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1.0 Introduction 

Purpose 

1.1 Lichfields is instructed by Story Homes [Story] to make representations to the Warrington 

Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan [WUPSVLP 2021] published for consultation 

by Warrington Council in October 2021. 

1.2 These representations follow previous representations to the Proposed Submission Version 

Local Plan in June 2019 [SVLP 2019] and to the Local Plan Preferred Development Option 

which were submitted on behalf of Story by other parties in September 2017. 

1.3 These representations are made in the context of Story’s development interests in Warrington 

at: 

1 Reddish Lane, Lymm; and, 

2 Rushgreen Road, Lymm. 

1.4 Plans showing these sites are attached at Appendices 1 and 2. 

1.5 Story Homes is very concerned that the Council has decided to move away from a Plan that was 

aspirational in its ambitions to facilitate growth, to going for the bare minimum, business as 

usual.  This sudden contradiction is deeply concerning and is not robustly justified.  

1.6 Story considers that their site at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road, Lymm comprises a 

deliverable and sustainable site for residential development and should be allocated to meet 

Warrington’s housing need and growth aspirations or identified as Safeguarded Land to meet 

needs beyond the Plan Period. It should be noted that since the original representation to the 

Local Plan Preferred Development Option in September 2017, the extent of Story’s land interest 

has changed, and the additional land at Rushgreen Road is now included within the scope of 

these representations.  Details of this additional land are set out in these representations. 

1.7 The following documents accompany these representations: 

1 Reddish Lane, Lymm Vision Document (September 2017). 

2 Warrington Local Plan - Issues Report 

1.8 It is a statutory requirement that every development plan document must be submitted for 

independent examination to assess when it is “sound”, as well as whether other statutory 

requirements have been satisfied (s.20(5) of the 2004 Act). By s.19 of the 2004 Act, in preparing 

a development plan document a local planning authority must have regard to a number of 

matters including national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 

State. Such guidance currently exists in the form of the National Planning Policy Framework 

[the Framework]. 

1.9 There is no statutory definition of “soundness”. However, the Framework states that to be sound 

a Local Plan should be: 

1 Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

2 Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and 

based on proportionate evidence; 
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3 Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by 

the statement of common ground; and 

4 Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework and other statements of national planning 

policy, where relevant. 

1.10 In addition, the Framework1 states that: 

“Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

For plan-making this means that: 

a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet the 

development needs of their area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the 

environment; mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land in urban 

areas) and adapt to its effects; 

b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing 

and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall 

scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole. 

1.11 This report demonstrates that a number of policies within the Local Plan require amendments 

in the context of the tests of soundness established by the Framework. 

Structure 

1.12 Representations to the following Local Plan matters and policies are provided in this report: 

1 Duty to Co-operate 

2 Sustainability Appraisal 

3 Policy DEV1 – Housing Delivery 

4 Policy DEV2 – Meeting Housing Needs 

5 Policy GB1 – Green Belt 

6 Policy INF1 – Sustainable Travel and Transport 

7 Policy ENV7 – Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Development 

8 Policy ENV8 – Environmental and Amenity Protection 

9 Section 10 – Site Allocations 

10 Policy MD3 – Fiddlers Ferry 

1.13 This report is accompanied by an Issues Report which has been prepared by Lichfields on behalf 

of a Consortium of leading developers and housebuilders operating in the North West housing 

market including Ashall Land, Barratt Developments (Barratt Homes and David Wilson 

 
1 National Planning Policy Framework §11 
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Homes), Northern Trust, Satnam Developments, Story Homes, and Wainhomes [the 

Consortium].  The Issues Report sets out the Consortium’s key issues with the emerging 

Warrington Local Plan and substantiates these concerns to the Planning Inspector Examining 

the Local Plan. 

1.14 It is important to emphasise at the outset that Story welcomes the efforts undertaken to date by 

Warrington Council in the preparation of this Plan and appreciates the scale of task in preparing 

a comprehensive Plan.  Furthermore, we do not want to cause undue delay to the adoption of 

the Warrington Local Plan but fear that unless the issues with the Plan are positively addressed, 

the Plan may be found unsound and have to go back to the start of the process.  The Issues 

Report has been prepared with the expressed intention of ultimately speeding the process up by 

ensuring that the current Plan can be altered and found sound at Examination. 

1.15 Story is keen to ensure that Warrington is not faced with the same situation it was when its 

previous Local Plan was challenged in the High Court and parts of the plan in relation to 

housing were overturned.   

1.16 Story has serious concerns with this version of the Warrington Local Plan, and that to be sound, 

the issues can be addressed through amendments to the policies, interventions and the 

introduction of additional sustainable allocations of various sizes in the Green Belt to ensure the 

housing requirements are met and the Green Belt boundaries endure beyond the Plan period. 

1.17 The Issues Report covers the following six matters: 

• Issue 1: Housing Requirement 

• Issue 2: Staggered Housing Requirement 

• Issue 3: Housing Land Supply Concerns 

• Issue 4: Fiddlers Ferry 

• Issue 5: Viability: Delivery of Affordable Housing and Infrastructure Delivery Issues 

• Issue 6: Failure to Identify Safeguarded Land 

1.18 The Issues Report is accompanied by a series of Technical Papers which seek to substantiate the 

points raised within.  These Technical Papers are appended to the Issues Report and include: 

• Note A – Housing Land Supply Analysis (Appendix A) 

• Note B – Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix B) 

• Note C – Fiddlers Ferry Technical Note (Appendix C) 

• Note D – Viability Technical Note (Appendix D) 

1.19 The Issues Report should be read in full as it expands in significant detail on the matter raised in 

our main representations. 

1.20 Alongside its land at Lymm, Story is also promoting additional land at Runcorn Road, Higher 

Walton (the SWUE) and Warrington Road, which is capable of coming forward to meet the 

requirement for new homes.  Separate representations on these sites have been submitted on 

behalf of Story. 
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2.0 Duty to Co-operate 

Introduction 

2.1 The Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement Update (September 2021) provides a record post the 

2019 PSVLP of the DtC work undertaken by the Council as part of its updated Proposed 

Submission Version Local Plan (2021). 

2.2 For the reasons set out below and in the issues report which accompanies these representations, 

Story has a number of concerns with the Duty to Co-operate process which has been undertaken 

in relation to Fiddlers Ferry.  

Consideration of the DtC 

2.3 The main text of the Duty to Co-operate [DtC] Statement (September 2021) does not provide 

any direct commentary on how Warrington Council is working with neighbouring Local 

Planning Authorities and other public bodies in delivering Fiddlers Ferry and relies instead on 

minutes of meetings held with these bodies.  From the minutes of the meeting held with Halton 

Council on 13th July 2021 we note the following action point: 

“It was agreed that housing and employment development at the Fiddlers Ferry site would 

count towards meetings Warrington’s needs, but the allocation policy will acknowledge the 

need for mitigation of impacts on Halton’s transport and social infrastructure and ensure a 

robust Green Belt boundary to maintain separate between Widnes and Warrington”. 

2.4 The DtC Statement notes that the Council has prepared a separate and updated draft Statement 

of Common Ground [SoCG-2021] which provides a written record of the progress made by the 

Council in planning for strategic cross-boundary matters. 

2.5 The Statement of Common Ground [SOCG]2 suggests that there are still outstanding strategic 

matters to be resolved between Warrington BC, Halton BC, St Helens BC and Highways England 

(now National Highways) with regards to the Fiddlers Ferry site, where it states: 

“WBC will seek to ensure appropriate mitigation is provided to address any impacts on 

Halton’s transportation and social infrastructure arising from the allocation of Fiddlers Ferry, 

including agreeing the mechanisms by which any mitigation measures within Halton will be 

carried out. 

WBC will work with Halton, St Helens and Highways England to identify and mitigate any 

impacts on Junction 7 M62”. 

2.6 The SOCG3 also suggests that Gren Belt issues between Warrington and Halton have still yet to 

be resolved where it states: 

“As WBC and Halton Borough Council progress with their Local Plans, there is a requirement 

for joint co-operative working to ensure adequate separation between areas of proposed 

Green Belt release in order to maintain the integrity of the Green Belt between Warrington 

and Runcorn and between Warrington and Widnes”. 

2.7 We do not therefore consider that the above matters have been fully resolved and, as such the 

DtC remains outstanding.  In this regard, we note that the relevant authorities have yet to 

 
2 Warrington Borough Council Statement of Common Ground (September 2021), page 12   
3 Warrington Borough Council Statement of Common Ground (September 2021), page 9  
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formally sign the Statement of Common Ground at this stage. We are therefore concerned 

whether the Duty to Cooperate is legally compliant.  

2.8 In addition, the August 2021 Transport Model Testing is silent on any discussion or agreement 

in the modelling with the neighbouring Halton Council and although ‘engagement’ with 

National Highways [NH] is mentioned, in paragraph 8.106, there is no confirmation of any 

agreement with NH on any part of the modelling process. 

Legal Compliance 

2.9 For the above reasons, we consider on the basis of the evidence available that the Council has 

not met its duty to cooperate which is in conflict with the relevant provisions of Section 20 of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
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3.0 Sustainability Appraisal 

Introduction 

3.1 As part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment [SEA] of the WUPSVLP 2021, AECOM was 

commissioned by Warrington Council to undertake a Sustainability Appraisal [the 2021 SA]4. 

3.2 This SA Report reports on the findings of the sustainability appraisal process and includes: 

• The scope of the SA (i.e. the background information and methodology) 

• Consideration of alternative approaches to the key issues of housing growth and distribution 

• Appraisal of reasonable site options 

• Appraisal of the Plan (the strategy, allocations and policies considered together) 

Consideration of the SEA 

3.3 We understand that Story’s land at Reddish Lane was not carried through for assessment in the 

SA as it was discounted from the site selection process on the basis that it makes a ‘Strong’ 

contribution to the Green Belt.  For the reasons set out in these representations, we consider 

that Story’s land at Reddish Lane should have been considered in the SEA as it makes a weaker 

contribution to the Green Belt than assessed. 

3.4 Story has a number of concerns with the assessment of the Fiddlers Ferry site in the SEA and 

these concerns are detailed below.  

Fiddlers Ferry 

3.5 The Issues Paper submitted alongside these representations identifies Story’s concerns with 

regard to the SEA process which has been undertaken to assess the proposed allocation at 

Fiddlers Ferry (Draft Policy MD3) and should be read in detail alongside these representations. 

3.6 The SEA assesses the site to be deficient in a number of regards and we consider that these 

deficiencies have not been properly considered and the negative effects will be greater than 

assessed.  This is likely due to the fact that the site has only been introduced as an allocation at 

this late stage and insufficient time has been available to compile all of the relevant evidence and 

fully consider the effects of the site.  We do not consider that the site performs as strongly as has 

been assessed in the SA and there are a number of issues which raise questions over its 

suitability for allocation, in particular with regard to accessibility which is poor and given the 

size of the site is likely to result in significant use of the private car, leading to congestion and air 

quality concerns. 

3.7 Story is also concerned that the biodiversity effects have not been properly assessed and may be 

worse.  It is not clear how the Council can make assumptions on the significant impacts on 

biodiversity as it has not been confirmed at this stage what mitigation is to be provided. 

3.8 As a more general point, it is not clear how the Council can make assumptions on the significant 

impacts on the environment when it is not clear at this stage how the site is to be remediated 

and what mitigation is required. 

3.9 The assessment of the site is therefore considered to be deficient in a number of ways. 

 
4 Warrington Local Plan Review Pre-Submission Sustainability Appraisal: SA Report (August 2021) 
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Legal Compliance 

3.10 Story considers that the SEA in relation to the assumptions made on Fiddlers Ferry is: 

1 Fundamentally flawed as it results in an unstainable approach to development. 

2 It is not sound and it is not legally compliant as the assessment of the sites is deficient.  

Sections 19 and 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require engagement 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 and Story 

contends that the work that has been done to meet the requirements of the Regulations is 

not adequate.  

3 The identification and delivery of a brownfield site (Fiddlers Ferry) which has other 

fundamental technical delivery constraints should not surpass the allocation of other more 

sustainable greenfield releases where it is clearly not justified.  

Recommended change 

3.11 To address the conflicts above and ensure the Local Plan is sound and legally compliant, it is 

considered that the Council: 

1 Needs to provide additional evidence to justify the inclusion of the Fiddlers Ferry Site.  

2 Needs to re-assess the incorrect and underplayed impacts Fiddlers Ferry will have in the SA 

and use this to inform the Local Plan strategy.  
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4.0 Policy DEV1 – Housing Delivery 

Introduction 

4.1 Policy DEV1 sets out the housing requirement for the 18-year plan period from 2021-2038 as a 

minimum of 14,688 new homes (816 dwellings per annum [dpa]). 

4.2 The policy identifies the housing distribution which proposes the majority of new homes (11,785 

dwellings) to be delivered within the existing main urban area of Warrington the existing inset 

settlements and other sites identified in the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment [SHLAA]. 

4.3 It proposes to remove the following sites from the Green Belt and allocate them for residential 

development: 

1 South East Warrington Urban Extension – minimum of 4,200 homes of which a minimum 

of 2,400 homes will be delivered in the Plan Period. 

2 Land at Fiddlers Ferry – minimum of 1,760 homes of which 1,310 will be delivered in the 

plan period as part of a wider mixed use development. 

3 Thelwall Heys – minimum of 310 homes will be delivered in the plan period 

4.4 A minimum of 801 homes will be delivered on allocated sites to be removed from the Green Belt 

adjacent to outlying settlements including 200 homes in Culcheth and 306 homes in Lymm. 

4.5 The policy proposes a ‘stepped’ housing requirement as follows: 

a 2021 to 2025 (first 5 years) – 678 homes per annum 

b 2026 to 2038 (years 6 - 18) – 870 homes per annum 

4.6 Story has a number of concerns with the policy and these concerns are set out in detail in the 

Issues Report prepared on behalf of the Consortium which has been submitted alongside these 

representations. Our position on the key issues is summarised below. 

4.7 Story, also has separate concerns with the proposed distribution of development in relation to 

its land interests at Lymm and these are set out below. 

Housing Requirement 

4.8 Based on the detailed technical assessment undertaken by Lichfields on behalf of the 

Consortium (included as Appendix A in the Issues Paper submitted alongside these 

representations) a housing requirement of 1,015 dpa is the minimum the Council 

should be planning for.  This is more closely in line with the 945 dpa target that was 

proposed in the previous March 2019 WLP submission version draft, which addressed 

prospective economic growth prospects. 

4.9 Ideally, the Council should ensure that the housing target aligns with its employment land 

target.  The Consortium is fervently of the opinion that there is absolutely no chance that 816 

dpa can sustainably accommodate the increase in workforce that would be associated with 316 

hectares of employment land.  Based on the Council’s own evidence base (BE Group’s 2021 

EDNA Update), the 316 ha of employment land could be expected to align with a level of job 

growth equal to over 36,260 homes – more than triple the level realistically associated with 816 

dpa.  The actual housing target that could robustly accommodate this level of job growth would 

range from 1,545 dpa to 1,592 dpa by 2039, depending on whether PCU rates are applied. 
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4.10 Story’s view is therefore that a (rounded) target of 1,015 dpa should be taken forward in the 

WUPSVLP, which aligns with the mid-point economic growth, adjusted for PCC rates.  This was 

the approach formerly taken forward by its housing consultants in GL Hearn in 2019, with no 

robust justification for departing from it and some very clear errors in their latest update which 

invalidates the conclusions of their 2021 study.  Given that this still does not align fully with the 

Council’s very ambitious employment land target, this figure could legitimately be increased 

(which would also more closely align with the affordable housing need of 423 dpa, which, at 

30%, would equate to 1,410 dpa).  The 1,015 dpa would meet over 70% of the total affordable 

housing need if 30% of all units came forward as social housing. 

4.11 Story considers that the LHN derived from the Government’s SM2 should only be the starting 

point for determining WBC’s housing target, and there are clear and indisputable arguments to 

go significantly higher.  The decision by the Council’s housing consultants to abandon the 

previous alignment with jobs growth is unfounded and supported by a flawed evidence base.  In 

particular, the misalignment with current economic growth, and specifically employment land, 

objectives, means that the Plan is fundamentally unsound and its evidence misaligned. 

4.12 Warrington’s historically pro-growth agenda and the high levels of housing delivery that were 

once a badge of civic pride have long since been abandoned.  It is now one of the poorest 

performing Councils in North West England based on the Housing Delivery Test, yet no effort is 

being made to boost delivery to help fulfil the Government’s Levelling Up agenda. 

4.13 Warrington Borough Council has delivered such low levels of housing over the past three years 

that the HDT would automatically trigger the Framework’s ‘presumption in favour of 

sustainable development’, which could mean that housing could be delivered through the 

submission and approval of speculative applications.  Indeed, the scale of the difference between 

the number of homes delivered and the number actually required, at -1,062 dwellings, is so 

substantial that it would place Warrington in the top 20 worst districts nationwide. 

4.14 Warrington is clearly a key driver of growth for the Northern Powerhouse – it is economically 

strong, politically advanced and highly accessible by road and rail, and there is a political vision 

for the town to become a modern city5.  As set out on Warrington & Co’s website, the Borough 

has access to a 2.5 million strong workforce and 2 international airports within a 30-minute 

drivetime; has 98% superfast broadband coverage and £170 million in highway investments 

between 2015 and 2021.  It also contains a number of prominent European and UK 

Headquarters including companies such as United Utilities, Electricity North West, MHI Vestas 

Offshore Wind UK, Sellafield Ltd, Nuvia UK, New Balance, Sonova UK, Cavendish Nuclear, 

European Metal Recycling and Certas Energy.  As part of the wider Cheshire and Warrington 

LEP area, which is one of the most productive in the country outside London and the South 

East, Warrington is exceptionally well placed to benefit from the Government’s future 

investment programme. 

4.15 The Borough’s economic advantages are described at length in the UPSVLP: 

“This connectivity has enabled the Borough to develop a strong and resilient economy with the 

town constituting a significant centre of employment in the North West, and being widely 

recognised as a key driver and contributor to the North West's economy and a key driver of 

growth for the UK generally.  Warrington is one of the most successful towns in the UK today 

in terms of economic development, investment, employment rates and growth and over the 

last ten years has repeatedly been recognised as such in national research and league tables 

such as the Centre for Cities ‘Cities Outlook’.” [§2.1.7-2.1.8] 

 
5 https://www.warringtonguardian.co.uk/news/19594814.vision-warrington-modern-city/ 
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4.16 However, the UPSVLP as it stands will fail to build on this promise and does not embrace the 

spirit of growth, investment and regeneration represented in the Northern Powerhouse strategy 

and Levelling Up Agenda.  If Warrington is to underpin the ‘Northern Powerhouse’ driving 

growth and reducing national inequalities as envisaged by the Government, the emerging 

UPSVLP will need to be more pro-active in supporting economic growth and provide a clear 

vision for boosting housing requirements with a focus on how new infrastructure is likely to 

support business growth and attract new people to the Borough.  At present its entire strategy 

appears to rely upon older workers staying in the local job market long after retirement. 

4.17 Furthermore, the very high levels of affordable housing need across the Borough, which could 

justify an uplift to the housing requirement, have been ignored yet again despite the High Court 

quashing the housing policies of Warrington’s current adopted Core Strategy back in 2015 partly 

because WBC had failed to accurately consider whether an increase in the total housing figure 

included in the WUPSVLP could help deliver the required number of affordable homes6. 

4.18 Although the housing market is complex and can be impacted by macro-economic factors as 

well as Government policy intervention, it is accepted that increasing the supply of housing 

assists in suppressing worsening affordability issues.  Although it is not the only solution, it is 

clearly a very important one and one that WBC has most control over.  Housing land availability 

and, by extension, housing supply in Warrington has been restricted and constrained for a 

number of years by the tightly drawn Green Belt boundaries across the Borough and the lack of 

a positively prepared and up-to-date plan that identifies sufficient land to meet needs has 

certainly been a contributing factor to the long-term trend of worsening affordability. 

4.19 It is worth bearing in mind that the standard method figure is predominantly based on official 

household projections which are trend-based and effectively ‘lock in’ trends in constrained 

household formation over the past number of years.  Limiting the supply of land through failing 

to prepare its Local Plan and updating it on a regular basis has constrained the ability of 

Warrington families to become homeowners. 

4.20 Although the standard method does apply a modest uplift based on the affordability issues of 

the authority at the time, it does not take into account worsening trends over time, hence a more 

significant uplift should be applied and a high housing requirement pursued which is not 

backloaded. 

4.21 Bizarrely, Warrington Council goes on to argue that by providing the minimum starting point 

housing land target, affordability will cease to be an issue in the years to come: 

“In providing a positive plan for growth and based on the principles underpinning the 

Government’s standard housing method, the Council considers that by the end of the Plan 

period, house price affordability will no longer be a significant issue in Warrington.  In 

considering the period beyond the end of the Plan, the Council has therefore assumed that no 

further affordability uplift will be required.” [§4.1.27] 

4.22 This approach does not align with the Government’s imperative for high levels of housing, to be 

delivered as soon as possible, to address the housing crisis: 

“Our plans for a simpler and faster planning process need to be accompanied by a stronger 

emphasis on the faster delivery of development, especially for Growth areas where substantial 

development has been permitted.  If local communities through the new Local Plan process 

have identified sites for substantial development over the next ten years and developers have 

secured planning consents, there should be a presumption that these sites will be built out 

quickly.” [Planning for the Future, §2.58] 

 
6 Satnam Millennium v Warrington Borough Council (February 2015). EWHC370 
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4.23 This approach is therefore completely at odds with the Government’s requirement to deliver the 

homes that are needed as soon as possible.  Thousands of Warrington households are in acute 

housing need now.  They cannot be waiting ten years or more for housing to be delivered – this 

will result in rapidly increasing house prices, worsening affordability, homelessness and 

poverty.  The need for new housing is now. 

4.24 Based on the detailed technical analysis undertaken by the Council as set out in the 

accompanying Technical Note on Housing Needs (Appendix B of our Issues Report), to align the 

proposed economic growth with the housing requirement would derive a housing requirement 

of at least 1,015 dpa and it is considered that this would address realistic economic growth 

targets and help to deliver over 70% of the identified affordable housing need. 

The Consequences for the Plan’s Soundness Without Modification 

4.25 In conclusion, without detailed evidence being presented which explores the possibility of 

increasing the housing requirement in Warrington (which should run through the Sustainability 

Appraisal testing process), there is a significant risk that the WUPSVLP will be found unsound 

at Examination and the LPA will need to start the plan preparation process from the beginning 

again.  This would be a similar scenario to the High Court quashing the housing policies of 

Warrington’s current adopted Core Strategy back in 2015 partly because WBC had failed to 

accurately consider whether an increase in the total housing figure included in the WUPSVLP 

could help deliver the required number of affordable homes.  In the context of national planning 

policy and Government’s stated ambitions regarding the levelling up agenda, the Northern 

Powerhouse aspirations and the need to significantly increase the supply of housing particularly 

affordable units, there are clear circumstances in Warrington where it is appropriate to consider 

a significantly higher level of housing provision than the standard method indicates. 

Staggered Housing Requirement 

4.26 The Council seeks to phase the delivery of its housing requirement with a sizeable proportion of 

the supply being unjustifiably backloaded to the latter period of the plan.  However, it is  Story’s  

strong view that the Council should, as a minimum, apply an even approach across the plan 

period of 816 dpa (although the Story considers that this should be higher – see Issue 1), 

including in the first 5 years.  Story would also advocate an approach that goes beyond this and 

instead of pushing need to the end of the Plan period, the buffer should instead be brought 

forward to ensure that a sufficient supply of land comes forward for development in the early 

years.   

4.27 The Council considers it can deliver 814 dpa over the first 5 years, but that by manipulating the 

need down to an untested 678 dpa, it can erroneously claim it has factored in a 20% buffer to 

the supply, thus avoiding the 5YHLS hurdle it would otherwise fail.  This cannot be a 

satisfactory state of affairs, given that the Council has delivered on average just 562 dpa over the 

past 10 years7 and fails the Housing Delivery Test by a greater margin of any Council in northern 

England (with the exceptions of Calderdale and Bury). 

4.28 Whilst it is acknowledged that Warrington has some larger strategic sites on Green Belt land 

that may come forward in the Plan, this should not be used as an excuse to postpone meeting 

households needs in full.  Whilst the masterplanning and infrastructure investments required to 

support the development of some sites, including many of the allocations in the Plan, means 

that they may only produce large numbers of new dwellings in the latter phases of the plan 

period, this does not apply to all of them and some will undoubtedly be able to deliver homes 

quickly once the Plan is adopted. 

 
7 MHCLG (2021): Table 122, Net additional dwellings1 by local authority district, England, 2001-02 to 2019-20 
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4.29 To accord with the Framework [§59], Story considers that, in the future, a balanced strategy 

should be adopted, identifying a suitable supply of brownfield and greenfield sites that responds 

to an evidenced-based assessment regarding the size, type and tenure required.  This should 

ensure that supply included in the Plan is capable of meeting specific needs of housing market 

areas in the sub-region.  If a significant proportion of the Plan’s supply comprises large strategic 

sites, then a suitable supply of smaller, deliverable greenfield sites must also be identified to 

offset the infrastructure challenges strategic sites will face in coming forward any sooner. 

4.30 Story realises that brownfield sites play a very important role in the delivery of sustainable 

development and addressing the housing crisis, but the lack of supply needs to be urgently 

addressed by the inclusion of additional greenfield and Green Belt sites.  

4.31 The most appropriate solution is therefore the identification of smaller, more sustainable and 

deliverable Green Belt allocations which can assist in meeting the housing needs in the first few 

years of the Plan.  Story considers that an appropriate action would be to identify additional 

land and increase the housing requirement in the early years of the Plan to increase flexibility 

and safeguard against any issues faced by the deliverable sites identified in the supply.  

The Consequences for the Plan’s Soundness Without Modification 

4.32 Story considers that the phased approach to housing delivery over the Warrington Local Plan 

period is fundamentally flawed and unsound, as it is not positively prepared, justified, effective 

or consistent with national policy.  The emerging Plan and its evidence base do not provide any 

robust justification for including a stepped housing requirement which significantly reduces 

delivery in the first five years of the Plan.   

4.33 This approach conflicts with the objectives of the Framework and Story believes that the 

approach taken is not sound and will not meet the tests of soundness when the Plan is 

undergoing Examination in Public. 

Housing Land Supply 

4.34 An expressed intention of the Framework is to boost the supply of housing in an effort to 

address the housing crisis.  With this in mind, Story is firmly of the opinion that the Council has 

artificially inflated the claimed supply with the sole intention of trying to minimise the amount 

of Green Belt land released for housing, regardless of the deliverability of the claimed supply.   

4.35 Story has considerable concerns with the majority of the sites included in the Council’s supply, 

and the Council’s assumptions on a large number of sites are flawed and do not meet the tests of 

deliverable and developable as set out in Annex 2 of the Framework.  Story considers that the 

supply is significantly less than envisaged by the Council.  Furthermore, the Consortium 

considers that the Council should not include windfalls in years 1-3 of the plan period, and a 

further 595 dwellings should also be discounted from the supply based on analysis conducted in 

relation to the Fiddler’s Ferry strategic site.   

4.36 As a result, in terms of the supply over the Local Plan period, Story considers that the Council 

has a shortfall in the developable supply of 2,448 dwellings when assessed against the Borough’s 

LHN (816 dpa).  When considered against the housing requirement considered necessary by 

Story (1,015 dpa), there is a shortfall of 6,388 dwellings.  The Consortium’s land supply position 

for the plan period for both scenarios (as well as the Council’s position) is set out in Table 4.1.   
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Table 4.1 Consortium's Land Supply Analysis 

 Council’s Land Supply 

Position 

Consortium’s Land 

Supply Position (LHN) 

Consortium’s Land 

Supply Position (Revised 

Housing Requirement 

Figure) 

Annual Target 816 816 1,015 

2021 to 2038 (18-year 

plan period) 

14,688 14,688 18,270 

Flexibility (+10%) 1,469 1,469 1,827 

Total Housing 

Requirement 

16,157 16,157  20,097 

Council’s Overall 

Developable Supply 

(Urban Capacity 

excluding Green Belt 

Supply) 

11,785 11,785  11,785 

Supply Reduction (based 

on Consortium’s 

analysis) (Developable 

Supply Reduction; 

Windfall Allowance 

Reduction; Fiddler’s 

Ferry Supply Reduction) 

/ 2,448 2,448  

Overall Developable 

Supply (Urban Capacity) 

11,785 9,337 9,337 

Shortfall in Developable 

Supply (Urban Capacity 

against Total Housing 

Requirement) 

/ 6,820 10,760 

Existing Green Belt 

Supply 

4,372 4,372 4,372 

Additional Green Belt 

Supply Required 

/ 2,448 6,388 

4.37 Story therefore considers that the only option available to the Council to significantly boost the 

supply of housing and address the clear shortfall is to identify additional Green Belt land for 

release for housing.  As set out in Table 4.1, the Council need to identify additional supply of 2,448 

dwellings on Green Belt land if pursuing the LHN housing requirement, or 6,388 dwellings 

should the Council pursue a figure which accords with the Consortium’s revised housing 

requirement.    

4.38 Identifying additional Green Belt land would also help to address Story’s concerns in relation to 

the diversity of the current land supply, as greenfield developments are more able to deliver 

larger 3 and 4 bedroom homes than constrained sites in the urban area.  This will assist in 

meeting the identified needs in the SHMA for 65% of future market dwellings to comprise 3 and 

4 bed dwellings. 

4.39 Story considers that that there is a shortfall of at least 1,326 dwellings in the first 5 years of the 

plan period.  As such, it is clear that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing 

(at best 3.64 years).  The lack of a deliverable supply needs to be urgently addressed by the 

inclusion of additional greenfield and Green Belt sites.   
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4.40 Story advocates the identification, through an appropriate evidence base, of a number of small-

medium sustainably located Green Belt releases for residential development (i.e. sites with 

capacity to deliver 200-500 units).  These sites would be able to come forward immediately 

upon adoption of the Warrington Local Plan and negate the need to backload the housing 

requirement.  It would also seek to tackle the ever-worsening housing crisis in the Borough and 

would ensure that the Council can demonstrate an adequate 5YHLS position. 

The Consequences for the Plan’s Soundness Without Modification  

4.41 Story consider that there are a number of fundamental issues in relation to the Council’s 

claimed supply for the plan period, which result in a significant shortfall in the Council’s claimed 

supply against their total housing requirement for the plan period.  The main consequence of 

failing to identify a sufficient level of housing allocations will be that the Local Plan will be found 

unsound at Examination or at the very least will be subject to substantive changes at the 

Examination stage which will delay the formal adoption of the Plan.  If this plan is pursued 

without significant additional allocations it will not be found sound at examination. 

4.42 Furthermore, if the Council cannot adequately demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing then the 

Plan will fail immediately post adoption. 

Viability: Delivery of Affordable Housing and Infrastructure 
Delivery Issues 

4.43 The Framework sets out that planning policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of 

sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability.  The 

Framework also states that to be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location 

for housing development with a reasonable prospect that they will be available and could be 

viably developed at the point envisaged [Annex 2].   

4.44 There is also increased emphasis in national planning policy on the importance of considering 

viability upfront in the planning process, and that the role for viability assessment is primarily at 

the plan making stage.  The Practice Guide states that policy requirements, particularly for 

affordable housing, should be set at a level that takes account of affordable housing and 

infrastructure needs and allows for the planned types of sites and development to be deliverable, 

without the need for further viability assessment at the decision making stage8. 

4.45 Cushman and Wakefield (on behalf of the Council) has produced a Local Plan Viability 

Assessment (August 2021) [LPVA] to inform the preparation of the WUPSVLP.  Story has 

reviewed the content and conclusions made within the LPVA.  Based on its analysis, the 

Consortium has significant concerns in relation to the viability of sites, and the subsequent 

ability of the emerging Local Plan to deliver the required number of affordable dwellings.  A 

separate Technical Note on viability has been prepared by Roger Hannah (Viability Assessment 

Consultation Response) (November 2021) which sets out in detail the Consortium’s reservations 

regarding viability and forms Appendix D of the Issues Paper. It should be read in detail 

alongside these representations.     

4.46 The LPVA sets out the general viability assumptions for assumed development typologies that 

should represent site supply across the plan area, as well as the strategic allocated sites.  The 

LPVA concludes that most of the assumed typologies in lower value locations are unviable or 

marginal based on policy compliant level of affordable housing and other policy requirements.  

It also concludes that affordable housing is not deliverable in the town centre, and demonstrates 

that even development with 0% affordable housing is marginal/undeliverable due to the costs of 

 
8 PPG Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 10-002-20190509  
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apartment development and the achievable sales values.  The Consortium agrees with these 

conclusions, but considers that the viability position may be even worse than stated. 

4.47 The Consortium has specifically reviewed the assumptions made in regard to the development 

typologies and the conclusions of the report, with detailed analysis of the typology testing set out 

in the Viability Assessment Consultation Response.  The Response identifies significant issues 

with the viability position across the borough for brownfield site development, highlighting that 

the overall viability is likely to be worse than as assessed in the LPVA viability testing.   

4.48 A review of the appraisal assumptions shows that viability is likely to be overstated for the 

following reasons:  

1 GDV has been overestimated in the Town Centre and Inner Warrington typologies; 

2 The constructions costs in respect of site abnormal/extra over costs and energy 

requirements in particular, are underestimated across all typologies; and,  

3 Developer’s profit is set at a marginal level on a blended basis across the private and 

affordable housing. 

4.49 The LPVA then goes on to sensitivity test the base results, concluding that the viability can be 

improved, and that reasonable weight can be attributed to the sensitivity testing.  However, the 

sensitivity analysis only makes positive changes to the appraisal inputs, which in turn generates 

more positive results.  The Consortium considers the sensitivity assumptions to be unrealistic as 

they are based on reducing costs assumptions which contradicts forecast and market data.  It is 

therefore considered that the sensitivity testing is not plausible and the Consortium disagrees 

with the LPVA conclusion that “reasonable weight can be attributed to the sensitivity analyses” 

(para. 9.3).  

4.50 The WUPSVLP identifies a significant proportion of housing supply on sites within the urban 

area, specifically within Warrington Town Centre on previously developed brownfield land (the 

Warrington Town Centre Masterplan sets out a target to deliver 8,000 homes over the plan 

period).  Story has concerns that a significant proportion of the Council’s claimed supply is 

unviable, particularly in the Town Centre and other low value locations in the Borough.   

4.51 Given that the LPVA base testing concludes that most of the development typologies cannot 

deliver a policy compliant level of affordable housing whilst meeting other policy requirements, 

more comprehensive typology testing should be undertaken.  This would assist plan makers 

with the identification of viable development types in order to ensure that affordable housing 

needs are met.  Based on Roger Hannah’s analysis, it is considered that the Council should also 

identify a greater quantum of greenfield sites in higher value areas.  Based on the independent 

viability testing undertaken by Roger Hannah, these sites are more likely to be viable and able to 

deliver the requisite quantum of affordable housing.  

4.52 Roger Hannah has specifically assessed this typology, providing an example of a greenfield 

housing site typology of 150 units in a Suburb Mid Value location (Viability Assessment 

Consultation Response; Figure 14).  The appraisal demonstrates that additional typology testing 

needs to be undertaken for housing schemes in the higher value areas because this type of 

development can deliver policy compliance in terms of affordable housing, Section 106 

contributions, and additional policy costs. Additional testing in this regard would enable plan 

makers to identify where development, and in what form, should take place to meet policy 

requirements and achieve affordable housing delivery. 

4.53 Furthermore, given the emphasis on the redevelopment of sites within the urban area and 

Warrington Town Centre (with the prime intention of reducing the quantum of Green Belt 

losses), it will be very difficult to identify and secure sufficient sites to deliver required 
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infrastructure as part of this current plan.  This will create many other problems in the long 

term including social issues and lack of service provision. 

4.54 Identifying a greater quantum of greenfield sites in higher value areas will also help to ensure 

that the required social and physical infrastructure provision can be delivered and ensure the 

needs of residents in new developments are met.    

The Consequences for the Plan’s Soundness Without Modification 

4.55 No regard has been paid to the viability of delivering a significant quantum of housing in 

Warrington Town Centre and the impact this will have on the delivery of much needed 

affordable housing and social infrastructure such as schools and medical centres to cater for 

future resident’s needs.  The consequences of failing to provide the required levels of social and 

physical infrastructure in a planned and proactive fashion could result in the creation of many 

unsustainable and substandard communities which lack the basic social infrastructure required 

to thrive.  Furthermore, the ever-growing affordable housing list will continue to spiral which 

has a direct impact on families across the Borough. 

4.56 Story is strongly of the opinion that the failure to identify a sufficient level of housing allocations 

in the Plan, which have been tested as being viable, will result in the WUPSVLP being found 

unsound at Examination.  At the very least it will be subject to substantive changes at the 

Examination stage which will delay the formal adoption of the Plan. 

Safeguarded Land 

4.57 For the reasons identified, Story is strongly of the opinion that the current version of the 

Warrington Local Plan does not meet the requirements of the Framework as it does not identify 

sufficient proportions of land to meet needs post 2038 or identify Safeguarded Land which 

could act as a failsafe in the event that one of the key strategic allocations does not come forward 

as envisaged.  Despite this Plan undertaking a Green Belt Review, no sites have been identified 

as Safeguarded Land to meet needs beyond the Plan period.  Identifying Safeguarded Land does 

not allocate it for development and the same level of protection is afforded to as Green Belt 

provided the Council’s Local Plan is delivering the homes and employment land that it 

envisaged. 

4.58 The land identified in the Plan to meet needs beyond the plan period is predominantly from an 

increased proportion of unidentified windfall sites and from strategic allocations delivering 

dwellings beyond the Plan period.  There is no certainty that the unidentified windfall sites will 

come forward as envisaged and required ‘technological advances’ to facilitate their delivery and 

there is considerable concern with regard to the delivery of some of the strategic sites delivering 

units beyond the Plan period. 

4.59 Story is of the opinion that sufficient land is required to meet the future needs for at least 6,499 

dwellings or 8,693 dwellings should the Inspector agree with the Consortium that a higher 

housing requirement is warranted.  This land should be identified now and safeguarded to meet 

the needs beyond the Plan period and ensure that the Green Belt boundaries endure beyond the 

Plan period too.  Story is of the opinion that the land to be identified as Safeguarded should be 

varied in size and be capable of coming forward in the short terms should the need arise at any 

point in the plan period.  The approach being taken by Warrington differs from that of its 

neighbouring authorities who do identify safeguarded land as well as large allocations which are 

delivering units beyond the Plan period (i.e. Cheshire East, St Helens and Halton).  This would 

allow any future Local Plan Review to allocate the safeguarded sites for development and ensure 

they are capable of delivering units in the first 5 years post adoption of the Review. 
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4.60 In the Consortium’s opinion, the selection of the most appropriate sites to be safeguarded 

should be identified in a robust and consistent Green Belt Review and based on a robust Site 

Selection methodology which considers matters including the sustainability, accessibility, 

deliverability and viability of the sites. 

The Consequences for the Plan’s Soundness Without Modification 

4.61 Without the identification of sufficient proportions of Safeguarded Land within this Plan, there 

is a strong possibility that the Plan will be found unsound at examination as it is not consistent 

with national policy.  Furthermore, the identification of Safeguarded Land within the Plan 

should be viewed as a positive and represents a positive approach to planning.  The 

identification of Safeguarded Land will futureproof the Plan and ensure that any issues 

associated with lack of supply not coming forward as quickly as expected can be addressed 

quickly through a Local Plan Review.  This will avoid having to formally commence a new Green 

Belt Review and site selection exercise which, based on past experience, can be a slow and 

contentious process. 

Housing Distribution 

The distribution of a proportion of the housing requirement to the outlying settlements, 

including Lymm, is generally supported.  This will help to support the vitality and viability of 

local services and increase housing choice in these settlements.   

However, for the reasons set out in these representations, the release of further Green Belt land 

is required in order for the Council to meet its housing requirement and we consider that 

additional land for new homes should be allocated around the outlying settlements to help 

address this requirement. Story considers that its land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road, 

Lymm should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for new homes in the Local Plan.     

In this respect, we note that the WSP 2019 endorsed a higher minimum delivery figure for the 

outlying settlements of 1,085 homes, compared to the 801 homes now proposed in Policy DEV1.  

The minimum figure for Lymm was 430 homes compared to the 306 homes now proposed for 

the settlement in Policy DEV1. The removal of Green Belt land to accommodate higher delivery 

figures around Lymm has therefore been previously endorsed by the Council.    

Tests of Soundness 

4.62 Story is concerned that Policy DEV1 fails to meet the tests of soundness because: 

1 It is not positively prepared: Without detailed evidence being presented which explores 

the possibility of increasing the housing requirement in Warrington (which should run 

through the Sustainability Appraisal testing process), there is a significant risk that the 

WUPSVLP will be found unsound at Examination. 

The NPPF requires Local Plans to provide a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 

the area’s objectively assessed needs.  The WUPSVLP does not meet its housing need in full 

and by any measure is not positively prepared.  It does not meet the NPPF’s requirements 

to ‘significantly boost the supply of homes’, as it is seeking to reduce its housing target from 

the previous figure of 945 dpa and move away from any alignment with employment 

growth.  It is story’s view therefore that the housing evidence supporting the WUPSVLP is 

fundamentally flawed, results in a misaligned approach to development, is unsound and is 

not legally compliant. 
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The Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing as required by the Framework 

[§68].  The lack of a deliverable supply needs to be urgently addressed by the inclusion of 

additional greenfield and Green Belt sites.    

2 It is not justified: The WUPSVLP is not based on an appropriate development strategy; 

nor does it take into account the reasonable alternatives.  No assessment has been made 

regarding the level of housing need that would be needed to meet affordable housing needs 

in full, and nor has a proper analysis been undertaken to test how many homes would be 

needed to sustain an employment land target of 316 ha, its significant Town Deal ambitions 

or the strategic infrastructure investment proposed through the delivery of the Western 

Link Relief Road.  In this regard it is not compliant with paragraph 61 of the NPPF and is 

unjustified as a result 

The emerging Plan and its evidence base do not provide any robust justification for 

including a phased housing requirement which significantly reduces delivery in the first five 

years of the Plan contrary to the Framework [§60 and §68]. 

No regard has been paid to the viability of delivering a significant quantum of housing in 

Warrington Town Centre and the impact this will have on the delivery of much needed 

affordable housing and social infrastructure such as schools and medical centres to cater for 

future resident’s needs.  The consequences of failing to provide the required levels of social 

and physical infrastructure in a planned and proactive fashion could result in the creation 

of many unsustainable and substandard communities which lack the basic social 

infrastructure required to thrive.  Furthermore, the ever-growing affordable housing list 

will continue to spiral which has a direct impact on families across the Borough. 

For the reason set out in these representations, the allocation of land at Fiddlers Ferry is 

not justified.   

3 It is not effective: The WUPSVLP is not deliverable over the Plan period, which should be 

lengthened to factor in the inevitable slippage in the adoption date.  The Plan identifies very 

high levels of affordable housing need which cannot be addressed by the 816 dpa overall 

housing target.  It identifies a need for two thirds of its future housing supply to come 

forward as larger properties, yet it its housing allocations are weighted disproportionately 

towards town centre, high density apartment blocks which cannot physically accommodate 

the size of properties necessary.  The Borough is one of the least affordable in the North 

West of England, and yet the Council deliberately defers meeting this need until later in the 

Plan period solely to strengthen its hand at appeals by manipulating its 5YHLS and 

considers that this approach will eradicate the affordability issue.  The Plan will not 

effectively address the wider housing crisis facing its residents as a result.fr 

The land identified in the Plan to meet needs beyond the Plan Period is predominantly from 

an increased proportion of unidentified windfall sites and from strategic allocations 

delivering dwellings beyond the Plan period.  There is no certainty that the unidentified 

windfall sites will come forward as envisaged and required ‘technological advances’ to 

facilitate their delivery and there is considerable concern with regard to the delivery of some 

of the strategic sites delivering units beyond the Plan Period contrary to the Framework 

[§143]. 

4 It is not consistent with National policy: An expressed intention of the Framework is 

to boost the supply of housing being delivered in an effort to address the nationwide 

housing crisis.  WBC’s recent track record of delivering sustainable development, and 

specifically the levels of housing so desperately needed, has been abject.  WBC’s HDT result 

is the 3rd worst in northern England and one of the top 20 worst performing nationwide.  

Its solution is not to accelerate housing provision and bring forward a wider range of 
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deliverable greenfield sites that can come forward sooner; instead the Council’s plan is to 

actually make things worse by cutting housing targets and backloading delivery.  This 

‘accounting exercise’ will only lead to worsening affordability levels, depress economic 

growth and result in more residents having to move out of the Borough to meet their 

housing needs. 

In the context of national planning policy [§60-§61] and Government’s stated ambitions 

regarding the levelling up agenda, the Northern Powerhouse aspirations and the need to 

significantly increase the supply of housing particularly affordable units, there are clear 

circumstances in Warrington where it is appropriate to consider a significantly higher level 

of housing provision than the standard method indicates. 

The Council seeks to phase the delivery of its housing requirement with a sizeable 

proportion of the supply being unjustifiably backloaded to the latter period of the plan. This 

approach conflicts with the objectives of the Framework and Story believes that the 

approach taken is not sound and will not meet the tests of soundness when the Plan is 

undergoing Examination in Public. 

Story has considerable concerns with the majority of the sites included in the Council’s 

supply, and the Council’s assumptions on a large number of sites are flawed and do not 

meet the tests of deliverable and developable as set out in Annex 2 of the Framework.  The 

supply is significantly less than envisaged by the Council.  

The current version of the Warrington Local Plan does not meet the requirements of the 

Framework [§143] as it does not identify sufficient proportions of land to meet needs post 

2038 or identify Safeguarded Land which could act as a failsafe in the event that one of the 

key strategic allocations does not come forward as envisaged. In light of the comments to be 

made in relation to the Fiddlers Ferry Site and the wider supply issues within the trajectory 

the Council should allocate Story’s land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road, Lymm to 

ensure that the Plan is sound.  Despite this Plan undertaking a Green Belt Review, no sites 

have been identified as Safeguarded Land to meet needs beyond the Plan period.     

Recommended Change 

4.63 To address the conflict above and ensure the Local Plan is sound, it is requested that the 

Council: 

1 Should plan for a minimum housing requirement of 1,015 dpa.  This is more closely 

in line with the 945 dpa target that was proposed in the previous March 2019 WLP 

submission version draft, which addressed prospective economic growth prospects, and will 

alleviate affordability pressures. 

2 The Council should, as a minimum, apply an even approach to delivery across the plan 

period of 816 dpa (although Story considers that this should be higher for the reasons 

stated), including in the first 5 years.  We would also advocate an approach that goes 

beyond this and instead of pushing need to the end of the Plan period, the buffer should 

instead be brought forward to ensure that a sufficient supply of land comes forward for 

development in the early years. 

3 To accord with the Framework [§59], in the future, a balanced strategy should be adopted, 

identifying a suitable supply of brownfield and greenfield sites that responds to an 

evidenced-based assessment regarding the size, type and tenure required.  This should 

ensure that supply included in the Plan is capable of meeting specific needs of housing 

market areas in the sub-region.  As part of this process the Story’s land at Reddish Lane and 

Rushgreen Road should be allocated to support the delivery of new homes. 
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4 The only option available to the Council to significantly boost the supply of housing and 

address the clear shortfall is to identify additional Green Belt land for release for housing. 

5 Land should be identified now and Safeguarded to meet the needs beyond the Plan period 

and ensure that the Green Belt boundaries endure beyond the Plan period too.  The land to 

be identified as Safeguarded should be varied in size and be capable of coming forward in 

the short term should the need arise at any point in the plan period.  This would allow any 

future Local Plan Review to allocate the Safeguarded sites for development and ensure they 

are capable of delivering units in the first 5 years post adoption of the Review. 

6 Story’s land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road, Lymm should be removed 

from the Green Belt and allocated for residential development. 
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5.0 Policy DEV2 – Meeting Housing Needs 

Introduction 

5.1 Policy DEV2 deals with meeting housing needs including affordable housing, housing type and 

tenure, optional standards, housing for older people, self and custom build, and other needs. 

Consideration of Policy 

Part 11 

5.2 Part 11 of the policy states: 

“Residential development should provide a mix of different housing sizes and types and should 

be informed by the Borough-wide housing mix monitoring target in the table below; the sub-

area assessment contained in the Council’s most up to date Local Housing Needs Assessment; 

and any local target set by a Neighbourhood Plan, taking into account site specific 

considerations”. 

5.3 Table 3 of the Local Plan provides a suggested mix breakdown based on the 2021 Local Housing 

Needs Assessment [LHNA]. 

Table 5.1 SVLP 2021 Suggested Housing Mix 

 1-bedroom 2-bedrooms 3-bedrooms 4+- 

bedrooms 

Market 5% 30% 50% 15% 

Affordable home ownership 20% 40% 30% 10% 

Affordable housing (rented) 40% 30% 25% 5% 

Source: Table 3 - Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan  

5.4 Story considers that the wording of the policy is confusing as it is not clear which assessment 

would take precedence when considering mix contrary to the Framework [§16(d)].  The 

supporting text to the policy [§4.1.55] also fails to clarify this matter.  It states: 

“It should be noted that the breakdown of housing mix identified is a Borough-wide 

monitoring target. The precise mix should be determined on a site by site basis, taking in 

account the sub-borough analysis which is contained in the Council’s most up to date Local 

Housing Needs Assessment. The Council is also aware that Neighbourhood Planning Groups 

may prepare their own local housing needs assessments to inform the local policies in 

Neighbourhood Plans. 

5.5 We therefore consider that the policy wording should be amended so that the breakdown of mix 

which needs to be considered is clearer to applicants.  Story is also concerned that the policy and 

supporting text as worded suggest that there is little scope for deviation from the mixes 

identified.  We consider that there should be scope in the policy wording to provide flexibility on 

mix as this will often be determined by other actors such as local market conditions at the time 

of an application  

Part 13 

5.6 Story objects to Part 13 of the policy which seeks to provide dwellings that are appropriately 

sized and arranged to create well designed homes in accordance with Nationally Described 

Space Standards. 
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5.7 Story notes that the Government’s decision to make these standards optional suggests that they 

do not expect all properties to be built in accordance with them. If the standards are to be 

applied, the Practice Guidance9 sets out a clear set of criteria local planning authorities should 

address in order to justify them, these being: 

• need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 

the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed. 

• viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 

viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 

supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where 

a space standard is to be adopted. 

• timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 

policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 

future land acquisitions. 

5.8 With regard these criteria, we firstly note that no need evidence is provided in the SVLP 2021 or 

the 2021 LHNA to justify the policy requirement.   

5.9 With regards to viability, the Viability Assessment [§7.20] states that the NDSS has been applied 

within the appraisals as the minimum standard.  However, it is not clear whether the impact of 

meeting this standard upon affordability has been considered.  The policy approach should 

recognise that customers have different budgets and aspirations. An inflexible policy approach 

to NDSS for all new dwellings will impact on affordability and effect customer choice. Well-

designed dwellings below NDSS can provide a good, functional home. 

5.10 For the above reasons, Story considers that Part 13 of the policy should be deleted. 

5.11 If the Council is able to provide sufficient evidence to justify the policy, Story considers that a 

transitional period should be applied.  It is not clear whether a large proportion of new dwellings 

currently meet the standard, and the cost of such provision may not therefore be factored into 

current and past land acquisitions. A reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 

policy would help enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into future land 

acquisitions. 

Part 14 

5.12 Part 14 of the policy states that the Council will require all dwellings to have appropriate outdoor 

amenity space.  Whilst Story supports the provision of outdoor amenity space, the policy 

provides no clarification on how much space would be required so it is not possible for 

applicants to determine whether their schemes are policy compliant.  Clarification therefore 

needs to be provided. 

Part 15 

5.13 Part 15 of the policy states the following: 

“The Council will seek that, as a minimum, all homes should be provided to Building 

Regulation Standard M4(2) ‘Accessible and Adaptable dwellings’”. 

5.14 Story recognises the value of providing accessible and adaptable dwellings for those sectors of 

society which require them.  However, the blanket requirement set for these standards is not 

justified.  There is no clear explanation or evidence in the SVLP 2021 or the 2021 LHNA as to 

why this blanket requirement has been applied and it is not an approach we are seeing in other 

 
9 Practice Guidance - ID: 56-020-20150327 
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North West authorities.  No specific figure is provided in the 2021 LHNA as to how many M4(2) 

dwellings are required and it provides the following broad conclusions10: 

“The forecast changes in the demographic profile indicate a clear need to increase the supply 

of specialist accommodation and housing to be built to M4(2) and M4(3) housing technical 

standards” 

and 

“WBC’s emerging policy position is that all homes should be meet M4(2) standard and 10% of 

new housing should meet Building Regulation requirement M4(3) Wheelchair user dwellings. 

This is based on the evidence of need presented in this section, taking viability constraints and 

the PPG into account”. 

5.15 The blanket requirement therefore appears to be policy led rather than informed by evidence. 

5.16 Story is also concerned that the LHNA does not fully address the requirements of the Practice 

Guidance11.  For example, no assessment of the accessibility and adaptability of existing stock 

appears to have been undertaken as required by the Practice Guidance.  It could be the case that 

a significant proportion of the existing stock is capable of helping to meet the identified need 

which would reduce the need for further provision.   

5.17 The evidence does not identify any local circumstances, which demonstrate that the needs of 

Warrington differ substantially to those across the North West or England. If the Government 

had intended that evidence of an ageing population alone justified adoption of optional 

standards, then such standards would have been incorporated as mandatory in the Building 

Regulations, which is not currently the case. 

5.18 The requirement in Part 15 for all homes to meet the optional Building Regulations 

Requirement M4(2) is therefore completely unjustified and cannot be sought through Part 15 of 

the policy. 

Part 16 

Part 16 of the policy states the following: 

“The Council will seek that 10% of new housing meets Building Regulation requirement M4(3)‘ 

Wheelchair user dwellings’ i.e. designed to be wheelchair accessible, or easily adaptable for 

residents who are wheelchair users”. 

5.19 Whilst Story generally supports the provision of homes that are suitable to meet the needs of 

older people and disabled people in principle, we are concerned that the approach to assessing 

needs for M4(3) dwellings does not align with the Practice Guidance12. 

5.20 For example, the LHNA does not appear to consider the size, location, type and quality of 

dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced needs (for example retirement homes, sheltered 

homes or care homes) and appears to focus on meeting this need through standard housing 

which is likely to artificially inflate requirements for this type of housing. 

5.21 Part M of the Building Regulations sets a distinction between ‘wheelchair accessible’ (a home 

readily useable by a wheelchair user at the point of completion) and ‘wheelchair adaptable’ (a 

home that can be easily adapted to meet the needs of a household including wheelchair users) 

 
10 Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment Update (August 2021) pages 229-230 
11 Practice Guidance - ID: 56-007-20150327 
12 Practice Guidance - ID: 56-007-20150327 
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dwellings. The Practice Guidance13 states that policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be 

applied only to those dwellings where the local authority is responsible for allocating or 

nominating a person to live in that dwelling.  Part 16 of the policy does not identify this 

distinction and as drafted suggest that 10% ‘wheelchair accessible’ dwellings may be required 

which could result in ‘wheelchair accessible’ dwellings being sought when they are not actually 

required. 

5.22 For the above reasons, we consider that the percentage provision for M4(3) housing has not 

been fully justified and cannot be sought through Part 16 of the policy. 

5.23 Story considers that the most effective way to provide sufficient housing to meet M4(3) category 

requirements in the correct locations would be to increase the proportion of this type of 

accommodation in specialist housing for older people. This could involve the allocation of 

specific sites to help meet this need. We recognise that not all wheelchair housing will be 

provided through such specialist housing and consider that any requirements for M4(3) 

dwellings on market housing sites could be based on assessments of local need at the time of a 

planning application. 

Part 18 

5.24 Part 18 of the policy states: 

“In residential development of 10 dwellings or more housing for older people should be 

provided”. 

5.25 The explanatory text to the policy [§4.1.63] states that: 

“Specialist homes for elderly people range from sheltered accommodation, residential care 

homes to extra care or adaptable homes depending on the nature of the site and proposals and 

demand in the local area. For residential care homes a minimum of 80-120 bedroom spaces 

would be needed to reach the necessary critical mass to run a 24/7 operation. For sheltered 

housing a smaller number of approximately 30 units (or fewer) is acceptable. Demand for 

smaller units has been highlighted by colleagues and partners in adult social care”. 

5.26 The land take for such uses could therefore have a significant impact upon the development 

potential of sites for general market housing and upon development viability. The Framework 

[§34] is clear that such policies should not undermine the deliverability of the plan.  It is also 

unclear whether the impact of this requirement upon site viability has been factored into the 

Council’s Viability Assessment. 

5.27 Story considers that this requirement is not justified and that this need would be better met 

through the allocation of specific sites which specifically provide for the types of accommodation 

identified. 

Tests of Soundness 

5.28 Story is concerned that Policy DEV2 would not meet the tests of soundness because: 

1 It is not justified: Insufficient evidence is provided in the SVLP 2021 and evidence base 

to justify the policy requirement in Part 13 for homes in accordance with Nationally 

Described Space Standards. 

The Local Plan evidence base does not support Parts 15 and 16 of the policy which set a 

blanket requirement for M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings and a 10% requirement 

 
13 Practice Guidance - ID: 56-009-20150327 
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for M4(3) dwellings.  The requirement in Part 18 to provide housing for older people in 

residential development of 10 dwellings is not justified either. 

2 It is not consistent with national policy: The provision of housing for older people 

could have a significant impact upon the development potential of sites for general market 

housing and it is unclear whether the impact of this requirement upon site viability has 

been factored into the Council’s Viability Assessment and assessed on a cumulative basis 

alongside other policy requirements, contrary to the Framework [§58]. 

3 It is not effective: The wording of Part 11 of the policy is confusing as it is not clear which 

assessment would take precedence when considering mix.   

Part 14 provides no clarification on how much outdoor space would be required so it is not 

possible for applicants to determine whether their schemes are policy compliant. 

Recommended Changes 

5.29 In order to help ensure the policy is sound it is considered that: 

1 The wording of Part 11 should be amended so that the breakdown of mix which needs to be 

considered is clear to applicants.  There should also be scope in the wording of Part 11 to 

provide flexibility on mix as this will often be determined by other actors such as local 

market conditions at the time of an application. 

2 Part 13 of the policy should be deleted unless the Council can provide suitable evidence to 

justify this requirement. 

3 Clarification therefore needs to be provided in Part 14 on the outdoor amenity space 

standards sought. 

4 Part 15 of the policy should be deleted unless the Council can provide suitable further 

evidence to justify this requirement.  Transparent evidence should also be provided to fully 

explain how any requirement identified has been derived. 

5 Part 16 of the policy should be deleted unless the Council can provide suitable further 

evidence to justify this requirement. 

6 Part 18 should be deleted and land should be allocated that specifically provides for the 

types of accommodation identified. 
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6.0 Policy GB1 – Green Belt 

Introduction 

6.1 Policy GB1 identifies the areas of land which are proposed for removal from the Green Belt in 

the Local Plan.  The draft Proposals Map shows Story’s land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen 

Road, Lymm as remaining within the Green Belt. 

6.2 Story objects to the inclusion of this land within the Green Belt and considers that this land 

should be allocated for residential development in the Local Plan for the reasons we have set out 

in these representations. 

Consideration of Policy 

Exceptional Circumstances 

6.3 The WUPSVLP 2021 [§3.4.1 to §3.4.16] sets out the exceptional circumstances sought by the 

Framework [§140] to justify the release of Green Belt land.  

6.4 This includes a demonstration of the exceptional circumstances for each area, including the 

outlying settlements, the purpose of which is to increase and support the vitality and viability of 

local services.  The Council is considered to have examined that all other reasonable options for 

meeting its identified need for development and that there is not enough brownfield land to 

meet its needs and meet the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate. Green Belt release in order 

to promote sustainable patterns of development is the only option available to the Council. 

6.5 Story Homes agrees that an exceptional circumstances case has been demonstrated for the 

release of Green Belt land within the outlying settlements, including Lymm.  In addition, for the 

reasons we have identified in these representations, additional Green Belt release is required in 

order to meet the requirement for new homes we have identified over the Local Plan period and 

beyond. This need is much greater than set out in the exceptional circumstances case in the 

WUPSVLP 2021 given the requirement and supply issues we have identified and there is no 

alternative but to release more Green Belt land to address these matters.   

Green Belt Evidence 

6.6 The Green Belt evidence base produced to support the WUPSVLP 2021 does not provide a 

wholesale review of the Green Belt in Warrington. Instead it focusses on the sites which are now 

identified for allocation in the WUPSVLP.  The documents produced are:  

• Green Belt Assessment – Fiddlers Ferry (April 2021) 

• Green Belt Assessment – Garden Suburb Options (April 2021) 

• Green Belt Site Selection – Implications of Green Belt Release (August 2021) 

6.7 The ‘Green Belt Site Selection – Implications of Green Belt Release’ suggests [§1.1] that the 

Council will be combining all of the previous assessment work into a Green Belt Site 

Assessments Collated Report, to be published as part of the consultation on the WUPSVLP.  

However, this collated document has not been included in the evidence base documents at the 

time of writing. 

6.8 Story’s land at Lymm has not therefore been considered in this most recent Green Belt 

assessment work and the Green Belt evidence base work produced for previous iterations of the 

emerging Local Plan remains the most up to date information available for the site.   
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6.9 Story would also question why there has been a partial review of the Green Belt at the sites now 

proposed for allocation in isolation. We would have expected other Green Belt sites to have been 

assessed on a s similar basis at this stage to ensure that all reasonable alternatives were properly 

considered. 

6.10 Notwithstanding this point, we consider the Green Belt evidence previously produced in relation 

to the sites below.  

Land at Reddish Lane, Lymm 

6.11 For the reasons set out in previous representations to the Local Plan, Story has a number of 

concerns with the assessment of its Reddish Lane site as it is considered that the site does not 

need to be permanently open and no longer performs a Green Belt function.  It would also 

deliver a sustainable form of development. These concerns are summarised below. 

6.12 The 2016 Green Belt Assessment is undertaken at two levels, for both ‘general areas’ and specific 

land parcels. In terms of the general area assessment Area 6 within which the site falls, has been 

assessed as being of ‘Moderate’ value. Story have no comments on this level of the assessment. 

6.13 The 2016 parcel assessment study identified the site as parcels LY8 and LY9 which were 

considered to have an overall contribution of strong (LY8) and moderate (LY9). In addition to 

this, the July 2017 assessment considered individual parcel assessments submitted to the call for 

sites consultation.  Here, Reddish Lane is referenced as R18/082 and parcels LY8 and LY9 are 

considered to have a strong contribution to the Green Belt. 

6.14 This is primarily due to the assessment considering that the contribution of both parcels LY8 

and LY9 to the third purpose of allocating Green Belt land (as restated in the Framework): 

safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, as having a ‘Strong contribution’.  The 

assessment states that the boundaries of LY8 and LY9 (R18/082) to the existing built-up area 

are ‘non-durable’ garden boundaries and thus that the Green Belt plays an important role in 

protecting the adjacent land from encroachment. It also states that the boundaries of these 

parcels to the open countryside are strong, with the northern area being bound by the 

Transpennine Trail. It is considered that the proximity to the Transpennine Trial has been given 

limited weight in the assessment.  Although not in use, the railway line does perform an 

urbanising feature in the landscape given that the line was engineered to accommodate the 

former Manchester to Warrington line. 

6.15 Overall, it is considered that the analysis has been incorrectly applied to the concluding analysis, 

which assess both parcels as making a ‘Strong’ contribution to this purpose. 

6.16 The comparison assessment table within the Vision Document submitted with these 

representations sets out Story’s assessment of the site in comparison to the assessment of 

R18/082.  A copy of this table is also included at Appendix 3 for ease of reference. 

6.17 Instead of assessing the value of the parcel land on the current situation the assessment should 

properly consider the impacts of releasing and developing the parcels, because the purpose of 

the study is to inform the release of land for housing.  If parcels LY8 and LY9 (R18/082) are 

developed the settlement edge will be their northern boundaries, which are considered by Story 

to be strong and durable.  The impact of development will be to create a stronger, more 

defensible settlement edge, which will better safeguard the adjoining countryside from 

encroachment. It is therefore considered that the assessment for both these parcels should be 

‘Moderate’ contribution and not strong.  This view was supported by the Council’s position for 

this site in preparing the 1994 Local Plan which was endorsed by the Inspector’s conclusions. 
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6.18 When preparing the 1994 Local Plan, the Council originally proposed that this land should not 

be designated as Green Belt and this decision was firmly supported by the Inspector. Although 

the Council since gave way to objectors and designated the land as Green Belt, the Inspector’s 

reasoning remains relevant and compelling. In his report the Inspector refers to the land east of 

Reddish Lane (corresponding with parcel LY9 in Green Belt Assessment and then referred to as 

Area of Search 14). 

6.19 He concludes (in paragraph 3.AS14.3 onward) that this land: 

“does not, in my opinion, have the appearance of open countryside. From several vantage 

points it is seen against the backdrop of residential properties to the west and south…And, 

significantly, along the northern boundary the embankment represents an appreciable visual 

and physical barrier. These features, in combination, create a noticeable measure of 

containment around the allocation land. As such there is a distinct contrast, in terms of 

character and appearance, between this Area of Search and the extensive stretch of open 

countryside beyond the former railway. 

… If development were eventually to be permitted here it would be well contained by the 

northern boundary feature and would not represent encroachment into open countryside. 

…the Council’s decision not to designate the Reddish Lane land as part of the proposed Green 

Belt is entirely justified.” 

6.20 Although more than twenty years have since passed since this was written, there has been very 

little recent development in this area and the position here today is very much as the Inspector 

described it. In addition, landscape planting has strengthened the northern boundaries over this 

period, further enhancing the enclosed nature of parcels LY8 and LY9. 

6.21 The assessment of R18/082 concluded that there was a ‘Strong’ contribution to Purpose 4 (to 

preserve the setting and special character of historic towns).  Although parcels LY8 and LY9 

(R18/082) lie alongside the edge of the Lymm Conservation Area, it is considered that any 

impacts on its setting can be mitigated with good design and an appropriate site landscape 

strategy.  Heritage assessment of the site undertaken on behalf of Story and following guidance 

by Historic England, concludes that the evidential, historical and aesthetic values of the 

Conservation Area will be unaffected by development within the site. Similarly, the setting of the 

Conservation Area will be unaffected through the proposed development. The contribution to 

this purpose is therefore considered to be ‘Moderate’. 

6.22 We therefore consider that the site makes a ‘Moderate’ contribution to three of the purposes of 

the Green Belt and ‘No contribution’ to two of the purposes (1 and 2). We therefore consider the 

overall contribution to be ‘Moderate’.  It represents a logical location for release which will have 

relatively limited harm to the general extent of the Green Belt and is suitable for release and 

allocation for residential development.       

Land at Rushgreen Road 

6.23 The Council’s October 2016 Green Belt Assessment included an assessment of individual parcels 

and identified the Rushgreen Road site as part of parcel LY9 which was considered to have an 

overall contribution of ‘Moderate’.  In the July 2017 Green Belt Assessment of SHLAA sites, the 

Rushgreen Road site was assessed as an individual parcel [R18/016] and was considered to have 

an overall contribution of ‘Weak’.  The Council’s own evidence base would therefore support the 

removal of the Rushgreen Road site from the Green Belt. 
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Conclusions 

6.24 For the above reasons, we consider that the release of Story’s land at Reddish Lane and 

Rushgreen Road from the Green Belt and its allocation for new homes is appropriate. 

Tests of Soundness 

6.25 Policy GB1 is considered to fail the tests of soundness for the following reasons: 

1 It is not positively prepared: Additional Green Belt release is required in order to meet 

the requirement for new homes over the Local Plan period and beyond. 

2 It is not justified: The Council’s assessment of this part of the Green Belt at Reddish 

Lane, Lymm is considered to be flawed and does not reflect the findings of previous Local 

Plan Inspectors Report. The site makes a limited (‘Moderate’) contribution to the Green 

Belt purposes and is suitable for release. 

3 It is not effective: Additional deliverable and developable land needs to be released from 

the Green Belt to meet needs over the plan period. 

4 It is not consistent with national policy: The policy is contrary to the Framework 

[§143] as given the requirement and supply issues we have identified there is no guarantee 

that the Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered before the end of the plan period.   

5 The release of the land from the Green Belt would enable the delivery of sustainable 

development in Lymm.  

Recommended Change 

6.26 To address the conflicts above and ensure the Policy is sound, it is requested that the Council: 

1 Updates the Green Belt Study evidence and removes land at Reddish Lane/Rushgreen 

Road, Lymm from the Green Belt and allocates the site for residential development. 

2 Should the Council determine that allocation is not necessary at this point in time, it is 

considered that the land should be identified as Safeguarded Land to help meet 

development needs beyond the Plan Period. 
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7.0 Policy INF1 – Sustainable Travel and 
Transport 

Introduction 

7.1 Policy INF1 seeks to deliver the Council objectives of improving the safety and efficiency of the 

transport network, tackling congestion and improving air quality, promoting sustainable 

transport options, reducing the need to travel by private car and encouraging healthy lifestyles. 

Consideration of Policy 

7.2 Part 1(j) of the policy states that the Council will expect development to consider how it can be 

futureproofed, through the provision of measures to support new and emerging technologies, 

such as Autonomous Vehicles. 

7.3 Whilst Story recognises the potential benefits of futureproofing development, there can be no 

guarantee that some forms of new and emerging technology will ever reach the mass market.  It 

is therefore difficult to foresee which forms of technology will need to be supported through 

development at the current time.  In any event, it is likely that technology such as autonomous 

vehicles will be designed to adapt with existing development, and futureproofing may not 

therefore be required to accommodate it. 

Tests of Soundness 

7.4 Story is concerned that Policy INF1 would not meet the tests of soundness because: 

1 It is not justified: Story considers that it will not be possible to futureproof development 

as suggested as it is not possible to foresee what forms of new and emerging technology will 

ever reach the mass market 

Recommended Change 

7.5 In order to ensure that Policy INF1 is sound, it is considered that Part (j) of the policy should be 

deleted. 
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8.0 Policy ENV7 – Renewable and Low Carbon 
Energy Development 

Introduction 

8.1 Policy ENV7 sets out the approach and guidance on how development should respond to energy 

issues across the Borough. 

Consideration of Policy 

8.2 Part 5 of Policy ENV 7 states the following: 

“In the strategic housing and employment allocations as defined in Policies MD1 to MD4 and 

OS1 to OS9 and identified on the Key Diagram/Polices Map the Council will seek to reduce 

carbon emissions and maximise opportunities for the use of decentralised energy systems that 

would use or generate renewable or other forms of low carbon energy. In these locations all 

development will be required to establish, or connect to an existing, decentralised energy 

network unless this is shown not to be feasible or viable, in which case development will be 

required to: 

a. make provision to enable future connectivity in terms of site layout, heating design and site-

wide infrastructure design; and 

b. to ensure that at least 10% of their energy needs can be met from renewable and/or other 

low carbon energy source(s); or 

c. to reduce their carbon emissions by at least 10% when measured against the Building 

Regulation (Part L) requirements at the time that the application is submitted”. 

8.3 The provision of such networks on medium scale sites is not likely to be practical given size 

constraints and the viability implications of such provision.  At present, the predominant 

technology for district-sized communal heating networks is gas combined heat and power 

(CHP).  Meeting the Government’s climate target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to net 

zero will require a transition from gas-fired networks to renewable or low carbon alternatives 

such as large heat pumps, hydrogen or waste-heat recovery but at the moment one of the major 

reasons why heat network projects do not install such technologies is because of the up-front 

capital cost. For the foreseeable future, it will remain uneconomic for most heat networks to 

install low-carbon technologies. 

8.4 The reliance on connection to off-site sources in Part (a) of the policy is also not practical as this 

may require connections through land outside of the ownership of the applicant and over which 

they have no control. 

8.5 Story is also concerned that the cost of providing decentralised energy systems has not been 

adequately considered in the Viability Assessment and the implications of its provision cannot 

therefore be properly assessed.  The Viability Assessment14 suggests that the cost assumption 

made (6% of base build cost) may not be sufficient: 

 
14 Local Plan Viability Assessment (August 2021) §7.246 
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“Furthermore, it is acknowledged that there is little publicly available evidence of the costs for 

establishing, or connecting to an existing, decentralised energy network as we understand that 

this is an emerging policy requirement in both Warrington and across the North West. 

Therefore, if the cost assumption proves to be insufficient in reality, it is important that other 

policy requirements are able to flex to offset any higher developer contributions required to 

comply with this requirement”. 

8.6 Story also notes that no clear justification or evidence is provided for the 10% renewable or low 

carbon sources requirement or 10% carbon reduction in Parts (b) and (c) of the policy.  It 

appears that the Council has selected an arbitrary figure for this requirement which is based on 

policy aspiration only and is not supported by any evidence. 

8.7 In addition, the Government has confirmed that the new Part L standards will be introduced 

through Building Regulations from June 2022 and the Future Homes Standard is due to come 

into force in 2025 which will affect development over the plan period.  Story considers that the 

Local Plan should comply with the Government’s intention of achieving net zero carbon 

development through the Building Regulations.  The proposed policy approach is unnecessary 

because of the higher levels of energy efficiency standards for new homes proposed in the 2022 

Part L uplift and the Future Homes Standard 2025.  The appropriate costs should be applied in 

the viability assessment to account for the provision of these standards. This does not appear to 

be the case at present as a figure of £2,250 per unit has been applied to meet the standards in 

parts (b) and (c) of the policy but the Viability Assessment [§7.237] suggests that the average 

additional cost to meet Part L would be £4,847 per plot. 

8.8 Further detail on this matter is provided in the Viability Technical Note included at Appendix 4 

of the Issues Report which accompanies these representations.  For the reasons identified, it is 

considered that the energy requirement policy costs, assuming the minimum required level of 

compliance, should be increased to allow for 10% renewable/low carbon energy sources and 

Part L regulation compliance.  

Tests of Soundness 

8.9 Story Homes is concerned that Policy ENV7 would fail the tests of soundness because: 

1 It is not justified: From the Local Plan Viability Assessment, the costs of providing such 

infrastructure do not appear to have been adequately considered.  The policy does not align 

with the Government’s intention of achieving net zero carbon development through the 

Building Regulations. 

2 It is not Effective: The delivery of decentralised energy systems is not likely to be 

practical in most instances and it would currently be uneconomic for most heat networks to 

install low-carbon technologies.   

Recommended Change 

8.10 It is considered that Part 5 of Policy ENV7 should be deleted and the Local Plan should comply 

with the Government’s intention of achieving net zero carbon development through the Building 

Regulations. 
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9.0 Policy ENV8 – Environmental and Amenity 
Protection 

Introduction 

9.1 Part 4 of Policy ENV 8 states that the main allocations (Policies MD1 to MD6) and the smaller 

settlement allocations, which line the M62 corridor (Policies OS1, OS2 and OS6) and all other 

new development that exceeds the thresholds for requiring a Transport Assessment, as specified 

in the Council’s Transport SPD, will be required to consider air quality impacts on the 

Manchester Mosses Special Area of Conservation (SAC). Any proposals that would result in 

increased traffic flows on the M62 past the Manchester Mosses SAC of more than 100 vehicles 

per day or 20 Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) per day must devise a scheme-specific range of 

measures to reduce reliance on cars, reduce trip generation and promote ultra-low emission 

vehicles. 

Consideration of Policy 

9.2 Story objects to this requirement as there is no clear justification for the vehicle and HGV 

thresholds identified and they appear to be arbitrary figures.  In this regard, we note that in the 

SVLP 2019, the thresholds were 1,000 vehicles and 200 HGVs and the WUPSVLP 2021 provides 

no explanation as to why the figure has been dramatically reduced in the latest version of the 

policy. 

Tests of Soundness 

9.3 As currently worded Story is concerned that Policy ENV8 is at risk of failing the tests of 

soundness for the following reasons: 

1 It is not justified: There is no clear justification for the vehicle and HGV thresholds 

identified and they appear to be arbitrary figures which have reduced dramatically since the 

previous iteration of the SVLP. 

Recommended Change 

9.4 In order for the policy to be found sound at examination Story considers that the following 

matters need to be addressed: 

1 Part 4 of the policy should be deleted. 

 



Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan : Representations on behalf of Story Homes  
 

Pg 34 

10.0 Section 10 – Site Allocations 

Introduction 

10.1 Section 10 of the Local Plan identifies the main development areas and site allocations to help 

meet the housing requirement over the plan period.  In relation to allocations proposed around 

Lymm, Story objects to Section 10 of the Local Plan as currently proposed, as the plan fails to 

allocate land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road in Lymm for residential development. 

Land at Reddish Lane, Lymm 

10.2 The Reddish Lane site comprises approximately 7 hectares of undeveloped farmland.  It adjoins 

the north eastern edge of the settlement of Lymm, approximately 300m north of the village 

centre.  The Site comprises two arable fields, separated by Reddish Lane which is accessed from 

Rushgreen Road. 

10.3 The site can accommodate up to 165 high quality family homes comprising a range of 2, 3, 4 and 

5 bed homes with associated open space. 

10.4 A plan showing the land being promoted by Story is attached at Appendix 1. A Vision Document 

relating to this site accompanies these representations. 

10.5 We note that the Reddish Lane site (SHLAA Ref: 3178 / Site Ref: R18/082) is not considered for 

selection in the Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report on the basis that it 

was assessed as making a ‘strong’ contribution to the Green Belt.  For the reasons set out in 

these representations, including our response to Policy GB1, we consider that the site makes a 

‘Moderate’ contribution to the Green Belt.  It represents a logical location for release which will 

have relatively limited harm to the general extent of the Green Belt and is suitable for release 

and allocation for residential development.  The site should therefore have been considered in 

the Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report and the SA, and for the reasons 

set out below we consider that it is suitable for allocation. 

Land at Rushgreen Road 

10.6 In addition to promoting the aforementioned land at Reddish Lane, Lymm, Story Homes are 

also submitting representations in respect of additional land at Rushgreen Road for allocation.  

This site is identified as land edged blue on the location plan at Appendix 2.  This site measures 

approximately 1.12ha and has the potential to accommodate approximately 20 additional 

dwellings.   

10.7 This land lies adjacent to and is contiguous with the Reddish Lane site and could be delivered as 

part of a comprehensive development with the proposed allocation at Reddish Lane with 

appropriate pedestrian and ecological connectivity.  It is envisaged that the existing dwellings 

and landscaping in the southern part of the site would be retained and the northern part used to 

accommodate residential development and a potential access from Rushgreen Road if required. 

10.8 The Rushgreen Road site (SHLAA Ref: 3109 / Site Ref: R18/016) is considered for selection in 

the Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report.  From the assessment of the 

site in the Technical Report we note that the site was considered to be suitable, available, 

achievable and sustainable: 
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“This site is considered to be suitable – unlikely to have a major impact on trends…The site 

appears to be available, considering that it was promoted by the owner and could be 

developed now.  The site is considered to be achievable in that it is in an area of high viability 

and there are also no known abnormal development costs. 

The site is adjacent to the settlement of Lymm, located to the north east of the settlement off of 

Rush Green Road. The site is considered to be in a sustainable location and is available having 

been promoted by the site owner. The site is considered to be achievable as there is developer 

interest and known demand and no known abnormal development costs”. 

10.9 However, the site appears to have been discounted on the basis that appropriate pedestrian 

connectivity could not be achieved if the site was brought forward on its own and it would need 

to be developed in tandem with Site Ref: R18/082 in order to achieve appropriate pedestrian 

connectivity.  It is difficult to see how this view is justified as no evidence is provided to support 

it.  We note that access could be provided to Rushgreen Road from which residents would be 

able to access a range of services, including those in the centre of Lymm, so appropriate 

connectivity would be provided.  In any event, for the reasons we have identified above, we 

consider that site Ref: R18/082 is suitable for allocation and would allow this pedestrian 

connectivity to be provided and promote sustainable travel options.  We do not therefore 

consider that this is a valid reason for discounting the site.  We also note that the site scores well 

in the SA and is considered to ‘promote sustainable growth’ or is ‘unlikely to have a major 

impact on trends’ in 22 of the 27 categories assessed.  For the above reasons, we consider that 

the site is wholly suitable for allocation. 

10.10 Both sites are considered to be fully deliverable as they are available now, offer a suitable 

location for development now, and are achievable.  The sites are highly sustainable due to their 

relationship with the existing services and facilities in the area.  An assessment of the technical 

and environmental constraints that could prevent or restrict the development of the land has 

been undertaken and it is considered that there are no overriding technical or environmental 

constraints that would prevent it from coming forward for housing development.   

Deliverability 

10.11 The Framework [Annex 2] states that for housing sites to be considered deliverable, they should 

be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable, with a 

realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years.   

10.12 The land is available for the delivery of housing now.  Story Homes has an agreement with the 

landowner at Reddish Lane, Lymm and are in detailed discussions with the landowners of 

Rushgreen Road, Lymm, to bring the land forward for residential development (subject to their 

release from the Green Belt). There are no legal or ownership constraints to their delivery.  

10.13 An assessment of the technical and environmental constraints that could prevent or restrict the 

development of the land has been undertaken and it has identified that there are no overriding 

constraints that would prevent the land from coming forward for housing development. 

10.14 The land is located in a strong market area which experiences high demand for new homes and 

there are no overriding constraints which present an obstacle to delivery.  Story Homes is 

committed to progressing a scheme as soon as the site is allocated.  The land is therefore 

achievable and viable for residential development. 

10.15 The land offers a suitable location for housing and can be developed in the first 5 years. The land 

is therefore fully deliverable. 
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Sustainable Development 

10.16 National policy seeks to ensure new developments are located in areas which limit the need to 

travel and offer a genuine choice of transport modes.  The land is highly sustainable due to its 

relationship with the existing services and facilities in the area.  The land lies within an area 

which benefits from being in close proximity to a range of local schools, services and facilities, 

together with employment opportunities. 

10.17 The land is within a 5 minute walk of a foodstore and within a 10 minute walk of facilities in and 

around Lymm Village Centre including a GP surgery, dentist, pharmacies, a foodstore, a library, 

a pre-school, and two churches.  Other services in Lymm Village centre include a post office, a 

bakery and various restaurants and public houses. 

10.18 A number of primary and secondary schools are within walking distance of the site.  Ravenbank 

Primary School is located on Pepper Street approximately 850m from the site.  Less than 15 

minutes walk (approximately 1,100m) from the site is Oughtrington Community Primary School 

on Howard Avenue.  Cherry Tree Primary School is located approximately 1,500m from the site 

on Hardy Road.  Secondary education facilities are provided at Lymm High School which is 

located approximately 2km from the site on Oughtrington Lane. 

10.19 The land is also well served by public transport facilities.  There are bus stops on Rush Green 

Road within a 5 minute walk of the site with services Cat5 and Cat5a providing half hourly 

services between Altrincham and Warrington Bus Interchange. 

10.20 The development of the land for housing will bring a number of benefits in line with the 

principles of sustainable development.  The future development of the site will have positive 

economic, social and environmental benefits and therefore constitutes sustainable development 

in accordance with the Framework [§8]. 

Economic Benefits 

10.21 The development of the land will contribute towards building a strong, responsive and 

competitive economy within Warrington.  The delivery of high-quality housing on the site will 

contribute to ensuring that population growth within Warrington is focused in an area close to 

employment opportunities, which can be easily accessed via a sustainable transport network.  

The land will allow new working age families to settle in Lymm which will help to ensure a 

resident labour force in the area that is capable of supporting sustainable economic growth 

which will not result in large increases in in-commuting from elsewhere in the region.   

10.22 The development of the land will bring a number of benefits including: additional Council Tax 

revenues and direct and indirect/induced job creation.  Benefits from the construction of the 

land include the creation of jobs for the local economy where possible and the use of local 

construction firms and suppliers.  Additional residents will also generate more spending power 

in the local area to enhance the vitality of local services. 

Social Benefits 

10.23 The development of the land will support the creation of a strong, vibrant and healthy 

community by increasing the supply of housing in a sustainable location. The proposed 

development will comprise a high-quality built environment and will be designed to meet the 

needs of the area and complement the character of the surroundings.  New homes will meet 

local needs and attract and welcome new families to the area and affordable housing to meet the 

identified needs of local residents.  Public open space and recreation space, including play areas 

for children, would be available for use by both existing and future residents. 
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Environmental Benefits 

10.24 The development provides the opportunity to deliver a number of benefits including: access to 

public transport facilities and existing shops, services and facilities within walking distance of 

the site; pedestrian and cycle routes; new green infrastructure including green corridors and 

open space; and, a design which is informed by the existing landscape and incorporates and 

protects existing features. 

10.25 No environmental constraints have been identified that would inhibit the future allocation and 

development of the land. 

Green Belt 

10.26 Story agrees that an exceptional circumstances case has been demonstrated for the release of 

Green Belt land including the outlying settlements.  There is no alternative other than to release 

Green Belt in the outlying settlements and this will contribute to ensuring the vitality and 

viability of Lymm. 

10.27 In addition, for the reasons we have identified in these representations, additional Green Belt 

release is required in order to meet the requirement for new homes we have identified over the 

Local Plan period and beyond. This need is much greater than set out in the exceptional 

circumstances case in the WUPSVLP 2021 given the requirement and supply issues we have 

identified and there is no alternative but to release more Green Belt land to address these 

matters.   

10.28 Story also has a number of concerns with the assessment of the Reddish Lane site and considers 

that both sites should be released from the Green Belt.  Further detail on this matter is set out in 

our response to Policy GB1: Green Belt. 

Deleted allocations in Lymm 

10.29 The SVLP 2019 proposed the allocation of land at Massey Brook Lane, Lymm for the 

development of 60 homes.  The Massey Brook Lane allocation site has been removed from the 

WUPSVLP 2021 as the site is no longer available for development, having been withdrawn from 

the Local Plan process by the owners.  In order to ensure that sufficient development is brought 

forward in Lymm following the loss of this site, Story considers that the allocation of their site at 

Reddish Lane/Rushgreen Road is appropriate. 

Proposed allocations in Lymm 

10.30 Having reviewed the allocations identified in Lymm in the Local Plan, Story Homes considers 

that the Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road sites comprise more sustainable sites when 

compared to these sites for the following reasons: 

1 Apart from one other site (Pool Lane, Lymm), the land makes no greater contribution to the 

purposes of the Green Belt than the allocations identified. 

2 The draft allocation at Pool Lane/Warrington Road (OS4) is all located on the western 

boundary of the existing settlement.  It is located a significantly greater distance from the 

shops and services in Lymm Village Centre than the Story’s land which is likely to 

encourage more use of the private car given the distances involved. 

3 The Local Plan and evidence base suggests that some of the draft allocations are subject to 

constraints which may limit their development potential.  For example, the Pool Lane site 

was identified in the 2019 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report15 as 

 
15 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report 2019, SHLAA Ref: 1622 
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lying within Flood Zone 2 and the 2021 Development Options and Site Assessment 

Technical Report16 also acknowledges that parts of the site are at risk of flooding.  Story 

notes that approximately half of the Warrington Road site is also located within Flood Zone 

2.  The Practice Guidance17 on flood risk and coastal change advises that the aim is to steer 

new development to Flood Zone 1 and only consider Zone 2 sites where there are no 

reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 1.  Story notes that their site at Reddish Lane is 

located in Flood Zone 1. 

4 The draft policy for the Pool Lane/Warrington Road site (OS4) requires the design of 

development to mitigate noise impacts from the adjacent Statham Lodge Hotel.  It could 

therefore be the case that the development potential of the site is affected as a result of the 

mitigation required (e.g. appropriate stand-off distances, acoustic fencing or bunding etc.).  

The location of residential development on the site may also place operational limits on the 

hotel site, in order to ensure residential amenity, which could have a detrimental impact 

upon the hotel operation.   

5 Story also notes that the draft allocation at Pool Lane/Warrington Road (OS4) is located in 

close proximity to the M6 motorway (approximately 300m) which will be a significant 

generator of noise.  The motorway is elevated in this location in order to pass over local 

roads and the Bridgewater Canal which is likely to exacerbate this issue.  It is not clear from 

the Council’s 2021 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report or the 

Sustainability Appraisal whether the potential impacts of noise from the motorway upon 

development in these areas has been considered.  Story considers that this matter needs to 

be investigated and notes that any mitigation required could have an impact upon the 

development potential of the site. 

6 The 2021 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report18 also notes that 

there are suitability issues with the Warrington Road site as it contains a locally important 

site not suitable for biodiversity offsetting and it is adjacent to an area of potentially 

contaminated land to the north east. 

10.31 For the above reasons it is considered that alternative sites around Lymm should be identified 

for allocation.   

10.32 In addition, as we have identified in these representations, there is need to significantly increase 

the supply of housing, particularly affordable units.  There are clear circumstances in 

Warrington where it is appropriate to consider a significantly higher level of housing provision 

than the standard method indicates and we also consider that additional land needs to be 

identified to address shortfalls in supply.  The only option available to the Council is to 

significantly boost the supply of housing and address the clear shortfall in identifying additional 

Green Belt land for release for housing. 

10.33 Story’s land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road is considered to be appropriate for this 

purpose. 

Approach to Safeguarded Land  

10.34 Story notes that the Local Plan does not propose the identification of any Safeguarded Land to 

meet needs beyond the plan period.  The Framework [§143] advises that, where necessary, plans 

should identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to 

meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period and be able to 

demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the period.   

 
16 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report 2021, SHLAA Ref: 1622 
17 Reference ID: 7-019-20140306 
18 Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report 2021, SHLAA Ref: 1528 
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10.35 For the reasons set out in these representations, Story is concerned that the Council’s approach 

fails to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered.  It therefore 

considers that the Local Plan should identify safeguarded land around the main urban area and 

outlying settlements.  For the reasons set out in these representations, Story Homes consider 

that its land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road should be released from the Green Belt and 

allocated for residential development.  However, should the Council determine that allocation is 

not necessary at the current time, it is considered that the land should be identified as 

safeguarded land. 

Conclusion 

10.36 The information submitted with these representations demonstrates that Story’s land at 

Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road: 

1 Is in a highly sustainable location in close proximity to the existing services and facilities 

within the village centre. 

2 Makes a ‘Weak’ to ‘Moderate’ contribution to the key purposes of the Green Belt and is 

therefore suitable for release given the lack of more suitable land for release. 

3 Provides an opportunity to create a high-quality development which is sympathetic and 

responsive to the existing settlement character of Lymm; and, 

4 Would provide a more suitable location for residential development around Lymm than 

some of the draft allocations identified in the Local Plan. 

10.37 There are no physical constraints or other potential impacts or environmental conditions which 

could preclude the development of the sites for housing. 

Tests of Soundness 

10.38 Section 10 of the Local Plan is considered to fail the tests of soundness for the following reasons: 

1 It is not positively prepared: The WUPSVLP 2021 as drafted fails to provide a strategy 

which will meet objectively assessed need and significantly boost housing supply contrary 

to the Framework [§60] and further land for new homes needs to be identified. 

2 It is not justified: Story’s land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road is located in a more 

sustainable location than a number of the draft allocations around Lymm, and subject to 

less constraints than some of these sites and therefore a more reasonable alternative for 

development. 

3 It is not effective: Additional deliverable and developable land needs to be identified to 

meet needs over the plan period. 

4 It is not consistent with national policy: The omission of Story’s land at Reddish Lane 

and Rusghgreen Road as a residential allocation will preclude the delivery of sustainable 

development contrary to the policies in the Framework. Insufficient deliverable land has 

been identified contrary to the Framework [§68]. 

Recommended Change 

10.39 To address the conflict above and ensure the Policy is sound, it is requested that the Council: 

1 Updates the Green Belt Study and removes land being promoted by Story at Reddish Lane 

and Rushgreen Road in Lymm from the Green Belt.  

2 Allocates the sites for residential development. 
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3 Should the Council determine that allocation is not necessary at the current time, it is 

considered that the sites should be identified as Safeguarded Land to help meet 

development needs beyond the Plan Period. 
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11.0 Policy MD3 – Fiddlers Ferry 

Introduction 

11.1 Policy MD3 allocates land at the former Fiddlers Ferry Power Station site to deliver a mixed-use 

development comprising approximately 101ha of employment land and a minimum of 1,760 

new homes, of which 1,310 homes will be delivered in the plan period. 

Consideration of Policy 

11.2 Story strongly objects to the allocation of the Fiddlers Ferry site as it is considered that 

insufficient evidence has been provided to justify the allocation of the site and it will not deliver 

as anticipated.   

11.3 The Issues Report which accompanies these representations covers this matter in detail and 

should be read in full. We have provided a summary of the key issues below. 

11.4 Story does not consider that the Fiddlers Ferry site will deliver as anticipated in the WUPSVLP 

2021. We also have concerns with the loss of Green Belt land in this location and the lack of 

evidence to justify that this is the most appropriate site for Green Belt release.  It is not clear 

why the Green Belt element of this site is required to come forward. 

11.5 We consider on the basis of the evidence available that the Council has not met its duty to 

cooperate which is in conflict with the relevant provisions of Section 20 of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

11.6 The SEA assesses the site to be deficient in a number of regards and we consider that these 

deficiencies have not been properly considered and the negative effects will be greater than 

assessed.  This is likely due to the fact that the site has only recently closed and been introduced 

as an allocation at this late stage and insufficient time has been available to compile all of the 

relevant evidence and fully consider the effects of the site.  We do not consider that the site 

performs as strongly as has been assessed in the SA and there are a number of issues which raise 

questions over its suitability for allocation, in particular with regard to accessibility which is 

poor and given the size of the site is likely to result in significant use of the private car, leading to 

congestion and air quality concerns. 

11.7 The Consortium is also concerned that the biodiversity effects have not been properly assessed 

and may be worse.  It is not clear how the Council can make assumptions on the significant 

impacts on biodiversity as it has not been confirmed at this stage what mitigation is to be 

provided. 

11.8 As a more general point, it is not clear how the Council can make assumptions on the significant 

impacts on the environment when it is not clear at this stage how the site is to be remediated 

and what mitigation is required. 

11.9 The assessment of the site is therefore considered to be deficient in a number of ways. 

11.10 There is no certainty locally, as well as strategically, that the traffic likely to be generated by a 

redeveloped Fiddlers Ferry site can be suitably mitigated on the local and strategic road 

network. It is Eddisons view that in the context of the Framework [para 35] as the evidence 

supporting the Fiddlers Ferry site is not positively prepared, it is not justified as there is a lack of 

evidence provided in relation the mitigation of the impacts. It is not consistent with national 

policy as it fails to meet the requirements of para 104 [NPPF].  

11.11 Due to the current lack of evidence currently available, it is clear that the Fiddlers Ferry draft 

allocation is contrary to national policy and at present there is no evidence that the site would 
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not generate a severe residual cumulative impact on the road network, contrary to para 110 

(bullet (d)) and 111 of the Framework. 

11.12 Fiddlers Ferry is a large, complex brownfield site which is subject to a range of constraints that 

will need to be addressed at the pre-application, application and development stages.  The 

Regeneration Vison for the site recognises that the site by nature is complex in terms of physical 

characteristics.  Given the number and extent of these constraints, dealing with these matters is 

likely to result in an extensive application preparation and determination process and the 

Consortium considers that they will have a significant impact upon the delivery of new homes 

on the site and the areas which may be capable of coming forward for development.   

11.13 The Green Belt in this area performs a vital strategic function in separating the towns of 

Warrington and Widnes.  This function would be seriously eroded if this Green Belt was to be 

released and it would make a major contribution to the coalescence of the two settlements 

contrary to the Framework [§138] and this matter does not appear to have been fully resolved in 

the DTC and Statement of Common Ground. 

11.14 For the reasons identified, we consider that the overall deliverable density on the site is likely to 

be lower than the 35dph minimum currently identified in Draft Policy MD3 particularly when 

ones factors in the need for appropriate landscape buffering and the need to deliver at least 65% 

of the market units as 3 & 4 bedroomed properties to accord with the provisions of the Housing 

Needs Assessment.  The identified capacity of a minimum of 1,760 homes (or 1,310 homes over 

the plan period) is therefore unlikely to be achieved.  

11.15 The Roger Hannah assessment demonstrates that the viability of the Fiddlers Ferry site is 

overstated and that the site is unviable rather than marginal. As such, it is neither deliverable 

nor developable and its inclusion as a mixed-use allocation is therefore contrary to the 

Framework [§68].  The ability to deliver much needed affordable housing will be compromised. 

11.16 The Consortium challenges the notion of the proposed completion of 35 dwellings within the 

first five years of the plan period.  In addition, we consider that the overall delivery trajectory for 

the site across the plan period is overly ambitious and is unlikely to be achieved for a number of 

other reasons including: 

1 The site is currently in the early stages being marketed to potential developers and at the 

current time the sale of the site has yet to be agreed.  Given the size of the site and the 

potential for multiple developers to be involved, the purchase is likely to be a complex and 

time-consuming process and there is no clear indication at present as to when disposal will 

take place. Any delays to the disposal of the site will have a subsequent impact upon the 

following stages of the delivery of the site. 

2 The submission date of any application will be determined by progress on the Development 

Framework and the approval of this document. Until the site has been disposed and a 

developer is in place, it is unlikely that any progress will be made on this document.  The 

Development Framework itself will be a complex document which needs to be subject to 

consultation with statutory consultees and the local community, and potential cross 

boundary issues before being approved.  If a number of developers are involved in the 

delivery of the site, the preparation of this document is likely to be even more complex as 

agreement will need to be reached on matters such as the location and delivery of 

supporting infrastructure and the triggers for this delivery which will add further time to 

the preparation process. 

3 The Consortium considers that the timescales identified for application submission and the 

time between first permission and delivery of first homes are overly ambitious and 

unrealistic. It is likely that the process of securing initial outline planning permission will 
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take significantly longer than envisaged as the site is subject to a number of constraints 

which will need to be resolved.   

4 It may be the case that the land promoter or master developer will have to sell the site (or 

phases/parcels) to a housebuilder before the detailed planning application stage can 

commence, adding a step to the planning to delivery period and potentially adding 

additional time to the process. 

5 The application determination process is therefore likely to be complex and could quite 

easily extend beyond usual timescales and this will have a knock-on effect on the remaining 

stages of the application process including the submission of reserved matters and 

discharge of conditions.     

6 In reality, the time period to reach first delivery is likely to extend significantly further into 

the plan period and this will have a resultant impact upon overall levels of delivery on the 

site.   

7 The delivery of first dwelling completions will also be affected by a number of other issues 

including the demolition and remediation of the site.  The 2 to 3 year demolition period 

suggested for Fiddlers Ferry is much shorter than that experienced on other power station 

sites and we would therefore question whether it is realistic and likely to be achievable. 

Further time will also be required to undertake the necessary remediation works and the 

infrastructure and utilities required to serve the first homes. 

8 The build rates identified in the SVLP are ambitious in some cases and for the reasons 

identified may not be as high as currently anticipated.  

11.17 The above evidence demonstrates that the Fiddlers Ferry site is unlikely to deliver as 

anticipated.  The only way to address this matter and to ensure that much needed market and 

affordable housing is provided is to allocate other sites for new homes in the Local Plan. 

11.18 As a best-case scenario, the Consortium consider that units will not be completed before 

2033/34 in accordance with the following timeline: 

• Adoption of the Local Plan – 2023 

• Commencement of Development Framework upon adoption of the Plan.  Significant levels 

of technical input required for such a complex site and the best-case scenario for adoption 

would be end 2025 

• Planning Application(s) to follow in 2026 in accordance with the Development Framework 

• First completion 7 years post submission of the planning application.  This accounts for 

extensive negotiation of the planning application including engagement with public 

consultees, signing of legal agreements, preparation and submission of reserved matters 

applications, discharging planning conditions, remediating the site, putting necessary 

infrastructure including access into the site before finally completing dwellings. – First 

completion expected 2033 

11.19 Although the realisation that the first completion is unlikely to be achieved before 2033, it is 

imperative that the Council does not seek to exaggerate the supply which can be achieved from 

this incredibly complex site.  There are a multitude of examples from the across the North West 

for the delivery of strategic sites which take considerable time to commence delivery. 

11.20 Applying realistic assumptions on likely lead in times for this site would result in a shortfall in 

the Council’s proposed trajectory of 595 units based on the assumptions they have used 

including the commencement of the delivery of units in years 2025/26.  The Consortium is 

fervently of the opinion that the Council’s delivery assumptions are fundamentally wrong and 

are completely unrealistic and unachievable.  No substantive evidence has been provided to 
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justify their position given the requirement to prepare and adopt a Development Framework for 

a complex site in advance of the submission of a planning application will cause significant 

delays in progressing the site towards a permission.  

11.21 Given the significant number and complexity of the issues raised in relation to the developability 

of this site, it is consider that the Council’s delivery trajectory is completely at odds with the 

reality of delivering complex strategic sites and the Council need to identify alternative sites to 

plug the gap in the supply trajectory.  Not only that but the Consortium considers that the 

Council has not followed a logical approach in terms of identifying the most appropriate sites for 

release from the Green Belt and the loss of this proposed allocation would result in the erosion 

of the strategic gap between Warrington and Widnes. 

Tests of Soundness 

11.22 Taking the above issues into consideration, the Consortium considers that WUPSVLP 2021 

Draft Policy MD3 – Fiddlers Ferry is unsound for the following reasons: 

1 It is not positively prepared: Given the significant number and complexity of the issues 

raised in relation to the developability of this site, it is considered that the Council’s delivery 

trajectory is completely at odds with the reality of delivering complex strategic sites. The 

Council needs to identify alternative sites to plug the gap in the supply trajectory.  Not only 

that but the Consortium considers that the Council has not followed a logical approach in 

terms of identifying the most appropriate sites for release from the Green Belt and the loss 

of this proposed allocation would result in the erosion of the strategic gap between 

Warrington and Widnes. It is the consortiums view that the SA in relation to the 

assumptions made on Fiddlers Ferry is fundamentally flawed, results in an unstainable 

approach to development, it is not sound and it is not legally compliant. The identification 

and delivery of a brownfield site which over exaggerates its impact in the SA should not 

surpass the allocation of other more sustainable greenfield releases where it is clearly not 

justified.  

2 It is not Justified: The Consortium is fervently of the opinion that the Council’s delivery 

assumptions are fundamentally wrong and are completely unrealistic and unachievable.  No 

substantive evidence has been provided to justify their position and in any regard given the 

requirement to prepare and adopt a Development Framework for a complex site in advance 

of the submission of a planning application will cause significant delays in progressing the 

site towards a permission. 

The identification and delivery of a brownfield site which has other fundamental technical 

delivery constraints should not surpass the allocation of other more sustainable greenfield 

releases where it is clearly not justified.   

3 It is not effective: There is no evidence the Fiddlers Ferry site is deliverable over the plan 

period given, for example, the requirement for off site highway works that are unlikely to be 

provided on land within control of the site or the adopted highway. 

The Consortium considers that if the site comes forward, it will not do so before 2033/34 

based on the evidence and justification we have provided.  This would result in a shortfall in 

the Council’s proposed trajectory of 595 units based on the assumptions they have used 

including the commencement of the delivery of units in years 2025/26.   

4 It is not consistent with national policy: An expressed intention of the Framework 

[§60] is to boost the supply of housing being delivered in the country in an effort to address 

the housing crisis.  With this in mind, the Consortium is firmly of the opinion that the 

Warrington Council has exaggerated the claimed supply trajectory from the Fiddlers Ferry 

site and has not grounded their assumptions in reality.  Little regard has been paid to the 
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significant technical constraints associated with this site and the implications that they will 

have on timescales, viability and delivery of dwellings on the site.  Warrington has 

consistently struggled with maintaining an adequate supply of land over the last few years.  

If the Plan progresses as drafted, the main consequence of failing to identify alternatives 

will result in further housing supply issues.  The Consortium is strongly of the opinion that 

the failure to identify a sufficient level of housing allocations in the Plan will result in the 

WUPSVLP being found unsound at Examination or at the very least it will be subject to 

substantive changes at the Examination stage which will delay the formal adoption of the 

Plan.     

The Fiddlers Ferry site is not deliverable as defined by the Framework [Annex 2].  It does 

not currently benefit from planning permission and the timescales for achieving permission 

are likely to be considerable given that it is not currently in the ownership or control of a 

site promoter or developer who would bring it forward for residential development.   

The site is not available now given the remediation and site clearance required and there 

are uncertainties over the timescales for this work. Given the extent of remediation / site 

clearance / infrastructure required and the complexities of delivering the site for other 

reasons such as biodiversity, viability is questionable and it is not certain whether 

affordable housing or other contributions could be provided.    

The site does not offer a suitable location for development.  The accessibility of the site is a 

significant issue and there does not appear to be any clear solution to addressing this 

matter.  The site is poorly served by public transport and the assessment suggests that the 

provision of new services is likely to be unviable so it is difficult to see why any local bus 

service operators would choose to service the site.  Given the sites isolated location and 

limited facilities proposed it will be heavily dependent on existing facilities elsewhere.  It is 

also doubtful whether active travel infrastructure improvements would discourage use of 

the private car given the distance of the site from Central Warrington and other services 

such as a secondary school. 

Given the amount of development proposed on the site and the distance from central 

Warrington this is a fundamental concern as this lack of accessibility may result in 

increased trips by private car and increases in congestion. 

The redevelopment of the site would be contrary to the Framework in, for example, 

paragraphs 104, 110 and 111, and there is no evidence whatsoever to demonstrate that the 

residual cumulative impacts on the road network would not be ‘severe’. 

Therefore, there is no realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 

years.   

For the reasons identified in this note, the Consortium is of the view that the allocation of 

the Fiddlers Ferry Site conflicts with national policy in the Framework, including in respect 

of: 

a Paragraph 32 in relation to sustainability appraisal 

b Paragraphs 68 and 73 in relation to identifying land for homes 

c Paragraphs 104 to 106 and 110 to 111 in relation to promoting sustainable transport 

d Paragraphs 119 and 124 in relation to making the effective use of land and achieving 

appropriate densities 

e Paragraphs 137 to 143 in relation to protecting Green Belt land 

f Paragraphs 174 to 179 in relation to conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

g Paragraph 186 in relation to air quality 
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11.23 The Council cannot not therefore rely on the provision of new homes from this site and other 

sites are needed to address the considerable shortfall this creates. 

11.24 Legal Compliance 

11.25 We consider on the basis of the evidence available that the Council has not met its duty to 

cooperate which is in conflict with the relevant provisions of Section 20 of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

11.26 Story considers that the SEA in relation to the assumptions made on Fiddlers Ferry is: 

1 Fundamentally flawed as it results in an unstainable approach to development. 

2 It is not sound and it is not legally compliant as the assessment of the site is deficient.  

Sections 19 and 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require engagement 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 and the 

Story contends that the work that has been done to meet the requirements of the 

Regulations is not adequate.  

3 The identification and delivery of a brownfield site which has other fundamental technical 

delivery constraints should not surpass the allocation of other more sustainable greenfield 

releases where it is clearly not justified.   

Recommended Change 

11.27 To address the conflicts above and ensure the Local Plan is sound and legally compliant, it is 

considered that the Council: 

1 Needs to provide additional evidence to justify the inclusion of the Fiddlers Ferry Site, 

including viability evidence.  

2 Needs to re-assess the incorrect and underplayed impacts Fiddlers Ferry will have in the SA 

and use this to inform the Local Plan strategy.  

3 Provide robust evidence to counter the delivery concerns we have identified. 

4 Reconsider the Green Belt evidence prepared for the site.   

5 Should ensure that sufficient land is provided in alternative locations to account for any 

shortfall in provision at Fiddlers Ferry and ensure the housing requirement is met. 

11.28 THE PLAN SHOULD NOT BE SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION UNTIL ALL OF 

THIS INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED AND A FURTHER ROUND OF 

CONSULTATION SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN TO ENSURE THE OPPORTUNITY IS 

PROVIDED TO MAKE COMMENTS ON ANY FURTHER CHANGES TO THE LOCAL 

PLAN AND ASSOCIATED EVIDENCE BASE. 
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12.0 Conclusions 

12.1 These representations set out the key issues Story has with the WUPSVLP and the areas of focus 

which need to be amended if a sound and deliverable plan that meets the housing and growth 

needs of residents to 2038 and beyond can be found sound at Examination.  In summary, Story 

considers that the key issues with the WUPSVLP are: 

1 Housing Requirement – the WUPSVLP seeks to pursue the minimum housing 

requirement derived from the Standard Method but pays little regard to the need to boost 

the supply of housing, tackling the affordability issues, aligning the housing requirement 

with the Plan’s economic aspirations or seeking to boost the supply of affordable housing to 

meet existing needs.  Detailed analysis is set out in the accompanying Technical Paper 

including reasoned justification for boosting to the housing requirement to 1,015dpa over 

the Plan period. 

2 Staggered Housing Requirement – the Council has unjustifiably and arbitrarily sought 

to reduce their housing requirement in the first 5 years.  There is no rationale reason for 

reducing the requirement in the first 5 years aside from arbitrarily seeking to manipulate 

the figures to be able to demonstrate a 5-year supply upon adoption.  The Council seeks to 

justify the approach due to the number of strategic sites taking longer to deliver units.  

However, the Council is also advocating that 535 dwellings will be delivered from these sites 

in the first 5 years.  Not only that, there are considerable housing issues in Warrington 

which will be further exacerbated by the Council’s approach which is the antithesis of 

positive plan preparation.  

3 Housing Land Supply Concerns –Story are very experienced housebuilders and 

developers who understand the complexity of the housing market and understand the 

timescales required to bring sites forward. A detailed Technical Paper on housing land 

supply concerns has been prepared and is appended to the Issues Report justifying the 

position.  The Council evidence to justify their housing trajectory is flawed and insufficient 

and having undertaken a detailed review of a sizeable proportion of the supply, Story is of 

the opinion that at least 2,448 dwellings needs to be removed and replaced by alternative 

sources of supply.  Not only that but the proposed supply pays no regard to the Council’s 

evidence on housing need which advocated that 65% of the supply needs to deliver 3 & 4 

bedroomed properties.  

4 Fiddlers Ferry – the Council has introduced a new mixed-use allocation into the Plan at 

the latest stage and Story has considerable concerns in relation to the principle of the site’s 

inclusion.  Not only that, the timescales for the delivery of the site as set out in the Plan are 

fanciful and are not grounded in any sense of reality.  A detailed Technical Paper 

accompanies this Issues Report which sets out in details the considerable issues associated 

with the site.   

The evidence which justifies the Fiddlers Ferry allocation is technically flawed and not 

legally sound. There are some significant omissions in the evidence, and it is Story’s view 

that they have deliberately over exaggerated the sustainability merits of the site and hidden 

its technical failings to avoid allocating more suitable and sustainable greenfield releases. It 

is Story’s view that the SA in relation to the assumptions made on Fiddlers Ferry is 

fundamentally flawed, results in an unstainable approach to development, it is not sound, 

and it is not legally compliant. The identification and delivery of a brownfield site which 

over exaggerates its impact in the SA should not surpass the allocation of other more 

sustainable greenfield releases where it is clearly not justified.  Not only that, Fiddlers Ferry 

is wholly unviable and as a consequence it is highly questionable whether the development 

could ever be delivered without significant intervention.  
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5 Viability: Delivery of Affordable Housing and Infrastructure Delivery Issues –

Story has significant concerns in relation to the viability of a large proportion of the 

Council’s claimed supply, and the subsequent ability of the emerging Local Plan to deliver 

the required number of affordable dwellings over the plan period.  No regard has been paid 

to the viability of delivering a significant quantum of housing in Warrington Town Centre 

and the impact this will have on the delivery of much needed affordable housing and social 

infrastructure such as schools and medical centres to cater for future resident’s needs.  A 

separate Technical Note on viability has been prepared by Roger Hannah (Viability 

Assessment Consultation Response) (November 2021) which sets out in detail our 

reservations regarding viability in the Town Centre and low value locations.  

It is clear that the emerging Local Plan in its current form will not deliver on the required 

quantum of affordable housing or infrastructure provision across the Borough without 

significant alternative public sector funding being secured, or identifying a number of 

strategic Green Belt allocations with the ability of delivering reasonable proportions of 

affordable dwellings.  Story is strongly of the opinion that the failure to identify a sufficient 

level of housing allocations in the Plan, which have been tested as being viable, will result in 

the WUPSVLP being found unsound at Examination. 

6 Failure to Identify Safeguarded Land –Story is strongly of the opinion that the 

current version of the Warrington Local Plan does not meet the requirements of the 

Framework as it does not identify sufficient proportions of land to meet needs post 2038 or 

identify safeguarded land which could act as a failsafe in the event that one of the key 

strategic allocations does not come forward as envisaged.  Despite this Plan undertaking a 

Green Belt Review, no sites have been identified as safeguarded land to meet needs beyond 

the Plan period.  Identifying safeguarded land does not allocate it for development and the 

same level of protection is afforded to safeguarded land as Green Belt provided the 

Council’s Local Plan is delivering the homes and employment land that it envisaged. 

12.2 Story is of the view that significant changes must be made to the current version of the 

Warrington Local if it is to be found sound at Examination.  That said, we consider that the 

changes required can be made in advance of and through Examination process.  There are many 

examples from across the country where the housing requirement has been increased by a 

Planning Inspector to make a plan sound.  Not only that, Inspectors have also identified 

additional allocations to meet identified needs and safeguarded additional land beyond that 

already identified in plans to meet future needs. 

12.3 These key issues go to the heart of the Warrington Local Plan and addressing these issues head 

on is the only way that we believe a positive outcome can be achieve for all concerned. 

12.4 Story’s land at Reddish Lane and Rushgreen Road, Lymm should be removed from 

the Green Belt and allocated for residential development. 

12.5 Should the Council determine that allocation of the land is not necessary at the 

current time, it is considered that the land should be identified as Safeguarded 

Land to help meet development needs beyond the Plan Period. 



Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan : Representations on behalf of Story Homes  
 

Pg 49 

Appendix 1 Land at Reddish Lane, Lymm 





Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan : Representations on behalf of Story Homes  
 

Pg 50 

Appendix 2  Additional Land at Rushgreen 
Road 
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Appendix 3  Green Belt Comparison Table 
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