLP satisfies the requirement of paragraph 140 of the NPPF, additional land is
required to be released from the Green Belt and safeguarded to meet longer term
development needs.

Setting aside the compelling strategic case set out for the allocation of the SWUE
during the plan period, given the Council’s judgement that the site is suitable and
available, it would be the priority site to be designated as safeguarded land as an
alternative.
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The Outlying Settlements

Peel’s submission demonstrates that the Council has not selected the most sustainable
sites for allocation compared to reasonable alternatives.

There are alternative sites in the settlements of Culcheth, Croft, Hollins Green and
Lymm, which are more sustainable and, in some cases, which result in a form of
development which relates far better to the settlement thus representing more logical
forms of accommodating growth.

General comments

As a general point Peel does not agree with the Council’s proposal of automatically
discounting sites which are deemed to make a strong contribution to the Green Belt
from the site appraisal process in considering potential allocations. This approach does
not reflect that the overall sustainability of a site for development can only be
determined through a full consideration of the site’s characteristics against a wide
range of criteria, consistent with concept of sustainability encapsulating social,
economic and environmental dimensions.

The Council’s approach runs contrary to the guidance in paragraph 142 of the NPPF in
this regard. Green Belt harm needs to be given the appropriate level of weight
alongside wider sustainability considerations in selecting sites for release. It cannot
therefore be the sole determinant of whether sites should be considered for allocation
as is reflective of the Council’s approach.

A summary of Peel’s representations in relation to each settlement follows.
Culcheth

Peel’s proposal for the allocation of land to the north of Culcheth, including the
provision of strategic green infrastructure and local highways improvements, is
summarised in section 1. This proposal includes the proposed allocation of a site with a
capacity to deliver 300 dwellings during the plan period with a further 300 dwellings
beyond the plan period (the latter through a safeguarded land designation) as shown in
Figure 8.1.

Council’s appraisal of suitability, availability and viability of sites

Peel has undertaken a critique of the Council’s appraisal of the proposed site allocation
to the east of Culcheth (Allocation 0S2) as set out in the Site Proforma Assessment
Report. Comments are provided below.

Green Belt

It is noted that the Council’s appraisal records the site as making a weak contribution
to the Green Belt. Given its physical characteristics and absence of durable boundaries
along its extensive boundary with the retained Green Belt, Peel considers that the site
makes a strong contribution to the Green Belt. This should then be given due weight in
the suitability assessment process.
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Landscape and visual

The site sits within Landscape Character Type 2: Mossland Landscape which is assessed
as being sensitive to development within the Council’s Landscape Character
Assessment. Within this character type the site falls within Landscape Character Area
2B: Holcroft & Glazebrook Moss. Landscape Character Area 2B is described as being
“open and exposed”, with a “general absence of hedgerows and hedgerow trees”. The
site is valued for its scenic quality and representativeness of the landscape character. A
public right of way traverses the landscape to the south of the site within the study
area giving some recreational value. The value of the site and its surroundings is
considered to be Medium.

There are no public rights of way through the site. The site is clearly visible from
Holcroft Lane (the main approach into Culcheth) and from Warrington Road which
defines the boundary to Culcheth, offering views east across open countryside. The
potential effects of development on visual amenity are considered to be Medium-High.

Site allocation OS2 — other considerations

Connectivity and integration with the settlement

The site selected for allocation does not achieve an effective integration into the
existing built environment of Culcheth. It is evidently peripheral to the main settlement
area and located beyond an area of playing fields and Culcheth Secondary School which
mark the transition between the main built up area of Culcheth and expanses of Green
Belt and countryside beyond.

The proposed allocation leapfrogs the natural and well established eastern boundary of
the main built up area and will introduce a dense, urban form of development into an
otherwise open area. It wouldn’t represent a natural, organic outward expansion of the
settlement area being significantly isolated and disconnected from it. This is not
conducive to the objective of achieving well-designed places through the plan-making
process as required by NPPF.

Peel’s site North of Culcheth

Peel has put forward a proposal for the release of land from the Green Belt and
allocation for a mix of development during the plan period, safeguarded land to meet
development needs beyond the plan period, and open space.

Green Belt

The proposed open space designations will provide long term durable boundaries to
the Green Belt to the north and east of the proposed developed area. This reinforces
Peel’s evidenced position that the site should be recorded as making, at most, a
moderate contribution to the Green Belt and thus a lesser contribution than the
proposed allocated site to the east of Culcheth. This should then be given due weight in
the site suitability assessment process.

Consideration of benefits

Weight should also be given to the unique benefits of Peel’s proposal in considering
the site allocation options. Peel’s proposal will deliver significant recreation benefits for
the existing community, which are unique to this proposal and should be given
increased weight in light of the COVID19 pandemic and the desirability of providing
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improved access to high quality open space. These can be secured through bespoke
policy requirements. Similarly, Peel’s site will secure significant highway improvements
to Warrington Road and potentially provide land for the future extension of the high
school. Again these are unique to this site and can secured through the policy
allocation.

It is important that the ‘added value’ attributes of the contender allocations are given
due weight in the comparative appraisal of site allocation options. This would weigh in
favour of Peel’s proposal given its unique qualities in this regard.

Landscape and visual

The site falls within defined Landscape Character 1: Undulating Farmland within the
Council’s Landscape Character Assessment. This landscape typology is considered to be
less sensitive to development than Landscape Character Type 2, within which the
selected site allocation falls. Landscape Character Type 1 is wide spread across the
borough and Landscape Character Type 2 is rare.

Connectivity with the settlement

In contrast with the site selected for allocation, Peel’s proposal represents a natural
and logical outward expansion of the settlement, following the form of the historic
growth of the settlement over a number of decades and representing a continuation of
this. It is effectively knitted into the main urban area, having a significant interface with
it and providing numerous points of connection to achieve an effective connection and
sensitive integration with the existing urban area and not offending the established
character and appearance of the settlement as one appreciates it from key arterial
routes.

A long term development opportunity

It is also important that the post-plan period is considered in the selection of sites for
allocation during the plan period. As evidenced above, there is a need for the release of
land adjacent to Outlying Settlements to meet development needs beyond the plan
period and thus to ensure the Green Belt can endure over the long term. The plan
period and post-plan period allocations should considered at the same time and as part
of a single exercise to ensure the sustainable expansion of the settlement over the long
term. A piecemeal approach should not be taken.

Peel’s proposal provides the benefit of presenting a strategy for the long term growth
of the settlement, through an initial plan period development and then a natural and
logical second phase of development beyond the plan period utilising land to west.

The proposed PUSLP allocation does not present an equivalent opportunity to build on
the existing development in a sustainable manner. The further outward expansion of
allocation OS2 would take in open Green Belt land and reinforce the development’s
physical disconnection and isolation from the main settlement area. In the context of a
need to allocate land to deliver development needs beyond the plan period, the
selected allocation does not present an opportunity for additional sustainable growth
beyond 2038 in the manner of Peel’s proposal therefore.

Taking these points together, it is clear that Peel’s proposed development north of
Culcheth presents a more sustainable and more suitable allocation to deliver both
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the plan period and post-plan period needs of the settlement compared to the
selected site allocation 0S2. Peel’s site north of Culcheth should be allocated for the
development of 300 dwellings during the plan parcel (eastern parcel) plus a further
300 dwellings beyond 2038 through a safeguarded land designation (western parcel).
This approach is consistent with the PUSLP’s strategy of incremental growth within
the Outlying Settlements.

Croft

Peel’s proposal for the allocation of land at Lady Lane, Croft, is summarised in section
1. it comprises a proposed plan period allocation of 83 dwellings with the balance of
the site safeguarded to meet development needs beyond the plan period (with a
capacity of 112 dwellings). This enables a version of Peel’s proposal consistent in scale
with the allocation proposed in Croft through the PUSLP to be considered against the
selected site on a like-for-like basis. This then allows an assessment of whether, in the
context of a continuation of a strategy incremental growth within the Outlying
Settlements, the selected allocation in Croft is the most sustainable compared to
reasonable alternatives.

Council’s appraisal of suitability, availability and viability of sites

Peel’s assessment of the Council’s appraisal of its proposed development site and that
of the proposed site allocation to the north west of Croft (Allocation OS1) as set out in
the Site Proforma Assessment Report demonstrates that suitability scoring should be
revised as follows:

e Site OS1: The ‘physical point of access into the highway’ scoring should be
amended from an score to a red score

e Site OS1: The ‘use of previously developed land’ scoring should be amended
from a score to an score

e Lady Lane: the remediation opportunity’ scoring should be amended from an
scoreto a score

e Lady Lane: The ‘impact on wildlife sites, local nature reserves, RIGs, potential
wildlife sites etc’ scoring should be amended from an scoretoa
score

e Lady Lane: The ‘physical point of access into the highway’ scoring should be
amended from an score to a green score

Further, Peel’s site at Croft should be recorded as making a weak contribution to the
Green Belt and the selected allocation a strong Green Belt contribution. This should
then be given due weight in the suitability assessment process.

Taking the above into account, Peel’s proposal would achieve a better score in respect
of three suitability criteria and a worse suitability score in respect of two criteria based
on an objective appraisal as presented by Peel.
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A long term development opportunity

It is also important that the post-plan period is considered in the selection of sites for
allocation during the plan period. As evidenced above, there is a need for the release of
land adjacent to Outlying Settlements to meet development needs beyond the plan
period and thus to ensure the Green Belt can endure over the long term. The plan
period and post-plan period allocations should considered at the same time and as part
of a single exercise to ensure the sustainable expansion of the settlement over the long
term. A piecemeal approach should not be taken.

Peel’s proposal provides the benefit of presenting a strategy for the long term growth
of the settlement, through an initial plan period development and then a natural and
logical second phase of development beyond the plan period utilising land to north.

The proposed PUSLP allocation does not present an equivalent opportunity to build on
the existing development in a sustainable manner. The further outward expansion of
allocation OS1 would take in open Green Belt land and reinforce the development’s
physical disconnection and isolation from the main settlement area. In the context of a
need to allocate land to deliver development needs beyond the plan period, the
selected allocation does not present an opportunity for additional sustainable growth
beyond 2038 in the manner of Peel’s proposal therefore.

Site allocation OS1 — existing use

It is also important to highlight that the proposed allocation of site OS1 will displace an
existing equestrian (Heathcroft Stud) use from the site. This is an existing business
which moved to this premises in the 1990s following the sale of its previous site off
Mustard Lane immediately to the west and its development for housing.

No evidence has been presented to indicate that the existing business is not viable and
it is therefore likely that new premises will be sought after the business is displaced
from its existing site. Given the nature of the use, the business is likely to seek a site
within the Green Belt. An equestrian business would constitute inappropriate
development in the Green Belt. Harm to the Green Belt will therefore result from any
such development.

As such, whilst partly brownfield land, the overall net impact on the Green Belt of the
site’s development is likely to be the same as if the site were entirely greenfield given
that a new site, most likely within the Green Belt, will need to be identified for the
development of replacement premises for the existing business.

Taking these points together, it is clear that Peel’s proposed development at Lady
Lane presents a more sustainable and more suitable allocation to deliver both the
plan period and post-plan period needs of the settlement compared to the selected
site allocation OS2. Peel’s site at Lady Lane should be allocated for the development
of 100 dwellings during the plan parcel plus a further 100 dwellings beyond 2038
through a safeguarded land designation. This approach is consistent with the
PUSLP’s strategy of incremental growth within the Outlying Settlements.
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Hollins Green

Peel’s proposal for the allocation of land off Manchester Road, Hollins Green, is
summarised in section 1. It comprises a plan period allocation of ¢.93 dwellings with
the balance of the site safeguarded to meet development needs beyond the plan
period (with a capacity of c.106 dwellings). This has been presented to enable a version
of Peel’s proposal consistent in scale with the allocation proposed in Hollins Green
through the PUSLP to be considered against the selected site on a like-for-like basis.
This then allows an assessment of whether, in the context of a continuation of a
strategy incremental growth within the Outlying Settlements, the selected allocation in
Hollins Green is the most sustainable compared to reasonable alternatives.

Council’s appraisal of suitability, availability and viability of sites

Peel’s assessment of the Council’s appraisal of its proposed development site and that
of the proposed site allocation to the south west of Hollins Green (Allocation 0S4) as
set out in the Site Proforma Assessment Report demonstrates that suitability scoring
should be revised as follows:

e Manchester Road: the ‘Air quality impacts’ scoring should be amended from
an scoretoa score

e Manchester Road: the ‘loss of high quality agricultural land’ scoring should be
amended from an scoreto a score

¢ Manchester Road: the ‘Capacity of the landscape to accommodate
development’ scoring should be amended from an scoretoa
score

Further, the selected allocation site OS3 makes a strong Green Belt contribution. Peel
agrees with the Council’s conclusion that its site at Manchester Road makes a weak
Green Belt contribution. This should then be given due weight in the suitability
assessment process.

Taking the above into account, Peel’s proposal would achieve a better score in respect
of two suitability criteria and a worse suitability score in respect of one criteria based
on an objective appraisal as presented by Peel.

Taking these points together, it is clear that Peel’s proposed development at
Manchester Road presents a more sustainable and more suitable allocation to deliver
both the plan period and post-plan period needs of the settlement compared to the
selected site allocation 0S3. Peel’s site at Manchester Road should be allocated for
the development of c.93 dwellings during the plan parcel plus a further c106
dwellings beyond 2038 through a safeguarded land designation.

Lymm

Peel’s proposal for the allocation of land off Rushgreen Road (east of Tanyard Farm)
Lymm is summarised in section 1.
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Peel’s submitted Development Prospectus for this site comprises a plan period
allocation of 115 dwellings and community health provision located within the
northern part of the site and community sports, community sports facilities, informal
open space and open tourism / leisure uses are proposed within the southern area.
The number of dwellings proposed is consistent in scale with the allocations proposed
in Lymm enabling it to be considered against the selected sites on a like-for-like basis.
This then allows an assessment of whether, in the context of a continuation of a
strategy incremental growth within the Outlying Settlements, the selected allocations
in Lymm are the most sustainable compared to reasonable alternatives.

Council’s appraisal of suitability, availability and viability of sites

Peel’s assessment of the Council’s appraisal of its proposed development site and that
of the proposed site allocation at Pool Lane / Warrington Road (Allocation 0S4) as set
out in the Site Proforma Assessment Report demonstrates that suitability scoring
should be revised as follows:

e land off Rushgreen Road (east of Tanyard Farm): The ‘remediation of
contaminated land’ scoring should be amended from an scoretoa
score. This would also result in the achievability score change to green.

e land off Rushgreen Road (east of Tanyard Farm): the ‘agricultural land’ scoring
should be amended from a red score to an score.

¢ land off Rushgreen Road (east of Tanyard Farm): the ‘physical point of access
into the highway’ scoring should be amended from an score to a green
score

Taking the above into account, Peel’s proposal would achieve a better score in respect
of six suitability criteria and a worse suitability score in respect of three criteria based
on an objective appraisal as presented by Peel.

In addition, the northern site within allocation 0S4 is located entirely within Flood
Zones 2 and 3. There are alternative sites available which are located outside of Flood
Zones 2 and 3. The sequential test in NPPF is not met. This should result in the site
being discounted at the outset. Approximately 50% of the southern site is located
within Flood Zone 2. Insofar as there are alternative sites available which are located
outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3, this should weigh against the allocation of this site.

Furthermore, professional judgement of the Green Belt contribution suggests that
whilst an overall moderate contribution has been identified in relagtion to the
southern site, the contribution made to individual purposes are such that an overall
score of strong may have been justified. The overall scoring of moderate is marginal
therefore and put be seen in this context.

Accessibility to Lymm centre is an important consideration in determining the
sustainability of the location for development given the potential to promote non-car
journeys and linked trips in Lymm particularly due to the size and strength of its
Neighbourhood Centre. Parcel LY16 occupies a more favourable location in relation to
the main concentration of services and facilities within Lymm Centre than proposed
allocation 0S4. At its mid-point it is approximately 1.2 km away from the centre of
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Lymm if using surrounding roads to access the centre. Alternatively, the site would be
around 1.1 km from the Centre if walking or cycling along the northern towpath of the
Bridgewater Canal which provides the southern boundary to the site.

The site is significantly closer to Lymm Centre in this regard and a variety of attractive
walking and cycling routes to the centre are available from the site, including off road
options. As noted above, this accessibility is an important consideration in determining
the sustainability of the location for development

Community Facility Benefits

Alongside residential development, Peel proposes to deliver community facilities,
including sport facilities capable of use by the community, community health facilities,
informal open space and tourism / leisure uses.

The open space could be used for different purposes but is capable of offering
improved access to existing and future residents.

These additional elements offer the potential to be a significant asset for Lymm and a
unique benefit of the proposal (one which other sites in Lymm, including the proposed
allocations) are not capable of providing.

Taking these points together, it is clear that the release of land within Parcel LY16
represents the most sustainable approach to meeting the housing needs of Lymm.
Within this context, land off Rushgreen Road (land east of Tanyard Farm) would be
the least sensitive area for release within Parcel LY16 and should be prioritised over
other areas within the same parcel. Peel’s site should be allocated for the
development of 115 dwellings together with the community health, community
sports facilities, informal open space and open tourism / leisure uses. This approach
is consistent with the PUSLP’s strategy of incremental growth within the Outlying
Settlements; it will also deliver a range of benefits that the other sites in Lymm
considered for allocation cannot.
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Employment land

The representation submitted jointly by Peel Land & Property Holdings (UK) and Peel
Ports Group Limited considers the employment land requirement and supply over the
plan period. It concludes that there needs to be more land allocated for employment
purposes to ensure a sufficient, adequate and choice of supply is maintained
throughout the Plan period. It raises significant concerns regarding reliance on two
principal employment sites to meet the PSLP’s strategic needs and the risk of under-
delivery arising from this. This necessitates the release of additional land from the
Green Belt to provide a flexible and reliable of sites to ensure the employment
development needs of the Borough are met in a timely manner.

Section 6 of the joint representation also identifies the need for safeguarded land for
employment purposes to satisfy paragraph 140 of the NPPF. The PSLP 2021 makes no
provision for meeting employment lands beyond the plan period. This must be
addressed if the plan is to proceed on a sound basis.

Land at Statham Meadows

In this context, Peel has historically promoted the development of a site at Statham
Meadows for general employment uses. A site location plan is provided at Appendix 7.

This site extends to approximately 13 ha. It is located adjacent to Junction 21 of the M6
and has a frontage to the A57, which is a key route connecting Manchester and
Warrington. This gives the site significant advantages in accommodating logistics or
manufacturing uses and market demand would be high.

Critically given the site’s infrastructure connections, vehicles serving the site would
utilise this strategic road network and would not need to use local or residential roads.
The site is capable of accommodating approximately 43,000 sq m of floor space, which
would equate to two B2 / B8 units of approximately 200,000 sq ft each or four units of
approximately 100,000 sq ft each.

This would represent a small incursion in to the Green Belt though the site is well
contained by existing defensible features, including the River Mersey to the south and
the A57 to the north ensuring the Green Belt in this area can endure over the long
term.

This site also has the potential to be used for motorway services or roadside retail
purposes, or part of a mix of uses alongside some employment development. The site’s
location on the M6 and A57 would lend itself to such uses; ensuring users of these busy
stretches of strategic road have access to good quality welfare and break facilities as
critical to the safe operation of the road network.

The principle of developing an MSA at Junction 21 of the M6 has previously been
considered by the Secretary of State?!, alongside proposals for an MSA at Junction 22

21

Secretary of State for Transport, Local Government and the Regions
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of the M6. Planning applications for both schemes were ‘called in’, and the Secretary of
State’s decision was issued in July 20022,

Whilst both schemes were ultimately refused due to a lack of evidenced need at that
time to outweigh the conflict with the development plan and ‘inappropriate’
development in the Green Belt, national policy relating to the provision and spacing of
MSAs has changed significantly since that time. Current guidance? now confirms that:

. In order to provide opportunities to stop at intervals of approximately half an
hour, the Highways Agency recommends that the maximum distance between
MSAs should be no more than 28 miles.

. The distance between services can be shorter (particularly on congested parts of
the network where travel between service areas may take longer), as long as the
access / egress arrangements comply with technical standards in respect of
junction separation.

o In determining applications for new sites, local planning authorities should not
need to consider the merits of spacing of sites beyond conformity with the
maximum and minimum spacing criteria established for safety reasons. Nor
should they seek to prevent competition between operators; rather they should
determine applications on their specific planning merits.

. It is for the private sector to promote and operate service areas that meet the
needs of the travelling public.

Peel is aware of proposals by the Extra MSA Group for a new MSA at Junction 11 of the
M62, to the north east of Warrington. It is noted that the planning application was
refused in June 2021 and so any local gap in provision has not yet been met.

Notwithstanding that the previous proposals at Junction 21 and 22 were refused, the
Inspector’s recommendation to the Secretary of State provides a number of helpful
indications in relation to the Statham Meadows (Junction 21) opportunity. In particular,
the Inspector concluded that:

“Should the Secretary of State... consider that a new MSA should be provided
on the M6 motorway between Knutsford and Charnock Richard MSAs, |
consider that notwithstanding the better access at Junction 22 and my
preference for the Direct Option, the very slight net advantage of the Junction
21 site points to a MSA on that land.”%

22
23

24

PINS ref. APP/M0655/V/00/000199 and 200

Annex B: Roadside facilities for road users on motorways and all-purpose trunk roads
in England, Circular 02/2013 (Department for Transport, September 2013)
Paragraph 17.13, Inspector’s Report to the Secretary of State for Transport, Local
Government and the Regions (19 April 2002)
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The advantage referred to related to the potential for an MSA at Junction 21 to serve
the needs of both long and short distance travel®.

Highways and Access

The existing motorway junction adjacent to the site (M6 Junction 21) comprises ‘dumb-
bell’ roundabouts located to the east and west of the mainline of the M6 motorway.
Both roundabouts connect with the A57 Manchester Road with a two-lane dual
carriageway connecting the two.

Access to the Statham Meadows site can be taken from an improved entry to the
eastern roundabout with consequential amendments to the westbound A57 approach.
Footway connections can also be provided. At the appropriate time, the access
proposals will be subject to road safety audit but, at this stage, it is considered that
safe and satisfactory access can be provided to the site.

As noted within Peel’s representations to the PDO and PSLP 2019, the impacts of the
traffic flows generated by employment and roadside services uses has been assessed at
the two roundabouts at M6 Junction 21. Whilst both options increase queue lengths, it
is concluded that the residual traffic impacts of the proposals are acceptable.

Traffic is also distributed in various directions from the junction and is therefore spread
around the surrounding highway network. The impacts of this can be assessed in full as
the proposals are progressed but, given the scale of total traffic generations and that
the flows are spread across several roads, then off-site traffic impacts, away from M6
Junction 21, will not be severe.

In terms of sustainability, footways will be provided from the site to connect with
existing facilities. The strategic cycle route 2 (Woolston to town centre) runs from
Manchester Road west of M6 Junction 21 to the town centre via lightly trafficked
streets and cycle paths. Bus route 100 runs along the site frontage, providing an hourly
frequency service to Warrington Interchange, Hollins Green, Cadishead, Irlam, the
Trafford Centre, Eccles, Salford and Manchester. The 3/3E bus route runs from
Woolston Grange Avenue to Warrington Interchange with bus stops c. 500m from the
site on Manchester Road. It provides a 30 minute frequency daytime service (20
minutes’ weekday peak hours) with hourly evening services. The site is therefore
accessible by sustainable travel modes.

Overall, it is therefore concluded in highways and transport terms, that the site can be
accessed satisfactory and safely, residual traffic impacts will not be severe and the site
will be sustainable and accessible.

The site is suitable and achievable for commercial development. It has been submitted
to the Council as part of previous representations, including through 2016 Scope and
Contents consultation and in response to call for sites consultations. Notwithstanding
this, the site is not included in the Council’s Site Assessment Proformas Report (2019)
nor is it considered in the Council’s 2021 update. The Council has therefore not taken

25

Paragraph 17.9, Inspector’s Report to the Secretary of State for Transport, Local
Government and the Regions (19 April 2002)
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account of this development opportunity, and appraised this alongside others as part
of the Local Plan process.

It is requested that the site is assessed as part of an update to the Council’s Site
Assessment Report to enable it to be considered on a comparative basis and in the
context of the increased employment land required identified in the joint submission
made by Peel Land & Property Holdings (UK) and Peel Ports.
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Summary and conclusions: correcting
soundness

This representation submitted on behalf of Peel L&P Holdings (UK) Limited has
highlighted some critical deficiencies with the PSLP 2021 and its evidence base.
Collectively and individually, these render the PSLP unsound in its present form. Critical
changes to the plan are needed to enable it to proceed on a sound basis.

Evidence base

Firstly and importantly the Local Plan evidence base is incomplete. The Council has not
published a full schedule of housing sites which it considers to be developable over the
plan period 2021 to 2038, with the latest such evidence being the 2020 SHLAA, which
includes a number of sites which have been completed prior to the start of the plan
period.

It has selected strategic sites for allocation at SEWUE, Warrington Waterfront and
Thelwall Heys for residential development through reliance on a very limited evidence
base. No ecology or landscape evidence has been provided in relation to these sites,
whilst there is no evidence to demonstrate how and that sites can be satisfactorily
accessed. This is a significant weakness in the evidence base. These sites have not
proven to be deliverable over the plan period or that they represent the most
sustainable options when considered against reasonable alternatives as a result.

The Council should provide full details of sites which comprise the claimed urban
housing land supply of 11,785 dwellings over the plan period in order to satisfy the
requirements of paragraph 68 of the NPPF and satisfy test of soundness (b) (Justified)

The Council should commission a full environmental and technical evidence base in
relation to SEWUE, Thelwall Heys and Warrington Waterfront to enable their relative
merits and sustainability to be assessed and compared on a fair and equal basis.

Quantitative housing need (Policy DEV 1)

The PSLP does not seek to meet the objectively assessed need for housing. There is a
clear and fundamental misalignment of housing need and economic aspirations to the
extent that insufficient housing will be delivered to provide a local labour force to
deliver the employment strategy embedded within the Local Plan.

The PSLP should proceed on the basis of a requirement to plan for the provision of at
least 1,050 dwellings per annum over the plan period in order to satisfy the
requirements of paragraphs 11a, 23 and 60 of NPPF and satisfy tests of soundness (a)
(Positively prepared) and (d) (Consistent with national policy)
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Qualitative housing need (Relevant policies: Policies DEV2 and TC1)

The PSLP will not meet the qualitative housing needs of the Borough, including the
need for family housing and affordable housing through over reliance on areas where
development viability is compromised and through an over reliance on locations
expected to provide apartments (principally the town centre)

The PSLP should seek to allocate land in more viable development areas where
affordable housing can be provided as part of an overall housing mix and to create a
more balanced mix of house types, relative to need, over the plan period in order to
satisfy paragraphs 11a, 23 and 60 of the NPPF and satisfy test of soundness (c)
(Effective)

Employment land need (Relevant policies: Policy DEV4)

The PSLP does not seek to meet the objectively assessed need for employment need
over the plan period having regard to the economic prospects of the Borough and key
drivers of growth, particularly in the logistics market.

The PSLP should proceed on the basis of a higher employment land requirement in
order to satisfy paragraphs 11a and 23 of NPPF and satisfy tests of soundness (a)
(Positively prepared) and (d) (Consistent with national policy)

Housing allocation requirements (Relevant policies: Policies DEV 1 and MD1)

The PSLP over-estimates the development yield from the urban area during the plan
period resulting in a significant unmet housing requirement.

The PSLP should identify additional land in the Green Belt which is capable of
providing up to 7,696 dwellings over the plan period in order to satisfy paragraphs
11a, 23 and 60 of NPPF and satisfy tests of soundness (a) (Positively prepared), (c)
(Effective) and (d) (Consistent with national policy)

Safeguarding requirements (Relevant policies: Policy GB1, Policy DEV and
Policy DEV34)

The PSLP does not make sufficient provision to meet development needs beyond the
plan period and therefore in ensuring the Green Belt can endure.

The PSLP should identify additional land in the Green Belt to be designated as
‘safeguarded’ to meet potential development needs beyond the plan period
equivalent to that capable of delivering 4,249 dwellings, a proportion of which should
be directed towards the Borough’s Outlying Settlements in order to satisfy paragraph
140 of the NPPF. It should also release land from the Green Belt to be safeguarded to
meet future employment needs

The stepped housing requirement (Relevant policies: Policy DEV1)

The PSLP proposes a stepped housing requirement, with such requirements during the
early years of the plan period being lower owing to the lead in time for the delivery of
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the sites selected for allocation. The justification for this approach is insufficient and
reflective of an erroneous process of options appraisal where the ability of sites
(specifically the SWUE) to deliver early during the plan period has not been considered.

The PSLP assessment of site options should be reconsidered and appropriate weight
given to those Green Belt options, including the South West Urban Extension, which
are demonstrably capable of making a meaningful contribution to meeting
development needs during the first five years of the plan period in order to satisfy
paragraph 60 of the NPPF and therefore tests of soundness (a) (Positively prepared),
(c) (Effective and (d) (Consistent with national policy)

The South West Urban Extension (Relevant policies: Policies DEV1, MD1 and
MD5)

The South West Urban Extension represents a sustainable and deliverable residential
development site which can meet the need for additional housing land during the plan
period which this representation has demonstrated. It also represents the most
sustainable of the candidate Green Belt releases being considered for housing
development by reference to the prevailing evidence considered in this paper. Its
omission from the PSLP is based on an inadequate and deficient assessment process
which has over stated its harmful effects relative to other sites and which has not had
proper regard to its benefits, including its ability to contribute to the delivery of the
Western Link Road and deliver dwellings early in the plan period.

The PSLP should reinstate draft allocation MD3 from the PSLP 2019 in order to satisfy
paragraphs 11a, 23 and 60 of NPPF and satisfy tests of soundness (a) (Positively
prepared), (c) (Effective) and (d) (Consistent with national policy)

Alternatively, the points of unsoundness relating solely to safeguarded land
(paragraph 9.7) can be partly corrected by allocating the SWUE as safeguarded land
to meet development requirements beyond the plan period.

Alternatively, the points of unsoundness relation to solely the stepped requirement
(paragraph 9.8 above) can be partly corrected by allocating a part of the SWUE for
residential development during the plan period.

The Outlying Settlements (Relevant policies: Policies 0S1, 0S2, 0S3 0S4, 0S5)

The Council has adopted a deficient process in the selection of sites for allocation in
the Outlying Settlements resulting in the allocation of sites which do not represent the
most sustainable when considered in the round and against reasonable alternatives.

The PSLP should proceed on the basis that the following sites should be prioritised for
allocation for residential development in the Outlying Settlements in order to satisfy
test of soundness (b) (Justified):

e Land north of Culcheth — 300 dwellings during the plan period and 300
dwellings beyond the plan period (through a safeguarded land designation)
alongside the provision of highway improvements to Warrington Road,
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potential expansion area for Culcheth Secondary School, the development of
a country park and other open space

e Land at Rushgreen Road, Lymm — Residential led mixed use development for
115 dwellings during the plan period including potential community, health,
education, sports, recreation and tourism uses through a safeguarded land
designation)

e Land at Manchester Road, Hollins Green — 200 dwellings during the plan
period or 100 dwelling during the plan period and 100 dwellings beyond the
plan period (through a safeguarded land designation)

e Land at Lady Lane, Croft — 200 dwellings during the plan period or 100
dwellings during the plan period and 100 dwellings beyond the plan period
(through a safeguarded land designation)

Statham Meadows (Relevant policies: Policy DEV 4)

There is a need for the PSLP to allocate additional land for employment development
during the plan period in order to meet the objectively assessed need.

The PSLP should allocate land at Statham Meadows for allocation for employment /
mixed commercial development during the plan period in order to satisfy paragraphs
11a and 23 of the NPPF and satisfy tests of soundness the Outlying Settlements in
order to satisfy test of soundness (a) (Positively prepared), (c) (Effective) and (d)
(Consistent with national policy).
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Project Title: ~ Warrington Local Plan

Title:

Ref:
Date:

Representations by Peel L&P Holdings (UK) Limited and Peel Ports Group Regarding South
West Urban Extension and Port Warrington in Relation to Impacts on Warrington Western
Link

SEE/dc/ITM13249-005B TN

15 November 2021

SECTION 1 Introduction

1.1

1.2

13

1.4

This technical note has been prepared to support Peel L&P Holdings (UK) Limited (hereafter Peel L&P)
and Peel Ports Group representations to the consultation on Warrington Council’'s Updated Proposed
Submission Version Local Plan (2021 UPSVLP). Specifically this note addresses the claims made by
Warrington Borough Council (WBC) that potential development sites at the South West Urban
Extension (SWUE) and Port Warrington / Commercial Park (collectively PW) will adversely affect the

capacity of the proposed Warrington Western Link (WWL) road.
By way of background, the following is noted:

i The 2019 Proposed Submission Version Local Plan (2019 PSVLP) included both the SWUE and

PW as draft allocations.
i The 2021 UPSVLP excludes both potential development sites at the SWUE and PW.

i The Council's report to its Cabinet meeting of 13 September 2021 confirms that SWUE and PW
are removed as allocations. The Cabinet report notes in both cases that it has concerns in

relation to the impacts of the developments on the WWL.

iv. The Council's concerns appear to be based on traffic modelling conducted by Mott MacDonald

and included in the evidence base supporting the 2021 UPSVLP.

This technical note therefore considers the technical analysis conducted by Mott MacDonald and

demonstrates that the SWUE and PW will not adversely affect the WWL.
This note therefore sets out in:

e Section 2.0, a brief summary of Peel's development interests at SWUE and PW to provide

context.
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e  Section 3.0, the Council's stated rationale for not allocating SWUE and PW (in relation to

transport matters), contrasting this with the position in the 2019 PSVLP.

e  Section 4.0, a rebuttal of the traffic modelling work that appears to have been used to support

the Council’s position.

e  Section 5.0, consideration of funding of the WWL, particularly in terms of the Council’s

changed position.

SECTION 2 Peel’s Land Interests

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Comprehensive details of Peel's potential development sites at the SWUE and PW are set out in the

main representations to the 2021 UPSVLP consultation prepared by Turley.

South West Urban Extension (SWUE)

The SWUE consortium comprises landowners Peel Investments (North) Limited (part of Peel L&P), Story
Homes Limited, Ashall Property Limited and Riley Properties Limited. These representations have been
prepared solely for Peel L&P. Peel L&P’s holdings are concentrated in the north west of England but it
also owns and manages significant assets throughout the UK. Peel L&P have a successful track-record
in delivering growth and transformational projects including the Trafford Centre and Media City UK.

Peel L&P owns and manages 12 million sqft of property and 20,000 acres of land and water.

Peel L&P has specific interests at the South West Urban Extension (SWUE) and owns c. 85 acres of land
within the SWUE. Masterplanning identifies that the SWUE is capable of delivering around 1,800 new
residential dwellings as well as supporting and complementary uses including a primary school and

mixed-use local centre.

Policy MD3 of the 2019 PSVLP proposed the allocation of the South West Urban Extension (SWUE)
noting this will deliver a new residential community of around 1,600 new homes as well as a primary
school and mixed-use local centre. The PSVLP went on to note that the SWUE performed well against
the objectives of the Local Plan, the requirements of the NPPF and the Local Plan’s Sustainability

Appraisal.

A transport appraisal of the SWUE was prepared by the consortium to support the draft allocation and
this has been updated to support Peel’s representations to the 2021 UPSVLP consultation. The key

conclusions of this appraisal are:
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vii

The site will include a mix of uses, enabling local active travel, and is close to a comprehensive
range of facilities and services at Stockton Heath and Warrington town centre. The proposed
allocation will therefore support and promote sustainable development and sustainable travel
patterns with residents able to meet day-to-day needs locally. This confirms its suitability as

a location for development.

The site will meet the transport related objectives of the Council’'s 2021 UPSVLP; it will meet
objective W4 of the Local Plan and, considering the five specific accessibility criteria defined
by the Council, it will result in strong positive effects by meeting three of these and pos