
Proposed Submission Version Local Plan

PART A  About You  

1. Please complete the following:

Please note the email address (if provided below) will be sent a full copy of the submitted
response and a unique reference number.

Name of person completing the form: Gareth Salthouse

Email address:

2. What type of respondent are you? Please select one option only. 
If you are an agent please select the type of client you are representing.

A Developer / Landowner

3. Please provide your contact details:

Contact details

Organisation name (if applicable) Emery Planning

Agent name (if applicable) Gareth Salthouse

Address 1

Address 2

Postal Town

Postcode

Telephone number

PART B  Representation Form 1  

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

From the drop down list please select one option.

OS5 Lymm – Rushgreen Road

2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

Both of the above

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
Please see attached representations



3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X

4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.

8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  



You have just completed a Representation Form for OS5 Lymm – Rushgreen Road.

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete another Representation Form on a different policy or part of the plan (Part B)

PART B  Representation Form 2  

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

From the drop down list please select one option.

DC6 Quality of Place

2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

A specific policy subnumber (s)

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
DC6.6

3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X

4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations



7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.

8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  

You have just completed a Representation Form for DC6 Quality of Place.

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete another Representation Form on a different policy or part of the plan (Part B)

PART B  Representation Form 3  

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

From the drop down list please select one option.

DEV2 Meeting Warrington’s Housing Needs

2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

Both of the above

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
Please see attached representations

3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X



4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.

8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  

You have just completed a Representation Form for DEV2 Meeting Warrington’s Housing
Needs

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete another Representation Form on a different policy or part of the plan (Part B)

PART B  Representation Form 4  



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

From the drop down list please select one option.

ENV7 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Development

2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

A specific policy subnumber (s)

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
ENV7.5

3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X

4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.



8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  

You have just completed a Representation Form for ENV7 Renewable and Low Carbon
Energy Development.

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete another Representation Form on a different policy or part of the plan (Part B)

PART B  Representation Form 5  

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

From the drop down list please select one option.

DEV1 Housing Delivery

2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

Both of the above

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
Please see attached representations

3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X

4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations



6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations’

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.

8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  

You have just completed a Representation Form for DEV1 Housing Delivery.

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete another Representation Form on a different policy or part of the plan (Part B)

PART B  Representation Form 6  

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

From the drop down list please select one option.

GB1 Warrington’s Green Belt



2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

Both of the above

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
Please see attached representations

3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X

4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.



8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  

You have just completed a Representation Form for GB1 Warrington’s Green Belt.

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete another Representation Form on a different policy or part of the plan (Part B)

PART B  Representation Form 7  

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

From the drop down list please select one option.

Plan as a whole

2. What does your comment relate to? Please select one option.

None of the above

If a paragraph or policy subnumber then please use the box below to list. (For example  Policy
MD2.1 part 3 or paragraph 10.2.13 etc as applicable).
Policies Map

3. Do you consider the Draft Local Plan to be: Please select one option in each row.

Yes No

Legally Compliant X

Sound X

Compliant with the Duty to Cooperate X

4. If you have answered 'No' to any of the options in the above question then please give
details in the box below of why you consider the Draft Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. 

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations



6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Draft Local
Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above
where this relates to soundness. (NB please note that any noncompliance with the duty
to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or
sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text.

Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached representations

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to
participate at the oral part of the examination? Please select one option.

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:
We wish to attend the hearings to make oral submission, respond to the Inspector’s questions and
respond to the Council’s case. The issues are complex and there is a need for detailed examination of
the evidence.

8. If you wish to upload documents to support your representation form then please select
'choose file' below. You can upload a max number of 2 files (up to 25MB each).

If you are submitting more than one representation form please note: If this file upload
supports more than one representation form then please do not attempt to upload the
same file on subsequent forms. On additional representation forms please use the
comments/file description box to type in the ‘name of the file’, or ‘see previous form’.

If the file upload is a different document for additional representation forms then please
continue to upload the file as normal.

File: Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes Rep (1).pdf  

You have just completed a Representation Form for Plan as a whole.

Please select what you would you like to do now?

Complete the final part of the form, Customer 'About You' questions and submit response (Part C)



 

Emery Planning 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Local Plan Representations  

 
 

 

 

Warrington  Updated Proposed Submission Version Local 

Plan 2021-2038 – Land off Rushgreen Road, Lymm 

(‘Rushgreen Road/Tanyard Farm’)  

 

For: Majornet Ltd & Bellway Homes 

 

 

 

 

 

Emery Planning Project No. 4324 

 

 

 



 

 

Project : 4324 

Document : Warrington Updated 

Proposed Submission 

Version Local Plan 2021-

2038 

Client : Majornet Ltd & Bellway 

Homes 

Date : November 2021 

Author : Gareth Salthouse 

Approved by : John Coxon 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report has been prepared for the 

client by Emery Planning with all 

reasonable skill, care and diligence. 

 

No part of this document may be 

reproduced without the prior written 

approval of Emery Planning. 

 

Emery Planning Partnership Limited 

trading as Emery Planning. 

 

 
 



 

 

 

Contents: 

 

1. Introduction 1 

2. Land at Tanyard Farm, Lymm (Parcel C) 3 

3. Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm (Parcel A) 6 

4. Land adjacent to Tanyard Farm (Parcel B) 14 

5. No. 78 Rushgreen Road 16 

6. Submission Version Local Plan Evidence Base 17 

7. Submission Version Local Plan 21 

8. Draft policies map and settlement boundaries 33 

9. Conclusion and summary 34 

10. Appendices 36 

 

 

 

  

 



Local Plan Representations 

Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan 2021-2038 

November 2021 

 

 

 1 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Emery Planning is instructed by our clients, Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes, to prepare and 

submit representations to the Local Plan Submission Version currently being carried out by 

Warrington Borough Council.  

1.2 This Statement relates solely to our client’s site interest, which partly falls within the mixed-use 

development allocation ‘OS5 – Lymm (Rushgreen Road)’ as set out through the draft local plan. 

This draft allocation requires a minimum of 136 no. new homes and a new health facility to be 

delivered alongside associated works.  

1.3 We enclose a location plan showing the extent of our client’s site interest at Appendix EP1. We 

have promoted this land for residential development for a number of years on behalf of our 

clients as part of the emerging Warrington Local Plan, and the site was identified as a draft site 

allocation through the Warrington Submission Version Local Plan 2019 for a minimum of 200 no. 

new homes with a new health facility (Draft Policy OS7 of the 2019 Plan). Part of the site is now 

committed. Our client also owns land at no. 78 Rushgreen Road, which is available and suitable 

for development and can be incorporated into the draft allocation OS5 for the 2021 Local Plan 

Submission Version.  

1.4 We provide a summary below of the parties with an interest in the land identified by Warrington 

Council through Draft Policy OS5: 

• Majornet Ltd own the land identified as ‘A’ on the image below and Bellway Homes 

have an option on this land to bring it forwards for residential development. This is 

included in the draft site allocation OS5 with the exception of no. 78 Rushgreen Road to 

the road frontage. 

• A relatively small portion of land known as Watercress Farm, identified as ‘D’ on the 

image below, is owned by Mr Peake and Emery Planning have submitted separate 

representations on his behalf to this local plan consultation. This is included in the draft 

site allocation OS5. 

1.5 We summarise the position with regards to the land identified as ‘B’ and ‘C’ on the image below, 

which is land outside of the site allocation identified by the Council for OS5: 

• Majornet Ltd own the land identified as ‘B’ and Bellway Homes have an option on this 

land to bring it forwards for residential development as a logical extension to the 

planning approval granted at Tanyard Farm (LPA ref: 2017/31816).  
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• Bellway Homes own the land identified as ‘C’ on the image below known as Tanyard 

Farm and they are well advanced on the construction of 64 no. new homes with 

associated works on this land pursuant to planning approval 2017/31816 granted at 

appeal (PINS ref: APP/M0655/W/18/3200416). 

Image 1: Plan showing the land parcels referred to through this Statement 

 

1.6 Bellway Homes have been in pre-application discussions over the 12 months or so with the local 

planning authority in relation to a residential scheme on the land identified as ‘A’ and ‘B’ above. 

There is no reason to doubt that the draft site allocation, including the additional parcels we 

highlight through this Statement, will come forward quickly and in a comprehensive and 

sustainable manner. 

1.7 Further to the above, Majornet Ltd have been in advanced discussions with a development 

partner in bringing forward a new primary health care centre through Draft Policy OS5, and we 

have enclosed plans showing one option for its delivery through this Statement. Our client will 

continue to engage with the Council, the GP surgeries in Lymm and the Warrington CCG as 

matters progress with the emerging local plan in order to ensure that this facility is delivered in a 

timely fashion upon adoption of the local plan. 

  



Local Plan Representations 

Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan 2021-2038 

November 2021 

 

 

 3 

2. Land at Tanyard Farm, Lymm (Parcel C) 

2.1 We refer to this land as ‘Land at Tanyard Farm’ and it is identified as ‘C’ on the Google Earth 

image provided at Image 1 of this Statement further above.  

2.2 A full planning application was lodged with the local planning authority in 2017 by Bellway Homes 

for the erection of 64 dwellings with associated works on this land (LPA ref: 2017/31816). Although 

recommended for approval by officers, Members resolved to refuse planning permission at 

Planning Committee in March 2018. An appeal was subsequently progressed by with the Planning 

Inspectorate and this was allowed on 27th September 2018. We enclose the following with this 

Statement: 

• EP2 - Appeal decision for APP/M0655/W/18/3200416 granting full planning permission for 

the erection of 64 dwellings with associated works. 

• EP3 - Approved site layout plan. 

2.3 We summarise relevant points made by the Inspector below: 

• The site predominantly comprises previously developed land for the purposes of Annex 

2 of the Framework. 

• The site is characterised by sprawling development in the form of buildings, 

hardstanding/car parking and open storage and it has a degraded and unsightly 

appearance. 

• The Warrington Green Belt Assessment concludes that the site makes a weak 

contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt. 

• The site is situated on the settlement fringe and there is already some encroachment 

and loss of openness.  

• Given its degraded appearance, the site does not enjoy a particularly rural feeling. 

• The LVIA submitted as part of this planning application concluded that the site is largely 

contained by the framework of trees, hedgerow and existing residential development. 

There is limited visibility from public vantage points and the site is not visually conspicuous 

from longer distance views e.g. St Peters Church. 

• Both visually and spatially the site is more connected with the settlement than the open 

countryside that surrounds it. 

• The development would not undermine a permanently open gap between 

Oughtrington and Lymm. 
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• There would be no significant harm to the open character and visual qualities of the 

surrounding countryside and Green Belt as a whole. 

• The housing development would have a greater impact on the openness of the Green 

Belt, although this would be outweighed by other considerations. 

• The site is a sustainable location for major new housing development.  

• Planning conditions include the need for a detailed access scheme onto Rushgreen 

Road, and details of the provision of open space on-site to include a LEAP, to be agreed 

with the local planning authority. 

• The planning obligation secured through this approval includes financial contributions 

towards improvements to the existing pitches/facilities at Lymm High School, Ridgeway 

Grundy Park or Mary Green Field, an education contribution towards school places at 

Lymm High School and a traffic regulation order in respect of Rushgreen Road. 

2.4 Bellway Homes subsequently progressed the discharge of planning conditions and construction 

works are well advanced on-site. Bellway Homes is one of the largest housebuilders in the UK and 

is very active within the region in terms of the delivery of new housing. It is anticipated that the 

approved development will be completed by July 2022. It is important to note that planning 

approval 2017/31816 for the erection of 64 new homes with associated works will be fully 

implemented regardless of the outcome of the emerging local plan process. 

2.5 In terms of the purposes of the Green Belt, the Warrington Green Belt Assessment (2018) 

concluded that the land parcel identified as an allocation through Draft Policy OS5 made a 

‘Weak Contribution’. The implementation of planning approval 2017/31816 will only serve to 

further undermine any contribution that the land makes to the purposes of the Green Belt1 and 

this emphasises again the suitability of the residual land to come forward as an allocation in order 

to meet unmet housing needs. 

2.6 The implementation of planning approval 2017/31816 by Bellway Homes underlines the 

deliverability of the wider site allocation identified through Draft Policy OS5 by the Council. A 

number of technical documents were submitted in support of this planning application and 

demonstrated the suitability of the land for housing development e.g. land contamination 

studies.  

 
1 The Inspector for the appeal at Appendix EP2 noted that the housing development would have a greater impact 

on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing commercial development. 
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2.7 Furthermore, the implementation of planning approval 2017/31816 will secure a number of works 

that would facilitate the wider site allocation coming forward in a timely and comprehensive 

manner: 

• The approval secures a large area of open space in the form of parks/gardens/informal 

play and a LEAP (see the approved site layout plan at EP3). See condition nos. 19 & 21 

of the planning approval at EP2. 

• The existing access and junction via Rushgreen Road would be subject to improvements 

pursuant to condition no. 4 of the planning approval at EP2, and the planning obligation 

secures a traffic regulation order on Rushgreen Road. 

2.8 The grant of planning permission 2017/31816 established that the site is locationally sustainable in 

terms of access to key services and public transport options and is suitable for accommodating 

major new residential development. Rushgreen Road provides regular bus services to key 

destinations such as Altrincham, Lymm, Stockton Heath and Warrington (nos. 5 & 191). The site is 

also within an easy and convenient walking/cycling distance of the following and the range of 

services available with Lymm village centre: 

• Sainsbury’s Supermarket (40m). 

• National Cycle Route 62 ‘Trans Pennine Trail’ (230m). 

• Jill Cooper Dental Care (500m). 

• Boots Pharmacy (800m). 

• Lymm Pre-School (900m). 

• The Grove Post Office (900m). 

• Sextons Bakery (950m). 

• Brookfields GP Surgery (1km).  

• Co-Op Food at Heartley Mere (1.2km). 

• Ravenbank Community Primary School (1.3km). 

  



Local Plan Representations 

Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan 2021-2038 

November 2021 

 

 

 6 

3. Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm (Parcel 

A) 

3.1 We refer to this land as ‘Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm’ to be consistent 

with our previous representations to the emerging local plan. The land is owned by Majornet Ltd 

and Bellway Homes have an option to bring much of it forward for residential development.  

3.2 A masterplan drawing has been prepared by Bellway Homes and this shows how all of the parcels 

of land within the draft allocation (Policy OS5), together with the land parcel ‘B’ at Image 1 of 

this Statement, could come forward in a comprehensive manner. See EP4. This masterplan shows 

the following: 

• A minimum of 136 new homes would be delivered across the draft site allocation land 

with opportunity for a range of house types and additional housing can be delivered on 

the land parcel ‘B’ (circa. 40 dwellings). 

• The delivery of a new primary health care facility of a minimum 1,500sqm with an 

appropriate number of car parking spaces. 

• The provision of circa. 1ha open space in the form of parks/gardens/informal play (this 

will be delivered by Bellway Homes as part of the implementation of planning approval 

2017/31816 notwithstanding the emerging local plan). 

• Opportunities for formal play equipment (1 no. LEAP will be delivered by Bellway Homes 

as part of the implementation of planning approval 2017/31816 notwithstanding the 

emerging local plan).  

• The use of the existing established access road and junction off Rushgreen Road, which 

has served commercial traffic as part of the Tanyard Farm complex for a number of 

years (this junction will be improved such that it is suitable to accommodate major new 

housing development by Bellway Homes as part of the implementation of planning 

approval 2017/31816 notwithstanding the emerging local plan). 

• Routes to the Bridgewater Canal towpath. 

• Emergency second access point onto Rushgreen Road. 

3.3 We enclose at EP5 our representations to the Local Plan Preferred Development Option 

Consultation in 2017, and this includes the following supporting technical information: 

• Landscape, Ecology & Arboriculture Briefing Note (Tyler Grange). 

• Transport and Access Review prepared (SCP). 
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3.4 The release of our client’s site from the Green Belt for development would not undermine the 

purposes of the wider Green Belt, and there would be no harm to the character of the wider 

landscape as demonstrated by Tyler Grange through their previous appraisal at EP5. Their views 

have since been endorsed by the Inspector for the redevelopment of the Tanyard Farm site (see 

EP2 of this Statement) and the implementation of this approval will further emphasise the suitability 

of our client’s site as an allocation.  

3.5 As discussed within this section below, Majornet Ltd is in advanced discussions on the delivery of 

a new 1,500sqm medical centre with suitable car parking provision. We enclose a plan at EP6 of 

the size, layout and format that the medical centre could take, although this will be subject to 

further discussions with the Council, the GP surgeries in Lymm and the Warrington CCG. The level 

of discussion that has already taken place with these parties emphasises the willingness of our 

client to ensure that a new medical centre is provided through Draft Policy OS5. 

 Site context and surroundings 

3.6 The site is located to the edge of the built-up area of Lymm, which is an urban settlement within 

the Borough of Warrington. It encompasses a single field that equates to an area approximately 

3.5ha in size. The site is relatively flat and there are no trees or hedgerow within the site itself and 

no public rights of way crossing the site. Part of the site to the northern edge has been used for 

car parking in the past and there is evidence of hardstanding. See ‘A’ on Image 1 of this 

Statement. 

3.7 In terms of its relationship to the surrounding area, the land is bounded by the major new housing 

development being implemented by Bellway Homes to the east for 64 no. dwellings, Rushgreen 

Road and residential development along Rushgreen Road to the north, residential development 

along Mardale Crescent to the west and the Bridgewater Canal to the south. The site is heavily 

influenced by urban features and is effectively surrounded by permanent development on all 

sides.  

3.8 The site falls wholly within our client’s ownership and there is no requirement for any third-party 

agreements to bring the site forwards for residential development. Our client has retained access 

rights into the land for development via the existing road and junction off Rushgreen Road, which 

will be upgraded by Bellway Homes as part of the implementation of planning approval 

2017/31816.  
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 Local Plan Inspector Report 1998 

3.9 The Local Plan Inspector’s Report for the Warrington Local Plan in the 1990s assessed land at 

Tanyard Farm and between Tanyard Farm and Mardale Crescent as part of ‘Area of Search 15’ 

(ref: PINSM/Q0640/429/1 – see our previous representations at EP5 for clarification of the relevant 

sections). The Inspector recommended that the site be ‘safeguarded’ for future development 

needs on the basis of the limited contribution that the land makes to the main purposes of 

including land within the Green Belt, which would be outweighed by the benefits of meeting 

future development needs. Although the Council did not adopt the Inspector’s 

recommendation, the same points made in the report remain relevant and we copy certain 

paragraphs below: 

Para. 3.AS15.3 - The northern side is surrounded on 3 sides by housing and 

associated development; it is gently undulating and is virtually all at a 

noticeably lower level than the canal. 

Para. 3.AS15.4 - The extent and depth of development around the northern 

section creates a noticeable sense of containment; the low-lying nature of the 

ground and the various belts of trees within and around this part of the site 

enhance this effect. From many public vantage points this section is seen 

against the backdrop of buildings which has a marked urbanising influence on 

these immediate surroundings. 

Para. 3.AS15.5 - On this basis there seems to be no compelling reason why the 

northern section needs to be kept permanently open; certainly any limited 

Green Belt value, which by virtue of its openness, it may be deemed to possess 

is far outweighed by the advantages of its allocation for safeguarding for 

possible longer-term development purposes (our emphasis). 

Para. 3.AS15.6 - …… It would be well integrated with the surrounding area of it 

particularly along the southern bank. Development to the east and west 

already extends along the canalside; what I am proposing would be entirely 

consistent with this established pattern. 

Para. 3.AS15.11 - …. Yet along the southern side of Rushgreen Road there is 

virtually continuous development and visually there is no impression of any 

signficant gap…In my opinion Oughtrington has the appearance of, and 

functions as, an outlying part of Lymm with which it is linked physical, and 

apparenty, socially.  

3.10 The Inspector’s comments relating to this site, and the adjacent land at Tanyard Farm, firmly 

demonstrate the suitability for residential development. These two sites do not perform a Green 

Belt function, and their release for housing development would help to meet the identified needs 

of Lymm in a highly sustainable manner. 
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3.11 Since the 1990s, the use of Tanyard Farm for commercial purposes intensified through the erection 

of new commercial buildings, new areas of external storage and car parking areas. Furthermore, 

Bellway Homes are in the process of implementing planning approval 2017/31816 as discussed 

elsewhere within this Statement for the erection of 64 no. new homes. Any sense that the land 

pursuant to the allocation at Draft Policy OS5 performs any Green Belt function has been 

increasingly diminished since the Local Plan Inspector’s findings in 1998. 

 Green Belt considerations and exceptional circumstances 

3.12 The Warrington Green Belt Assessment (2018) concludes that the land subject to Draft Policy OS5 

makes a ‘Weak’ contribution towards to the purposes of the Green Belt. Any notion that this land 

serves any meaningful Green Belt function will clearly be further diminished through the 

implementation of planning approval 2017/31816, which will have a greater impact on the 

openness of the Green Belt when compared to the existing commercial development as 

recognised by the Inspector through the appeal decision letter at EP2 of this Statement. 

3.13 As discussed earlier, planning approval 2017/31816 will be implemented regardless of progress 

made or the outcome of the emerging Warrington Local Plan process. The implementation of this 

approval for 64 new homes will only serve to further emphasise the suitability of the residual land 

within our client’s ownership for release from the Green Belt. 

3.14 Tyler Grange, through their previous landscape assessment of the site in 2017 (see EP5), state that 

the release of this site for development would result in a more characteristic and defensible 

boundary than presently exists. They conclude as follows: 

“Our site specific assessment has shown that the site is surrounded by the existing Lymm 

settlement edge, the Bridgewater Canal, Rushgreen Road and a business estate 

providing robust edges in all directions from the site. The site is enclosed by topography, 

surrounding built form and vegetation. There are in reality very few locations from which 

the site, can be viewed and perceived, making their influence and connection to the 

wider Green Belt limited geographically. In our assessment this would be the weakest of 

the ‘weak’ parcel (our emphasis).” 

 

3.15 The release of our client’s area of land for housing would comprise a logical small-scale urban 

extension that would relate well to the existing built-up area of Lymm and Oughtrington. This is 

only reinforced through the implementation of planning approval 2017/31816 for 64 no. new 

homes.  We provide our own Green Belt assessment below: 
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Main purpose Summary assessment  

To check unrestricted urban 

sprawl 

The development would be considered as a logical extension 

of the urban area.  

The site is contained by defensible and readily identifiable 

features to the northern, southern and western boundaries with 

the existing settlement boundaries. 

The site effectively lies between the existing urban edge of 

Lymm and the existing urbanising elements within the land to 

the immediate east of the site. 

To prevent neighbouring 

towns merging into one 

another 

The site is both physically and visually contained with limited 

inter-visibility across the wider open countryside by virtue of the 

existing boundary treatment and the enclosure of the site by 

built development and the Bridgewater Canal.   

Lymm and Oughtrington are already connected through 

Rushgreen Road and houses and businesses along this road. 

The development of this site would not contribute towards any 

merging of the settlements but would rather consolidate the 

existing urban edge and ribbon development along 

Rushgreen Road. 

Furthermore, the Inspector in the appeal at EP2 for Tanyard 

Farm concluded that residential development would not 

undermine the sense of separation between Lymm and 

Oughtrington. 

Safeguarding the 

countryside from 

encroachment 

The site is surrounded by tall vegetation and built form and this 

creates a sense of enclosure. 

The site can be brought forward whilst benefiting the wider 

Green Infrastructure of the area. 

Preserve the setting and 

special character of historic 

towns 

The site does not play any role in providing an important setting 

or approach for either Lymm or Oughtrington.  

  

3.16 Paragraph 139 of the NPPF confirms that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 

exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The release of 

Green Belt land for housing development is necessary in order to meet unmet and future housing 

needs of Warrington as acknowledged through the Local Plan. This comprises exceptional 

circumstances for the purposes of the Framework. 
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3.17 The release of our client’s site for housing development would help to meet the identified housing 

requirements for sustainable development. Paragraph 142 of the Framework states that when 

drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take account 

of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. We undertake an assessment 

below of our client’s land with regard to the three roles of sustainable development as set out at 

paragraph 8 of the Framework: 

• Economic: New housing development is required across the Borough and Lymm in 

particular to include areas of the designated Green Belt in order to ensure that the 

Borough has a stable workforce in terms of ability and age profile. The construction of 

new houses would also create construction jobs in the short term, and once occupied, 

new residents would boost householder spending on goods and services within the 

surrounding area. New housing development would also generate a New Homes Bonus 

for the Council. 

• Social: Paragraph 8 of the Framework states that one of the requirements is the supply 

of housing to meet the needs of present and future generations. The release of our 

client’s site for new housing development would help to ensure that the identified 

housing needs of the Borough in terms of market and affordable housing are met. There 

would also be linkages provided between Bridgewater Canal and Rushgreen Road to 

the benefit of existing residents within the area in terms of health and well-being and 

recreational opportunities. 

• Environmental: The site is highly locationally sustainable with easy and convenient 

access to a wide range of local services and public transport options (e.g. bus services 

along Rushgreen Road, walking distance to Lymm centre, immediately adjacent to a 

Sainsbury’s Local). The site is located at the edge of Lymm, which is suitable for major 

new housing developments in terms of infrastructure requirements. The release of our 

client’s site for housing would relieve the development pressure on more environmentally 

sensitive greenfield and Green Belt land across the Borough.  

3.1 The release of our client’s site from the Green Belt for new housing development as part of the 

emerging local plan is fully justified with due regard for the Framework. The identified substantial 

housing needs of the Borough, and Lymm in particular, which cannot be met without releasing 

Green Belt, comprise the ‘exceptional circumstances’ necessary to justify the release of our 

client’s land for residential development. 

 Site constraints and accessibility 

3.2 The grant of planning permission for 64 no. new homes at Tanyard Farm (see EP2) has established 

that the land is not subject to any technical constraints that could undermine the early delivery 

of Draft Policy OS5. The grant of planning permission established the suitability of the land in terms 

of constraints such as flood risk and drainage, air quality, highways, landscape impact and noise.  
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3.3 The release of the wider land through OS5 would comprise a natural and logical continuation of 

the approved scheme 2017/31816 in terms of the infrastructure being provided (e.g. access, 

drainage and open space provision). The grant of planning permission 2017/31816 also 

established that the site is locationally sustainable in order to accommodate major new housing 

development in terms of access to key services and public transport options. The proximity of the 

site to services is addressed in the note prepared by SCP at EP5 and it is highly sustainable in terms 

of proximity to services via walking or cycling. 

3.4 A Transport Assessment would be prepared and submitted with any future planning application, 

and this would address safe and suitable access arrangements. However, the access off 

Rushgreen Road, which is to be upgraded in accordance with planning permission 2017/31816, 

could accommodate the Draft Policy OS5. SCP have provided a note (see EP5) and this 

concludes that the junction could comfortably accommodate the development pursuant to 

Draft Policy OS5 in terms of the local road network and highways safety.  

 The new primary health care facility 

3.5 The Warrington Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019) identifies a need for a new primary health care 

facility within Lymm of a floorspace of 1,500sqm.  

3.6 The way in which the primary health care facility is delivered through Policy OS5 will be subject to 

further discussions with the Council, the GP surgeries in Lymm and the Warrington CCG. Our client 

has already been in advanced discussions with the GP surgeries to bring this facility forwards on 

land subject to Draft Policy OS5. We have enclosed a draft plan at EP6 showing how the primary 

health care facility could be provided through Draft Policy OS5 alongside an appropriate number 

of car parking spaces. This demonstrates that the land could suitably accommodate a medical 

facility of this size. 

3.7 Our client has also engaged with the Warrington CCG and the existing GP surgeries and 

discussions will continue as matters progress with the emerging local plan.  

3.8 The plan at EP6is certainly not the only option available for the primary health care facility through 

Draft Policy OS5. Our client is open to other forms of delivery. However, it demonstrates that there 

is a deliverable solution for the delivery of this facility in timely fashion and our clients will continue 

to progress matters with the CCG, the Council and the GP practices. 
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 Deliverability 

3.9 The land at EP1 falls within single ownership with no legal constraints. Bellway Homes have an 

option agreement to bring forward part of this land for housing development. Their Phase 1 

scheme (i.e. the approved scheme for 64 no. dwellings) is delivering quickly with high demand, 

and it is anticipated that this scheme will be completed by July 2022.  

3.10 The delivery of the allocation pursuant to Draft Policy OS5 would form a natural continuation of 

the planning approval being implemented by Bellway Homes at Tanyard Farm (LPA ref: 

2017/31816). The same access arrangements would be utilised and there is opportunity to 

enhance the open space already being provided by Bellway Homes as part of that approved 

scheme for 64 no. new homes. 

3.11 Subject to the land being released from the Green Belt, the draft allocation as a whole would 

come forward in the first 5 years following adoption, with 64 units already under construction. It is 

ideally placed to make a meaningful contribution to meeting significant unmet housing needs 

within the short-term and would meet the definition of ‘deliverable’ for the purposes of the 

definition at Annex 2 of the Framework. 
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4. Land adjacent to Tanyard Farm (Parcel B) 

4.1 This parcel identified as ‘B’ on Image 1 of this Statement is circa. 0.9ha in size and has been used 

in past for airport car parking purposes and other commercial uses. See the 2018 Google Earth 

image below (things have since moved on through the redevelopment of the wider previously 

developed site for 64 no. dwellings by Bellway Homes as discussed earlier): 

 
 

4.2 The land in question is owned by Majornet Ltd and Bellway Homes have an option on the land to 

bring it forwards for residential development. It is functionally and visually part of the same wider 

land owned by Bellway Homes land holding (i.e. the land identified as ‘C’ on Image 1 of this 

Statement): 

• It has historically formed part of the same land ownership as for the wider commercial 

Tanyard Farm site and formed part of the same planning unit (i.e. Majornet Ltd).  

• It was the subject of planning application 2017/21816 by Bellway Homes for the grant of 

planning permission for 64 no. dwellings albeit the land is not identified through this 

consent for any beneficial open space or landscape purpose. 

• It is enclosed from land to the east by the same hedgerow that extends northwards 

towards Rushgreen Road, alongside the approved 64 no. new dwellings, and it is this 

hedgerow that clearly delineates our client’s land and third-party land to the west. 
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4.3 The land identified as parcel ‘B’ has been subject to pre-application enquiry discussions between 

Bellway Homes and the local planning authority over the past 12 months or so. From our client’s 

perspective, it forms part of the same land parcel as the land identified as ‘A’ at Image 1 of this 

Statement and it is equally available and deliverable for housing development within the short-

term.  

4.4 As noted above, the land at parcel ‘B’ formed part of the application site area for the grant of 

planning permission 2017/21816 for Bellway Homes. However, the approved drawings and the 

appeal decision letter do not stipulate that the land must be used in any way and there are no 

obligations to use for beneficial open space or landscape purposes. The land would simply 

comprise under-used and vacant land and it is ideally placed to form part of the site allocation 

OS5 for residential development and support a comprehensive form of development. The land 

does not perform any meaningful Green Belt purpose given surrounding features such as the 

canal to the south. 
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5. No. 78 Rushgreen Road  

5.1 As per our earlier comments, the bungalow and associated garden land at no. 78 Rushgreen 

Road were acquired by our client some time ago and the property is currently rented out on a 

short-term basis. We put this land forward for inclusion in the site allocation through our 

representations to the 2019 local plan consultation.  

5.2 The property remains available and suitable for development purposes and we would ask that 

the boundaries of the allocation pursuant to Draft Policy OS5 are extended to incorporate no. 78 

Rushgreen Road. We enclose a land registry plan of the land at no. 78 Rushgreen Road at EP7 

with all of this land within the control of our client. 

5.3 The plans at EP6 for the new medical centre show the incorporation of the land at no. 78 

Rushgreen Road. It provides more space along the Rushgreen Road frontage and there are no 

issues regarding deliverability given that the land now falls within the full control of Majornet Ltd. 

5.4 The existing bungalow has no heritage value, and it is no little architectural interest. 
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6. Submission Version Local Plan Evidence Base 

 Site Assessment Proformas  

6.1 The 2021 local plan evidence base is supported by a new site assessment proforma report that 

considers additional sites. There is no new information relating to our client’s land further to the 

site assessment proformas carried out in 2019 by the Council.  

6.2 The land parcel subject to Draft Policy OS5, together with land parcel ‘B’ (see Image 1 of this 

Statement and our comments above), is considered through the Site Assessment Proformas 

report 2019 available for the evidence base for the 2019 Local Plan on the Council’s website (Ref: 

R18/P2/085). The assessment undertaken through the proforma appears dated and it does not 

reflect the most up-to-date available evidence base. For instance: 

• It states that the site makes a ‘Moderate’ contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt, 

although the Green Belt Assessment 2018 concludes that it makes a ‘Weak’ contribution.  

• The site description states that there is open countryside to the west, although the 

settlement boundary and built-up area of Lymm is to the west. 

• It states that there is no extant planning permission on the site, although planning 

permission was granted for the erection of 64 new homes on part of the site as discussed 

elsewhere within this Statement and construction work is well advanced. 

• Although it says that it may be difficult to remediate the eastern half of the site, Bellway 

Homes are currently on-site implementing planning approval for 64 new homes and this 

has not proven to be a fundamental constraint. 

• It suggests that there would be potential negative effects on heritage assets and the 

historic environment, although the only such asset within influencing distance is Tanyard 

Farmhouse. This heritage asset is within influencing distance of the land subject to 

planning permission 2017/31816 whereby the Council found there to be no harm to the 

setting of this listed building. 

• It is said that there are capacity issues in terms of GP services and this may be a 

constraint, although it was made clear through our previous representations that a 

medical centre would be delivered as part of any site allocation for this land and this 

forms part of the draft allocation. 

6.3 We agree that the land is highly suitable as a site allocation and there is no reason to doubt that 

it could come forward for development in a timely fashion. We consider that the site is significantly 

more suitable for release from the Green Belt as an allocation than the Site Assessment Proforma 

suggests. 
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 Green Belt Assessments 

6.4 A Green Belt Assessment was carried out by the Council for our client’s land, including the land 

parcel ‘B’, in 2018. The Council’s assessment finds that the land subject to Draft Policy OS5 makes 

a ‘Weak’ contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt. We consider that the site performs no 

meaningful Green Belt function given the points discussed earlier. The implementation of the 

approved scheme by Bellway Homes for 64 new homes only serves to further undermine any 

notion that the land makes any meaningful contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt. 

6.5 As part of the new local plan, the Council has made available the Implications of Green Belt 

Release Report 2021. This again analyses our client’s land, including the land parcel ‘B’, and 

concludes as follows:  

“The site currently makes a weak contribution to Green Belt purposes. Overall, 

development of the site would not represent encroachment into the countryside as the 

majority of the site is already developed with a gym and car park, airport car parking, 

a garage, agricultural buildings, a farm shop and a café, therefore the removal of the 

site from the Green Belt alongside the adjacent site (SHLAA Ref: 1504 / Site Ref: R18/018 

/ Site Ref: R18/P2/055) will not harm the overall function and integrity of the Green Belt 

around Lymm. A new recognisable and permanent Green Belt boundary would be 

created consisting of the Bridgewater Canal and through strengthening the other 

existing boundaries.” 

6.6 Again, the assessment carried out does not reflect the situation now ‘on the ground’ and any 

sense of the site contributing to Green Belt purposes has been further diminished by the 

implementation of the Bellway Homes scheme for 64 no. new homes. 

 Pre-Submission Sustainability Appraisal (AECOM) (2021) 

6.7 The Sustainability Appraisal suggests that the land may have significant impact upon the ability 

to extract minerals (coloured red). However, the Site Assessment Proforma (2019) notes that the 

area has already been sterilised in terms of the potential for sand and gravel extraction through 

existing residential development. Furthermore, planning permission has also been granted for the 

erection of 64 new homes on the land and minerals safeguarding was not raised as an issue by 

the Council or the Inspectorate through this process. There is no basis for identifying a major 

impact that cannot be mitigated on the basis of minerals safeguarding. 

6.8 It also suggests that there may be unavoidable impacts in terms of access to natural greenspace 

although this is already being provided by Bellway Homes on the site itself through the 

implementation of planning approval 2017/31816 (see the approved site layout plan at EP3). 
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Again, issues relating to ecology were also fully addressed and found to be acceptable through 

2017/31816.  

6.9 There is also no basis for suggesting that there may be unavoidable impacts on heritage assets. 

As discussed earlier, the only heritage asset within influencing distance of the land is Tanyard 

Farmhouse and this was considered by the Council and the Planning Inspectorate through 

planning application 2017/31816. It was concluded that there would be no harm to the setting 

of this listed building. 

6.10 The Sustainability Appraisal assesses our client’s site highly in terms of its credentials as a site 

allocation. With due regard to the above points, it could be scored even better by AECOM. 

Notwithstanding this point, the assessment carried out clearly supports the identification of our 

client’s land as a draft site allocation.  

 Heritage Impact Assessment for the Outlying Settlements Allocations (2019) 

6.11 This assessment states that there will be no unacceptable impacts arising from Draft Policy OS5 to 

the setting of the heritage assets at Tanyard Farm, Lymm Cross, Lymm Hall and Lymm 

Conservation Area. 

 Warrington Local Plan Viability Assessment 2021 (Cushman Wakefield) 

6.12 The Viability Assessment provides a proforma of the site allocation pursuant to Draft Policy OS5. 

Whilst we maintain that the site is very much viable with a 30% affordable housing provision and 

the provision a health centre, we raise the following points in respect of the inputs applied to this 

site allocation: 

• The appraisal does not appear to take into account the requirement for a 1,500sqm new 

primary health care centre. It is not clear why this has been omitted from the appraisal. 

• The S106 contribution assumes £11,340 per dwelling. It is not clear whether this includes 

a contribution towards a new health care facility and, if so, what size of health centre 

this would equate to. 

• The appraisal does not appear to reflect any requirement for self-build/custom-build 

provision. 

• The appraisal does not appear to reflect any requirement for Green Belt compensatory 

measures and potential financial contributions as set out in Draft Policy OS5. 
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• It is not clear how the fee for biodiversity net gain and energy requirements has been 

arrived at.  

• Professional fees and development finance appear to be low. 

• A minimum 20% profit margin should be adopted on all schemes, including affordable 

housing provision.  
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7. Submission Version Local Plan 

 Draft Policy OS5 

 Site allocation boundaries 

7.1 Our client strongly supports the identification of land parcel ‘A’ (see Image 1 of this Statement) 

within the site allocation boundaries of OS5 for the reasons outlined earlier through this Statement. 

7.2 We would also suggest that the site allocation boundary is amended to incorporate the following 

land to ensure a comprehensive and optimal form of development: 

• No. 78 Rushgreen Road along the Rushgreen Road frontage.  

• The land subject to the grant of planning permission 2017/31816 i.e. the land parcels ‘C’ 

and ‘B’ (see Image 1 of this Statement). 

7.3 In terms of no. 78 Rushgreen Road, this land is already within the built-up area settlement 

boundary for Lymm as per the adopted local plan. It would remain so pursuant to the draft 

policies map for the new local plan. The bungalow has no heritage value and little architectural 

merit. The incorporation of this land within the site allocation would allow for more space along 

the Rushgreen Road for the new medical centre and there are no issues with deliverability given 

that the land falls within the land ownership of Majornet Ltd. The inclusion of this bungalow and 

its garden land would help to secure an optimal form of development for OS5. 

7.4 Turning to the land parcels ‘C’ and ‘B’, the draft plan proposes to remove the land from the 

Green Belt and include it within the settlement boundary for Lymm. We support that approach 

as the land does not serve any meaningful Green Belt purpose following the Tanyard Farm 

development. However, we consider that this land should also be incorporated into the site 

allocation boundary for OS5 for the following reasons: 

• The land parcel ‘B’ is under the same land ownership as land parcel ‘A’ and Bellway 

Homes have an option agreement for both parcels of land. Bellway Homes own the land 

at ‘C’. 
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• The same points made through Section 3 of this Statement apply equally to land parcel 

‘B’ with regard to access arrangements, site-specific constraints and Green Belt 

considerations2. 

• The land parcels ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ were subject to the same assessments carried out 

through the Site Selection Assessment reports prepared by the Council in terms of the 

site selection process e.g. Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report 

(March 2019) and the Sustainability Appraisal by AECOM.  

• This land parcel ‘B’ could accommodate circa. 40 dwellings in a sustainable manner. 

This would provide further benefits in terms of the delivery of much-needed market and 

affordable housing in Lymm and would ensure a comprehensive form of development 

across all of the land parcels.   

7.5 It has already been established that there are exceptional circumstances necessary to justify the 

release of Green Belt land in Lymm to meet unmet housing needs. The release of the land parcel 

‘B’ would add further flexibility to the housing trajectory and would help to frontload the delivery 

of much-needed housing within the early part of the plan-period. It would help to secure a 

comprehensive and optimal form of development for the wider site allocation and the land does 

not perform any meaningful Green Belt function as discussed elsewhere within this Statement. 

The release of this additional parcel of land and its inclusion within OS5 would contribute towards 

a sustainable pattern of development. 

7.6 Aside from the above our client generally welcomes and supports the draft site allocation 

wording as set out through Draft Policy OS5, although we raise some detailed points below in 

terms of certain policy requirements.  

 No. 2 – Lymm Neighbourhood Plan and Lymm Heritage and Character Assessment 2018 

7.7 A designated area for the Lymm Parish was approved by the Council in 2017. We are not aware 

that a draft neighbourhood plan has been published for public consultation in the intervening 

period. 

7.8 In the event that a neighbourhood plan is progressed and ‘made’, it would become part of the 

development plan. An emerging neighbourhood plan may attract some weight in the event that 

a neighbourhood plan is progressed through consultation and examination, although this would 

need to be carefully considered on a case-by-case basis.  

 
2 Land parcel ‘B’ was subject the 1998 Local Plan Inspector’s findings and formed the same land parcel as ‘A’ for 

the purposes of the Green Belt Assessments carried out by the Council i.e. the Warrington Green Belt Assessment 

2018 and the Implications of Green Belt Release Report 2021. 
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7.9 It is not appropriate for the Council to require development to take place in accordance with an 

emerging neighbourhood plan for the purposes of Policy OS5. It is not clear whether the 

neighbourhood plan group will progress a plan and it is not clear at this stage what form an 

emerging neighbourhood plan may take.  

7.10 This policy should not and cannot require compliance with an emerging plan. The emerging 

neighourhood plan, once adopted, would form part of the development plan in any case. As 

such on adoption any planning application falling within the neighbourhood plan area would 

need to comply. 

7.11 The Lymm Heritage & Character Assessment (2018) would form a material consideration against 

which new development would have to have due regard. It is not considered necessary for Policy 

OS5 to stipulate that development must take place in accordance with this document. 

 No. 3 – Housing types 

7.12 It is not clear what is meant by generalist and specialist housing needs and the how the applicant 

and decision-maker should interpret this. We would suggest that the policy is amended to state 

the following, which would be sufficient to inform any planning application: 

“A range of housing tenures, types and sizes will be required in order to ensure 

development contributes to meeting the Borough’s general and specialist housing 

needs, including family homes with gardens, specific provision for older people and for 

younger people looking to purchase their first home.” 

 No. 4 – Minimum densities 

7.13 It is not considered necessary for the local plan to dictate a blanket density to the site allocation, 

as this is something that can be best considered at planning application stage in light of relevant 

considerations such as design factors and market demand. 

 No. 5 – Self-build/custom-build plots 

7.14 We refer to our points made further below in relation to self-build plots and Draft Policy DEV2. We 

do not consider that this policy requirement is justified through OS5. 

 No. 7 – School place provision 

7.15 The draft policy stipulates that a contribution towards primary and secondary school must be 

made in order to meet demand for school places. 
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7.16 Flexibility should be incorporated into the wording of this criterion such that an assessment is made 

based upon the most up-to-date available evidence at the time of a planning application. It 

may be that a contribution towards school places is not necessary, and this will depend on school 

capacities and the number of pupil on the roll for local primary and secondary schools. 

 Nos. 9 & 10 – Open space 

7.17 As per our representations made through this Statement, we have suggested that the site 

allocation incorporates the land parcels A, B & C (Image 1 of this Statement). This would allow a 

joined-up and comprehensive approach to open space provision with a LEAP and other types 

of open space already being provided as part of the consented Bellway Homes scheme for 64 

no. dwellings. This policy could be amended to reference a comprehensive approach to open 

space across all of the land in question.  

7.18 Parts 9 & 10 of Draft Policy OS5 repeat generalised requirements set out in Draft Policy DC5 and 

it is not clear why this needs to be repeated in this section of the site allocation policy.  

 Nos. 11 & 12 – Natural Environment 

7.19 The policy requires a measurable biodiversity net gain to be demonstrated through the use of the 

Defra Metric and provided for all development parcels that come forward for planning approval. 

This appears to be a requirement on all site allocations. It is not clear why this is not addressed 

through an overarching policy that applies to all development. However, in the absence of such 

a policy we respond below in relation to Policy OS5.  

7.20 Paragraph 180(a) of the Framework states that local planning authority should apply the principle 

of seeking adequate mitigation or compensation if significant harm in terms of biodiversity would 

result from a development proposal. Paragraph 180(d) states that opportunities to improve 

biodiversity should be integrated into the overall design, especially where this can secure 

measurable net gains for biodiversity where this is appropriate.  

7.21 The Framework does not stipulate that a measurable net gain in terms of biodiversity should be 

secured for all development proposals. Firstly, it advises that mitigation or compensation should 

be sought where loss of biodiversity would be ‘significant’. There is no suggestion that this would 

be the case in terms of OS5. Secondly, it encourages a measurable net gain where appropriate.  
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7.22 The PPG states that biodiversity net gain can be achieved via work that includes enhancing 

existing habitats, providing green walls, green roofs and street trees. Tools such as the Defra metric 

calculator can be used to assess whether a net gain can be achieved. The metric calculator is 

a pragmatic way to calculate net gain but there is no stipulation that this is the only tool with 

which to measure net gain.  

7.23 It is also unclear what is meant by the mitigation hierarchy at Policy DC5. As noted below, our 

client’s site is not subject to Policy DC5 as this relates to statutory and non-statutory ecology sites 

and a mitigation strategy does not appear to be explained in this policy in any event.  

7.24 We consider that part (12) of this policy should be amended to reflect national planning policy 

guidance. The policy should seek to encourage biodiversity net gain to be incorporated into the 

overall design concept but any mandatory requirement for a net gain to be achieved via the 

metric calculator should be deleted.  

7.25 Further to the above points, it also not clear what is meant by the site contributing towards the 

wider objectives of the Mersey Forest. Our client’s site is not one identified at Draft DC4 (e.g. Site 

of Special Scientific Interest or Local Wildlife Site) and this part of the Draft Policy OS5 should 

therefore be deleted.  

 Nos. 13 & 14 – Green Belt 

7.26 In terms of part 13, it is sufficient to simply require a landscape scheme along the southern 

boundary of the site appropriate to the Bridgewater Canal setting. It is not clear at this stage 

whether this would involve retention of all of the hedgerow, and we are not aware of any trees. 

It may not prove possible or desirable to retain all of the hedgerow through a future planning 

application. The objective is to ensure an appropriate landscape scheme and the means by 

which this is delivered should be resolved at the planning application stage. 

7.27 Paragraph 142 of the Framework states that local planning authorities should set out ways in 

which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory 

measures to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land. The PPG 

states that authorities should set out policies for compensatory improvements informed by 

supporting evidence and opportunities could include new or enhanced green infrastructure, 

woodland planting, landscape and visual enhancements and new walking routes. The PPG goes 
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on to say that there should be early engagement with all interest groups to consider matters such 

as the scope of works required. 

7.28 The Council has not set out any indication that such early engagement has taken place and 

there is no evidence to support its requirement for compensatory measures. There is no indication 

as to what such measures would consist of or what the implications may be for viability. It is 

unclear as to how an applicant, and the decision-maker, may interpret and respond to this policy 

requirement and we would suggest that it is deleted.  

 Nos. 15 & 16 – Linkages 

7.29 At part 15, we would suggest that some flexibility is provided to the wording of the policy at (b) 

such that linkages to the canal are made where feasible (rather than it being a mandatory 

requirement). It is a desirable linkage but flexibility should be incorporated into he wording of the 

policy. Again, this particular issue can be resolved at the planning application.  

7.30 In terms of no. 16, it is not clear why our client’s site should contributions towards cycle linkages in 

Warrington Town Centre and the proposed SE Warrington employment allocation. This does not 

appear to be related to Policy OS5 in planning terms and how it meets the tests on the use of 

planning obligations (PPG para. 23b-002). We would suggest that this element of the policy is 

deleted. 

 Nos. 20, 21& 22 – Utilities and Environmental Protection 

7.31 In relation to a surface water strategy, a Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy would be 

lodged with any planning application. Given that the site is at low risk of flooding, it is likely that 

flood alleviation measures would not be necessary although this will be assessed by the Council 

as a lead flood authority as appropriate. Any drainage scheme would need to be designed in 

accordance with other development management policies of the plan and we would suggest 

that reference to the specific way in which surface water must be discharged is removed. It is not 

clear why this policy seeks to be specific with regard to the drainage strategy at this stage. We 

would make the same point in relation to part 21, which refers to groundwater; this would be a 

requirement as part of a planning application and compliance with Policy ENV8 would need to 

be addressed. 

7.32 The way in which no. 22 is worded is rather generalised and it is uncertain how specific 

development proposals would be expected to comply. There are other relevant policies of the 
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draft plan relating to these matters and we would suggest that this part of the draft policy is 

deleted. 

 No. 23 – Historic Environment 

7.33 As per our earlier comments, the Council has already found that the site allocation would not 

result in harm to designated and non-designated heritage assets and there is no requirement for 

mitigation. Furthermore, the policy seeks to introduce a ‘preserve and enhance’ test. This is 

inconsistent with the statutory requirements and national planning policy. We would suggest that 

the wording at no. 23 is deleted.  

 Draft Policy DC6 (Quality of Place) 

7.34 Part 6 of this draft policy requires masterplans and design codes to be used for larger sites and 

areas. It is suggested that this may take the form of an SPD or a less formal development brief. It 

is not clear what threshold the Council would consider it appropriate for a developer to have to 

pursue a masterplan and design code. 

7.35 It is presumably not the case that such a requirement would apply to the allocation at Draft Policy 

OS5 given its modest scale and relationship to the land subject to the detailed planning consent 

2017/31816. Indeed, Policy OS5 does not make reference to the need for such an approach, 

which would unnecessarily delay the delivery of much-needed housing within Lymm.  

7.36 We would suggest that reference to masterplans and design codes within Draft Policy DC6 is 

deleted and any such requirement is incorporated into the specific allocation policies instead 

where this is considered necessary and it serves a meaningful planning purpose. 

 Draft Policy DEV2 (Meeting Housing Needs) 

7.37 Part M4(1) of the building regulations requires new dwellings to be ‘visitable’ and reasonable 

provision should be made for people to gain access to and use the dwelling and its facilities. This 

is a mandatory requirement for new homes. 

7.38 Part M4(2) and M4(3) are optional standards. The Government has not mandated that such 

standards should apply to all new dwellings. The PPG states that local planning authorities should 

have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area, including those for people with 

specific housing needs. It is for local planning authorities to set out their intended approach to 
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optional standards demonstrating need and a wide range of factors can be taken into account. 

The PPG goes on to say that site-specific factors such as topography should be considered. 

7.39 Policy DEV2 at parts 15-17 requires all new dwellings to be M4(2) compliant. The Warrington Local 

Housing Needs Assessment does not substantiate this and there is no evidence specific to the 

Borough to all new housing to meet this standard. There must be something specific to Warrington 

to justify the Council’s approach given that the Government has not mandated M4(2) 

compliance. The Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment simply says there is an ageing 

population and increasing prevalence of disabilities. However, the Local Housing Needs 

Assessment shows that the age structure for Warrington is similar to the regional and national 

average (18.9% are aged over 65 in Warrington vs. a NW average of 18.7% - see Table 80) and 

there are lower levels of disabilities and health problems (31.6% of households in Warrington 

contain someone with a health problem vs. a NW average of 36.6% and 53% of those aged over 

65 have a long-term health problem or disability vs. a NW average of 57.2%- see Table 83 and 

Figure 20). Furthermore, there will inevitably be circumstances where housing cannot comply with 

this requirement e.g. topographical reasons or for upper floor flatted developments. There is also 

no assessment within the evidence base as to what proportion of needs can be met through 

M4(1) housing, and what proportions of the existing stock can be converted to M4(1) or M4(2) 

housing. 

7.40 This policy also requires 10% of new dwellings to meet building regulation Standard M4(3). There 

are two types M4(3) homes; wheelchair accessible (i.e. readily usable by a wheelchair user at the 

point of completion); and wheelchair adaptable (i.e. a home that can be easily adapted to 

meet the needs of a household including wheelchair users). The PPG states that local plan 

policies cannot be applied to wheelchair accessible homes where the local planning authority 

is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling. 

7.41 Again, the Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment does not provide ‘clear evidence’ in 

terms of the optional M4(3) standard. The only information provided relates to UK-wide data, 

which is acknowledged through the Local Housing Needs Assessment as having shortcomings in 

terms of its validity. There is no indication that there is a particularly high prevalence of wheelchair 

users in Warrington and there is no assessment of the existing housing stock across the Borough. 

The approach adopted is take the average nationwide prevalence of wheelchair households 

and then assume 25% of those households do not live in wheelchair accessible homes, and apply 

this formula to Warrington on the basis of national averages and compare this to the overall 
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housing requirement for the local plan. Aside from the general lack of robustness and regard for 

Warrington in the evidence base, this assumes that 25% of those wheelchair households have the 

means and desire move to a new build house rather than seek to adapt their own homes (e.g. 

through grants available). Furthermore, the Local Housing Needs Assessment at paragraph 10.119 

suggests that the need for wheelchair accessible dwellings is much higher for social rented units 

than it is for owner-occupier units. 

7.42 A fuller range of evidence, specific to Warrington, could have been considered in accordance 

with paragraph 56-002 of the PPG with regard to M4(2) and M4(3). We would suggest that the 

requirements for all new homes to be M4(2) and 10% of new homes to be M4(3) should be 

removed, or otherwise further information is provided as to its inclusion within the emerging local 

plan. 

7.43 The draft policy at part 13 also requires all new homes to be compliant with the Nationally 

Described Space Standard (NDSS). Again, NDSS is an optional standard. If the Government 

intended to this to be mandatory, then it would have made it mandatory rather than optional. 

The PPG advises that local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal 

space policies. No such evidence underpins this policy requirement, and it should therefore be 

deleted.  

7.44 In terms of housing mix, the policy at part 11 states that this should be informed by the Local 

Housing Needs Assessment and a Borough-wide mix is provided at Table 3 of the draft policy. The 

Local Housing Need Assessment also provide brief analysis of Lymm at Section 9. In terms of the 

Borough-wide mix, this is calculated solely on the basis of current housing stock and projected 

demographic projections. It is unclear how various factors have been considered for the Lymm 

housing mix analysis, although the approach appears to be similar to the Borough-wide 

approach. In response: 

• The illustrative mix suggested is predicated upon data on housing stock across 

Warrington that is now 10 years old.  

• There is no consideration of types of accommodation (e.g. detached, semi-detached, 

terrace, bungalows) or the actual size of accommodation. Instead, there is a sole focus 

on bedroom numbers and this approach overlooks other factors such as changing 

workplace and lifestyle trends and an emphasis on flexible spaces that can adapt over 

the lifetime of the home.  
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• There is no consideration of the aspirations or expectations of people across the 

Borough. For instance, there are likely to have been people living in 2-bedroom 

accommodation who wished to re-locate to 3-bedroom or 4-bedroom 

accommodation. The lack of available family-sized accommodation is likely to have 

inhibited the ability of such households to move. The fact that such households occupied 

such accommodation should not be taken to mean that this is the type of 

accommodation they aspired to live in. This will be particularly relevant for Lymm where 

housing has been severely constrained for a prolonged period of time.  

• There is no consideration of migratory patterns into Warrington who are likely to be 

people of working-age population who typically require family-sized accommodation.  

• There have been structural lifestyle changes over the past 10 years and this includes 

demand for ‘spare’ rooms to act as a flexible space. An increasing number of 

households now work from home full-time or part-time and require a self-contained 

study/office and this trend has been accelerated exponentially by the Covid19 

pandemic. 

7.45 The Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment will be a useful tool with which to identify an 

appropriate housing mix for individual sites. The report itself notes that it should the housing mix 

suggested should not be used prescriptively for individual sites. We would suggest that the policy 

is amended to say that an appropriate housing mix should be provided and this should be 

informed by the most up-to-date evidence on housing need. The Local Housing Need Assessment 

does not need to be referenced as it is just one of many considerations. 

7.46 Turning to self-build plots, we are not aware of substantive evidence to justify provision for self-

build/custom-build plots and there must be uncertainty as to whether plots on a large new 

housing estate would be attractive to self-build/custom-builders. Self-build and custom-build plots 

must be justified in accordance with the PPG at paragraph 2a-017.  

7.47 The Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment references a waiting list of 168 on the register. 

However, the report notes that there may be double-counting given that people may request to 

be placed on the register multiple times, and there will be instances of people expressing an 

interest across various local authority areas. There is no indication that the Council has sought to 

understand the preferences of those who have expressed an interest e.g. locational and type of 

housing. We would suggest that this element of Draft Policy OS5 is therefore deleted. 

7.48 It may be that the Council can perhaps encourage self-build/custom-builders on smaller sites 

across the Borough. However, it would not be justified to require such provision from this particular 

site allocation based on the evidence available. 
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7.49 In order to obtain a robust assessment of demand for this type of housing in their area, local 

planning authorities will need to assess and review the data held on registers. They can also 

supplement the data from the registers with secondary data sources such as building plot search 

websites, ‘Need-a-Plot’ information available from the Self Build Portal and enquiries for building 

plots from local estate agents. 

7.50 Finally, the draft policy refers to First Homes at part 6 and states that a minimum 30% discount will 

be sought and this reflects the PPG. The PPG at para. 70-004 states that a discount at 40% or 50% 

can be fixed where the authority can demonstrate a need for this with reference to a range of 

housing types and tenures and demographic data (different demographic and social groups). 

The Warrington Local Housing Needs Assessment does not consider different house types, tenures 

and demographic data in relation to First Homes and it is unclear why the Manchester Ship Canal 

has been used to delineate different discount areas.  

 Draft Policy ENV7 

7.51 This policy states that site allocations should maximise opportunities for the use of decentralised 

energy systems with provision made in terms of connectivity. It is not clear how it is intended that 

developers should interpret this requirement and how it would work in practice. We are not aware 

of anything within the evidence base clarifying how this policy is intended to work and what is 

meant by the requirement to connect to decentralised energy systems. We would suggest that 

this element of Draft Policy ENV7 is removed. The policy goes on to say to set a target for energy 

and carbon emissions, although flexibility should be incorporated into the policy to allow for 

circumstances where this requirement cannot feasibly and practically be met on-site.  

 Draft Policies DEV1 and GB1 

7.52 We agree that there are the exceptional circumstances necessary for the release of Green Belt 

in order to meet identified development needs. We discussed this in detail within the context of 

the Framework earlier in this Statement. Our client fully supports the release of their land from the 

Green Belt to meet identified development needs.  

7.53 It is considered that the housing requirement does not fully reflect the economic projections and 

ambitions for the Borough, demographic changes and affordable housing need. The plan would 

also not deliver an adequate supply of housing land to meet the proposed requirement over the 
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plan period, and it would not deliver and maintain a 5-year supply from adoption. Additional 

deliverable and viable sites need to be allocated to ensure that these requirements are met. 

7.54 As such we consider that there should be a greater amount of Green Belt released to the outlying 

settlements such as Lymm in order to meet such needs. 

7.55 Lymm in particular has experienced a prolonged period of insufficient housing having been 

delivered given the Green Belt constraints. This has led to significant unmet needs within Lymm, 

and worsening market signals, and the release of our client’s site would make a meaningful 

contribution to meeting the needs of Lymm and the Borough’s 5-year housing land supply 

position.  

7.56 Furthermore, it is considered that the emerging local plan should incorporate safeguarded land 

in accordance with the Framework in order to reflect needs beyond the plan-period.  

7.57 We also object to part (11) of Policy GB1, which relates to Green Belt compensatory measures, 

and would refer to our comments made earlier in this Statement in relation to this matter. 
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8. Draft policies map and settlement boundaries  

8.1 Our client strongly supports the inclusion of their land within the settlement boundary for Lymm as 

shown on the draft policies map. This is a logical way in which to define the settlement boundary: 

• Construction work is well advanced on the implementation of the planning permission 

for 64 no. dwellings on land parcel ‘C’ (see Image 1 of this Statement). This scheme will 

be completed regardless of the outcome of the emerging local plan process and the 

land should be included within the settlement boundary for Lymm.  

• All of the land subject to planning permission 2017/31816 should be included within the 

settlement boundary for Lymm, including the land parcel ‘B’ (see Image 1 of this 

Statement). 

• Notwithstanding our position that our client’s land parcel ‘B’ should be included within 

the site allocation boundary, the settlement boundary being drawn alongside the 

eastern boundary is consistent with paragraph 143 (f) of the Framework in any event i.e. 

a readily recognisable and permanently defined boundary to the Green Belt.  

• As discussed earlier, all of our client’s site interest, including land parcel ‘B’ has been 

assessed as performing a ‘Weak’ Green Belt function and this has been further 

diminished through the grant of and implementation of planning permission for 64 no. 

dwellings. There is no requirement to keep any of the land permanently open for the 

purposes of paragraph 143(b) of the Framework. 

8.2 Notwithstanding our support for the proposed settlement boundary, we consider that parcels B 

& C should be included within the allocation boundary under Policy OS5, given that the parcels 

effectively form part of the same site and that there is additional land which can contribute to 

meeting the development needs of the borough and Lymm. 
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9. Conclusion and summary 

9.1 Our client supports the allocation of the land off Rushgreen Road under Draft Policy OS5. We 

summarise our representations below: 

• The site is adjacent to the built-up area of Lymm and it is heavily influenced by urban 

features to all sides.  

• The site is unremarkable in landscape terms and is well-contained by existing vegetation 

and surrounding built form. 

• The Local Plan Inspector for a local plan examination in 1990s recommended that this 

site was released from the Green Belt for safeguarded land. The development needs of 

Lymm have only increased substantially since then and the site further enclosed by built 

development and the approved housing scheme now being implemented by Bellway 

Homes. 

• The Warrington Green Belt Assessment concludes that the wider land parcel as per Draft 

Policy OS5 makes a ‘weak’ contribution to the Green Belt.  

• The grant of planning permission for 64 new homes at Tanyard Farm further emphasises 

the suitability of the release of the land subject to Draft OS5 from the Green Belt. It further 

undermines any notion that this land performs any meaningful Green Belt function. 

• The grant of planning permission for 64 new homes at Tanyard Farm addressed a number 

of site-specific issues including remediation of the former commercial premises. The 

approved scheme, being implemented by Bellway Homes, will provide infrastructure to 

the benefit of the wider allocation subject to Draft Policy OS5 (e.g. upgraded junction 

onto Rushgreen Road and the provision of public open space and a LEAP). 

• There is strong market demand in taking this allocation forwards for development and 

Majornet has an option agreement with Bellway Homes to bring the land forward for 

residential development. There is no reason to doubt that the land could come forward 

in a comprehensive manner for development within the first 5 years following adoption 

of the plan. 

• Our client has already undertaken advanced discussions with GP surgeries for the 

delivery of the primary health care facility. Discussions will continue with the Council, the 

GP surgeries and Warrington CCG as the emerging local plan progresses. 

• The evidence base for the local plan highlights the suitability of the land pursuant to 

Draft Policy OS5 for development, although it should be updated to reflect the grant of 

planning permission for 64 new homes at Tanyard Farm. 

• Our client supports Draft Policy OS5, although we comment on certain requirements set 

out through this draft policy and we suggest that the allocation is extended in order to 

incorporate the following to secure a comprehensive and optimal form of development: 

➢ Land at no. 78 Rushgreen Road. 
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➢ All of the land subject to the grant of planning permission 2017/31816, including 

land identified as ‘B’ at Image 1 of this Statement. 

• Our client strongly supports the settlement boundary for Lymm as drawn through the 

draft policies map. 

• We raise points in relation to certain policies of the draft local plan such as optional 

housing standards and housing mix. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Local Plan Representations 

Warrington Updated Proposed Submission Version Local Plan 2021-2038 

November 2021 

 

 

 36 

10. Appendices 

EP1 – Location Plan showing land within the ownership of Majornet Ltd. 

EP2 –Appeal decision for APP/M0655/W/18/3200416 granting full planning permission for the 

erection of 64 dwellings with associated works. 

EP3 - Approved site layout plan. 

EP4 – Masterplan drawing for the site allocation at Draft Policy OS7. 

EP5 – Emery Planning Representations to the Warrington Local Plan Preferred Option Consultation 

2017. 

EP6 – Indicative draft plan for the proposed new medical centre with associated car parking.  

EP7 – Land registry plan: No. 78 Rushgreen Road, Lymm. 

 



EP1 



Tanyard Farm Estate, Rush Green Road, Lymm

Ordnance Survey © Crown Copyright 2019. All Rights Reserved.

Licence number 100022432
Plotted Scale - 1:3000. Paper Size - A4
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Appeal Decision 
Hearing Held on 5 September 2018 

Site visit made on 5 September 2018 

by Elizabeth Pleasant  DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 27 September 2018 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/M0655/W/18/3200416 

Land at Tanyard Farm, Rushgreen Road, Lymm WA13 9PR 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Bellway Homes Limited (Manchester Division) against the 

decision of Warrington Borough Council. 

 The application Ref 2017/31816, dated 15 December 2017, was refused by a notice 

dated 19 March 2018. 

 The development proposed is the demolition of all existing structures and remediation 

of the site, the erection of a residential development comprising 64 dwellings with an 

ecological enhancement area, landscaping, open space, access from Rushgreen Road, 

car parking and associated infrastructure. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the demolition of 

all existing structures and remediation of the site, the erection of a residential 
development comprising 64 dwellings with an ecological enhancement area, 

landscaping, open space, access from Rushgreen Road, car parking and 
associated infrastructure at Land at Tanyard Farm, Rushgreen Road, Lymm 
WA13 9PR in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 2017/31816, 

dated 15 December 2017, subject to the conditions set out in the attached 
Schedule. 

Procedural Matters  

2. A revised version of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 
has been published since the appeal was lodged.  The main parties were given 

the opportunity to comment on any relevant implications for the appeal and 
have not therefore been prejudiced.  I have had regard to the responses and 

the Framework in reaching my decision. 

3. A completed deed of planning obligation made pursuant to Section 106 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) has been submitted and 

includes obligations to come into effect if planning permission is granted.  I will 
address this matter later on in my decision. 
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Main Issues 

4. The main issues in this case are: 

 Whether the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt; 

 The effect of the proposal on the openness of the Green Belt; and 

 If it is inappropriate, whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and 

any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to 
amount to the very special circumstances required to justify the proposal. 

Reasons  

Inappropriate development 

5. The proposal is for residential development comprising 64 two-storey dwellings 

following the demolition of all existing buildings and structures on the site.  In 
addition, an area of public open space would be provided including ecological 

enhancements and a local equipped play area (LEAP).  

6. Almost the entire site lies within the Green Belt, with just the site access and a 
small rectangle of land to the south of Rush Gardens falling within 

Oughtrington’s settlement boundary.  Oughtrington and Lymm are inset 
villages within the Green Belt and the appeal site is part of a wedge of Green 

Belt land which extends between Oughtrington and Lymm. 

7. Historically the site has been used for horticulture, and its former plant nursery 
use remains evident from the polytunnels and the glasshouses that are still in 

situ on the site.  However, it is clear from aerial photographic evidence1 that 
during the past decade there has been a significant change in the appearance 

of the site and nature of its use.  Some of the former nursery buildings and 
land are now lawfully used for a mixture of open storage, storage & 
distribution, office and printing use and a couple of the buildings are occupied 

by a gym, fitness centre, and a dog training/behaviour centre.  In addition, 
there are a significant number of temporary storage containers on the site and 

large areas of hardstanding.  Part of the site is being used for airport car 
parking without planning permission, and there is a current enforcement notice 
relating to that unauthorised use.   

8. Paragraph 143 of the Framework indicates that inappropriate development is, 
by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in 

very special circumstances.   Policy CS5 of the adopted Warrington Local Plan 
Core Strategy, 2014 (WLP) aims to maintain the extent of the Green Belt in 
recognition of its purposes and states that development proposals within the 

Green Belt will be approved where they accord with relevant national policy. 

9. In paragraph 145 of the Framework it is stated that the construction of new 

buildings in the Green Belt should be regarded as inappropriate subject to a 
number of exceptions.  Exceptions to this include, limited infilling or the partial 

or complete redevelopment of previously developed land, whether redundant or 
in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would: 

                                       
1 Document 3, Submitted at the Hearing. 
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 not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the 

existing development; or  

 not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the 

development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to 
meeting an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local 
planning authority. 

10. The appeal site does not comprise entirely previously developed land (PDL).  
The extent to which parts of the site could be considered to be PDL was 

consequently discussed at length at the Hearing.  To this end, the main parties 
produced a Plan2 (‘the Plan’) to show the areas of the site where there is an 
agreement over its status as PDL, areas considered to be greenfield and areas 

under dispute.    

11. The most significant areas where no agreement could be reached on the status 

of the land relate to building Nos. 3 and 9 on ‘the Plan’ and comprise 
polytunnels and glasshouses.  Unless these buildings have lawfully changed 
their use, their previous agricultural use would preclude them from PDL.  

Taking into account the site’s documented planning history, it is clear that 
these two buildings were among a number of buildings on the site which were 

granted a Certificate of Lawful Development in 2012.3  However, from the 
evidence I have before me, the Certificate granted related solely to operational 
development and the use of those buildings was not specified at that time. 

Subsequent planning applications made for the change the use of a number of 
the other buildings specified in the Certificate, including polytunnels Nos. 6 and 

12 reinforces that view.  In those cases, planning permission was subsequently 
granted for their use for the storage of cars4 and the storage and distribution of 
stone/marble tiles.5   

12. From my inspection of site it is clear that these buildings are no longer in use 
for agriculture.  The polytunnel (No 3) is in a dilapidated state and only the 

area where some of the roof covering remains in place is being used for 
general storage.  A lot of the glass in the glasshouses has been broken, and 
evidence provided by local residents at the Hearing confirmed that the 

glasshouses have been used for the storage of a range of goods, unrelated to 
agriculture, for many years.  However, in the absence of any compelling 

evidence to that would lead me to conclude that the use of these two buildings 
for storage is lawful, they would retain an agricultural use and do not therefore 
comprise PDL. 

13. The remaining areas where there is some dispute over whether the land is PDL 
relate to area Nos. 5 and 7 on ‘the Plan’.  Area 7 was granted a Certificate of 

Lawful Use as a storage yard in 2015.  The determining Committee Report6 
states that the site has the appearance of a storage/workshop area and refers 

to a static caravan, containers and a covered area on the land.  At the time of 
my visit the static caravan remained in place as did a number of containers.  
There were also two covered areas which had the form of permanent open 

sided buildings with mono-pitch roofs.  There is no dispute that the 

                                       
2 Document 7 submitted at the hearing – Plan of Site Showing Areas agreed as Previously Development Land, 
Areas of Greenfield and Areas where there is no agreement. 
3 CD120 
4 CD119b  
5 CD118b 
6 CD122b 
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workshop/covered areas are lawful and I consider them to constitute 

permanent structures.  The yard area clearly falls within the curtilage of that 
developed land.  From the evidence before me I am therefore satisfied that 

Area 7 comprises PDL.   

14. On the other hand, Area 5 comprises open storage characterised by containers, 
skips and building materials.  There is no relevant planning history for this area 

of land and no permanent structure on it.  I do not therefore consider Area 5 to 
be PDL.   

15. The proposed housing development would not extend across the whole of the 
appeal site, and would be confined to its northern half where it would adjoin 
the settlement boundary.  The south western portion of the site would be laid 

out as public open space, including a LEAP, landscaping and ecological 
enhancements.  The remaining part of the site to the south east would remain 

in private ownership but would be reinstated to grassland and be maintained as 
such. 

16. Given the adhoc manner in which the site has developed over the past few 

years, PDL has become established in pockets.  Taking into account ‘the Plan’ 
and my conclusions on the areas in dispute, it is clear that some of the 

proposed housing development would take place on land which is not PDL.  On 
the other hand, there are also areas of PDL within the southern part of the site 
that would be reinstated to grassland and public open space.  Furthermore, 

there is an agreed greenfield area (No 15 on ‘the Plan’), which until very 
recently benefitted from a planning permission7 for its redevelopment for 

business, storage and leisure use.  It is common ground between the main 
parties that this recently lapsed consent is a material consideration in the 
determination of this appeal, and I see no reason to disagree. 

17. I do not have a precise figure on the amount of PDL confirmed within the site in 
terms of percentage area.  However, on balance, and taking into account the 

footprint of the proposed housing development as agreed in the Statement of 
Common Ground (paragraph 8.1 SOCG), I am satisfied that when considering 
the site as a whole, the proposed developed area would not comprise a 

materially larger area than the combined areas of PDL as set out in ‘the Plan’ 
and confirmed or otherwise in the paragraphs above.  In addition, the proposed 

development would be confined to the northern half of the site where the PLD 
is most prevalent.   

18. I therefore conclude that the proposed development would re-use previously 

developed land.  In addition, there is no dispute that the proposed 
development would contribute to meeting an identified affordable housing need 

within the area.  Consequently, my conclusion on the next issue, its effect on 
Green Belt openness, will determine whether or not the development is 

inappropriate.  

Openness 

19. Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and keeping land 

permanently open is a fundamental aim of Green Belt policy, and the essential 
characteristics of Green Belt are their openness and permanence.  The concept 

of openness relates to the lack of development or built form.  However, taking 

                                       
7 CD121b 
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into account recent case law8, the Appellant and the Council agree that the 

impact of the appeal proposal on the openness of the Green Belt should be 
assessed taking into account both its spatial and visual impact. 

20. The appeal site extends to 4.35 hectares of land adjacent to the settlement 
boundary of Oughtrington, Lymm.  With the exception of the area surrounding 
the pond and its south eastern corner, the site is characterised by sprawling 

development in the form of low profile buildings, areas of hardstanding/car 
parking, and open storage including storage containers and caravans.  The site 

has a generally degraded and unsightly appearance which is derived from its 
unplanned and to an extent, unlawful development, which would seem to me to 
be as a result of uncertainty over the future use of the site.   

21. I appreciate that the use for airport car parking which extends over a large 
proportion of the site’s south eastern section is unauthorised.  In addition, 

there are areas of PDL within the site which are used for vehicle parking and 
open storage, including a significant number of storage containers.  The extent 
to which these areas therefore remain open and free from development and 

obstacles fluctuates, and is dependent on the intensity of use at a particular 
time.  That said, coverage of the site with development of various guises’ is 

extensive.   

22. Appendix 3 of the SOCG illustrates the extent to which the permanent buildings 
on the site provide a footprint of built development.  In addition, it calculates 

the footprint (sqm) of those buildings and compares it to the footprint of the 
proposed housing development.  Whilst I am not convinced that within Area 1, 

the portacabin and containers 2-9 are permanent, even removing these from 
the calculation, the footprint of the existing buildings on the site as a whole 
would be greater than that of the proposed housing development.  

23. However, it is not just the extent of the footprint of the proposed development 
that would have an effect on the openness of the site.  The location of the 

proposed housing, its scale and form, are also contributing factors.  The new 
housing would be constructed on the northern half of the site and in a location 
where the majority of the site’s existing built form is concentrated.  However, it 

would also extend over parts of the site (Areas 4 and 15 on ‘the Plan’) which 
are currently free from any built development.  In addition, the existing built 

form is single storey and has a much lower profile than the proposed two-
storey housing.  Consequently, taking into account the proposed development 
of those open areas and the mass and form of the houses, the appeal proposal 

would undoubtedly have a greater spatial impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt than the existing development.   

24. That said, for the reasons that follow and having had regard to the contribution 
that the existing site makes to the visual aspect of openness, as well as the 

purposes of including land within the Green Belt, I am not persuaded that the 
proposed development would result in substantial harm to the openness of the 
Green Belt.  

25. The Council has recently undertaken a Green Belt Assessment (GBA) of land 
within the Borough as part of its evidence base to the Local Plan Core Strategy 

Review and their Preferred Development Option.  Tanyard Farm formed part of 
a wider parcel of Green Belt land which was assessed.  The GBA concluded that 

                                       
8 Goodman v SSCLG [2017] EWHC 947 (Admin) & Turner vs SSCLG and East Dorset Council [2016] EWHC Civ 466 
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as a whole the parcel, which included the appeal site made a weak contribution 

to the purposes of the Green Belt.9   

26. The appeal site is situated on the settlement fringe and by reason of existing 

PDL there is already some encroachment and loss of openness.  In addition, 
notwithstanding the unauthorised sprawl of airport car parking on the site, its 
general degraded appearance, scrub vegetation and cypress trees do not give 

the site a particularly rural feel.  The Landscape Visual Impact Assessment10 
(LVIA) concludes that the site is largely contained by the local landscape 

framework of mature trees and hedgerows and that the surrounding residential 
development restricts views into the site beyond those dwellings which 
immediately adjoin the site boundary.  Intervening vegetation and landscape 

features also mean that there is limited visibility towards and across the site 
from neighbouring public vantage points, including the neighbouring 

Bridgewater Canal, Lymm’s Public Footpath Nos. 34, 31 and 46 and the Trans 
Pennine Trail which runs through the valley to the north of Rushgreen Road.   
In addition, by reason of the distance and screening of intervening built form 

and vegetation, the site is not visually conspicuous from longer distance views, 
for example from St. Peters Church.  Both visually and spatially the site is more 

connected with the settlement than the open countryside that surrounds it.  

27. The new housing would be sited adjacent to existing residential development 
on Rush Gardens and the local supermarket.  Whilst the magnitude of visual 

change would be greatest for existing occupiers of Rush Gardens, the proposed 
housing would be similar in scale to neighbouring residential development and 

would not therefore be uncharacteristic in this location.  Furthermore, the 
existing landscape features are such that with the proposed depth of off-set to 
the site boundaries, the additional mass of the housing development would not 

be visually conspicuous within its wider countryside setting. 

28. There is no doubt the housing would be a more consolidated form of 

development than currently exists on the site.  However, it would be more 
visually cohesive.  The new houses in this location would be easily absorbed 
into the surrounding development without resulting in harm to the wider 

landscape character area.  I recognise that the proposed housing development 
would, in part, extend onto parcels of the site which are not PDL.  However, the 

new development would be laid out and contained within a managed landscape 
framework and its overall visual impact would not be significant when taking 
into account the existing dispersed PDL and the incoherent form of 

development that currently characterises this site. 

29. I appreciate that local residents cherish the locally distinct identity of 

Oughtrington and Lymm, and I have considered carefully whether or not the 
proposed development would result in a merging of these settlements.  The 

site is a discreet parcel of land located on the periphery of the settlement which 
forms part of a significantly larger wedge of Green Belt that separates Lymm 
from Oughtrington.  The Bridgewater Canal runs through this green wedge.   

The proposed development would be a more concentrated and suburban form 
of development than currently exists on the site and its overall mass and bulk 

would extend further south.  However, the new housing would be visually 
contained by existing landscape features.  In addition, the appeal proposal 
would provide an opportunity to rationalise development over the whole of the 

                                       
9 CD93 and CD94 
10 Landscape Visual Impact Assessment: Tanyard Farm, Prepared by Tyler Grange, 14 December 2017 
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site and secure a corridor of open space between the proposed housing 

development and the Canal.  The proposed open space, which includes PDL, 
would be accessible to the public and visually and ecologically enhanced.  

Moreover, this swathe of open space would remain permanently open, and a 
gap between Oughtrington and Lymm would be maintained.  

30. The 2018 Framework clearly signalises the great weight that the government 

places on the need to provide affordable homes and the re-use of PDL.  It 
states that a development that re-uses PDL in the Green Belt and makes a 

contribution to affordable housing should not be considered to be inappropriate 
development unless the harm to the openness of the Green Belt would be 
substantial.  To my mind that is a high bar. 

31. In this case, the proposed development would re-use PDL and would provide 
for 38% of the housing as affordable homes (24 in total).  It would therefore 

make a significant contribution to the number and type of affordable homes in 
Lymm and in an area where there is an undisputed acute need.  

32. I have found that the proposed housing development would, by reason of its 

mass and siting, have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than 
the existing development on the site.  I appreciate that little effort has been 

made over the past few years to invest in, or improve the appearance of the 
site.  However, for the reasons set out in the paragraphs above, the 
contribution that the site currently makes to the openness, purposes and visual 

qualities of the Green Belt is not invaluable, and there is no dispute that the 
existing PDL is underutilised.  Furthermore, the site has a predominantly 

unsightly and despoiled appearance, has some contamination and there is no 
public access to it.   

33. Bringing matters together, I have had regard to existing encroachment on the 

site, including the number and scale of the permanent buildings that are 
dispersed within it.  The proposed development would rationalise the amount 

and the location of built form on the site and the overall landscape quality of 
the site would undoubtedly be enhanced.  In addition, the proposed 
development would secure a swathe of open land.  This open land would 

include valuable public open space and some areas of PDL would be reinstated 
as grassland.  Moreover, I have taken into account the ability of the new 

housing to be absorbed into existing neighbouring development and contained 
within an established local landscape framework without causing significant 
harm the open character and visual qualities of the surrounding countryside 

and Green Belt as a whole.  

34. For all the reasons set out above, the loss of openness to the Green Belt which 

would ensue from the new housing would not be substantial.  I therefore 
conclude that the proposed development would not be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.  There would be no conflict with Policy CS5 of 
the WLP or with paragraph 145 of the Framework, the aims of which are set 
out above. 

Planning Obligations 

35. The completed signed and dated deed of planning obligation under Section 106 

of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 (as amended), include a number 
of obligations.  Consideration of planning obligations is to be undertaken having 
regard to paragraph 56 of the Framework and the statutory requirements 
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contained in Regulation 122 and 123 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) Regulations, 2010.  

36. The planning obligation provides financial contributions towards improvements 

or enhancements to the existing pitches/facilities at Lymm High School, 
Ridgeway Grundy Park or Mary Green Field, and education facilities to enhance 
classroom space at Lymm High School.  It also provides a financial contribution 

towards improvements to health facilities at Brookfield or Lakeside Surgery, 
Lymm, and towards the Council’s cost of pursuing the need for a traffic 

regulation order in respect of Rushgreen Road.  It also secures the provision of 
open space within the development, including arrangements for the ongoing 
management and maintenance of that space.  In addition, its set out detailed 

obligations regarding the provision of 38% of the dwellings proposed as 
affordable housing as part of the development. 

37. A CIL Regulation 2010 Compliance Assessment has been provided by the 
Council.  The justification for the infrastructure contributions secured 
demonstrates that they would be directly related to the development proposed, 

are fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind, and are necessary to make 
the development acceptable.  The assessment also confirms that the 

contributions are complaint with the provision concerning the pooling of 
infrastructure monies.  I conclude that the obligations, which also have policy 
support, would comply with the requirements of Regulation 122 and 123 of the 

CIL Regulations and with the tests in the Framework.   

Other Matters  

38. The existing site accommodates some employment and leisure uses which are 
clearly highly valued by the local community.  In addition, I heard at the 
Hearing that there are a high number of self-employed and owner-occupied 

businesses in the village and limited opportunities within Lymm for small 
businesses to operate.  

39. Policy SN6 of the WLP states that the Council will seek to assist the continued 
viability and growth of the local economy and support the sustainability of local 
communities by ensuring development proposals, amongst other criteria, do 

not lead to the loss of viable, accessible sites and buildings used for 
industrial/commercial purposes or other employment generating uses in the 

local communities including the countryside and its settlements.   The existing 
buildings on the site which are used for employment and leisure purposes are 
poor quality and the Council’s Economic Development Needs Study, 2016 

recognises that the site is not viable for redevelopment for B1/B2/B8 uses due 
to remediation and construction costs as well as additional limitations given the 

sites location adjacent to residential uses.  The failure to implement the 2014 
consent for the redevelopment of part of the site for business would appear to 

support this view.  In addition, the WLP has identified a suitable supply of 
employment land to meet its needs for the current plan period.  The Council 
agree that the proposed development would not lead to the loss of a viable, 

accessible site which should be safeguarded for employment generating 
reasons.  Therefore, whilst the loss of the existing facilities uses is regrettable, 

this concern is not sufficient to withhold permission for an alternative 
sustainable development. 

40. I appreciate that the Parish Council and local residents have a desire to retain 

and enhance this site for employment or other community uses, including for 
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example a health centre.  However, from the evidence I have before me, the 

appeal proposal would not conflict with the development plan and in particular 
with Policy SN6 of the WLP.   

41. I understand that residents of Lymm are currently preparing a Neighbourhood 
Plan.  However it is still in its infancy and cannot therefore be afforded any 
weight in the determination of this appeal.  Residents are clearly concerned 

about future development in the village and I understand their desire to be 
able to influence how and where new development takes place.  However, 

Planning Practice Guidance11 states that a refusal of planning permission on 
grounds of prematurity will seldom be justified where, in the case of a 
Neighbourhood Plan, the local planning authority publicity period has not been 

completed.  The Parish Council recognise the demonstrable need for additional 
housing, including affordable housing within Lymm Parish.  In addition, it is 

accepted by the Council that to meet those housing needs there will need to be 
a release of existing Green Belt land.  I have found that the proposed 
development would not constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 

and it would be situated in a sustainable location.  It would also deliver net 
gains in biodiversity and contribute to open space within the Parish which is 

currently at a premium.  The proposed development therefore provides a clear 
opportunity to deliver sustainable development and make a significant 
contribution to meeting a demonstrable housing need.   I am not aware of any 

PDL within neighbouring areas of the Green Belt, and therefore the 
circumstances that have led to the acceptability of this appeal are unlikely to 

be repeated on neighbouring Green Belt land. 

42. I have had regard to the appeal decision12 relating to the development of an 
adjoining site.  The Inspector clearly took into consideration the importance of 

views across the Green Belt between Oughtrington and Lymm.  Those views, 
which included the appeal site, will have almost certainly changed in their 

appearance since 2007.  However, the Inspector’s concern in that appeal case 
related primarily to the design, scale and form of the proposed building and 
concluded that  the proposed buildings would not be in keeping with the two-

storey, domestic scale of the neighbouring houses.   It was therefore for a 
different form of development than that proposed in this case and it was on a 

different site.  The decision is not therefore directly comparable to this appeal 
case and the weight that I attribute to it can only be limited. 

43. I have taken into consideration the case law brought to my attention by 

submissions at the Hearing (Document 3 submitted at the Hearing).  However, 
those cases relate to development which was considered to be inappropriate in 

the Green Belt.  In this case, I have found that the proposed development 
would not be inappropriate in the Green Belt and the case for very special 

circumstances does not apply.   

44. In addition I have had regard to third party concerns regarding the 
concentration and location of affordable housing within the site.  I do not have 

any substantive evidence that would lead me to conclude that the siting of 
those units would result in harm to living conditions of neighbouring residents 

or future occupiers.  In addition, the Council has not raised any objections to 
this aspect of the scheme.   I therefore give this consideration limited weight. 

                                       
11 Planning Practice Guidance: 014 Reference ID : 21b-014020140306 
12 APP/M0655/A/07/2048648, dated December 2007. 
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Conditions  

45. The Council has suggested a number of conditions which I have considered 
against advice in the Framework and Planning Practice Guidance.  As a result 

I have amended some for clarity and omitted others to prevent duplication. 

46. A condition is necessary to specify the approved plans as this provides 
certainty.  It is not necessary to specify all the documents specified in the 

agreed schedule of plans and documents agreed at the Hearing, as many of 
those documents provide supporting information only.   

47. Details of the existing and proposed site levels and floor levels are required 
prior to commencement of development to protect the living conditions of 
neighbouring residents and in the interests of visual amenity. 

48. A scheme for the design and construction of the proposed access, management 
of shared private drives, surface details of pedestrian accesses and the 

retention of visibility splays are required in the interests of highway safety and 
pedestrian permeability. 

49. The potential for contamination has been identified and therefore conditions are 

required to secure any necessary remediation in this regard. 

50. In the interests of visual amenity and biodiversity, conditions are necessary to 

require details of a Landscape and Environment Management Plan, hedgerow 
retention/replacement and secure tree retention and arboricultural works. 

51. In order to protect the living conditions of existing residents, and also in the 

interests of highway safety, protection of the environment, visual amenity and 
sustainability, it is necessary to secure the implementation of the approved 

CEMP and require details of any proposed piling.  

52. In the interests of wildlife protection additional details relating to badgers, 
amphibians and breeding and nesting birds within the development are 

necessary. 

53. To ensure acceptable living conditions are provided for future residents, 

conditions requiring acoustic attenuation and suitable ventilation of habitable 
rooms are necessary to mitigate road traffic noise.  

54. In order to avoid pollution and to prevent increased risk from flooding, 

conditions are necessary to secure the implementation of the approved 
drainage schemes and silt removal from the culvert is required. 

55. In order to protect the ecological value of the Bridgewater Canal, details of 
proposed construction methods to prevent accidental spillages and dust and 
debris are required. 

56. Details of the proposed materials of external construction of the buildings are 
required to safeguard the character and appearance of the area.  

57. Conditions to secure suitable boundary treatment to individual plots are 
required in the interests of visual amenity and to protect the living conditions of 

future occupiers from road traffic noise. 
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58. Details of the LEAP are necessary to secure appropriate play experiences for 

future users as required by Warrington Borough Council’s adopted Planning 
Obligations, Supplementary Planning Document, 2017. 

59. In the interests of visual amenity and biodiversity, conditions are necessary to 
require details of the grassland to be restored and to ensure that the restored 
grassland, open space and ecological enhancements are delivered. 

Conclusion  

60.  For the reasons given above and taking into account all other matters raised, I 

conclude that the appeal should be allowed. 

Elizabeth Pleasant 

INSPECTOR 

 

Schedule of Conditions 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years 

from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 

with the following approved plans: Location Plan, Ref 15-145 LO01 Rev 
A; Existing Site Plan (Topographic Survey with Red Line), Ref 15-145 

ESP01; Proposed Planning Layout – Colour, Ref 15-145 PL07 Rev O; 
Proposed Layout-Blakc and White, Ref 15-145 BW01 Rev O; House Types 
Booklet, February 2018; Boundary Treatments, Ref 15-145 BT01 Rev I; 

Existing Hardstanding, Ref 15-145 HS02; Hard Surfacing Plan, Ref 15-
145 HS01 Rev G; Street Scene, Ref 15-145 SS01; Materials Plan, ref 15-

145 MP01 Rev D; Waste Management Plan, Ref 15-145 WM01 Rev E; 
Ecology Area Landscape Masterplan, Ref D6638.001G; Bird and Bat Box 
Scheme, Ref D6638.009B; Detailed Planting Plan Plot Planting – Overall 

Plan, Ref D6638.010C; Detailed Planting Plan Plot Planting-Area 1, Ref 
D6638.011B; Detailed Planting Plan Plot Planting-Area 2, Ref 

D6638.012B; Detailed Planting Plan Plot Planting-Area 3, Ref 
D6638.013C; Detailed Planting Plan Plot Planting-Area – Area 4 
D6638.14C; Detailed Planting Plan – Open Space, Ref D6638.016B; North 

Eastern Boundary Concept, Ref D6638.015B; Construction Management 
Plan (CMP) (inc compound & phasing plans) Ref V1; Flood Risk 

Assessment with Foul Drainage Proposals, 6193/R1; Drainage Strategy, 
Ref 01-05 B; Preliminary Drainage Layout, Ref 01-01; Invasive Species 
Management Plan, Ref 6429.004 Rev 3; Swept Path Analysis, Ref 1885-

SP05 Rev B/SP06 and SP07; and CCTV Survey Report Parts 1 & 2. 

3) Prior to the commencement of development (excluding site clearance and 

demolition), existing and proposed site levels and proposed floor levels 
for all buildings hereby approved shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be carried out 

in complete accordance with the approved details. 

4) Prior to commencement of development a detailed scheme for the 

proposed access as shown on drawing 1855-F02 rev A including full 
construction details in line with WBC’s current design standard for new 
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highways, accommodating the swept paths of a 12m rigid vehicle and 

incorporating full visibility splays of 2.4m by 43m, shall be submitted and 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

5) Prior to the commencement of development (or such other date or stage 
in development as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority), the following components of a scheme to deal with the risks 

associated with contamination of the site shall be submitted to and 
approved, in writing by the Local Planning Authority: 

a. A site investigation scheme, based on the Phase I and Phase II Geo-
Environmental Site Assessment, Report Ref: 11-870-R1 Rev A, prepared 
by e3p to provide information for a detailed assessment of the risk to all 

receptors that may be affected, including those offsite. 

b. The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment (in 

subsection a) and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation 
strategy giving full details of the remediation measures required and how 
they are to be undertaken. 

c. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in 
order to demonstrate that the works set out in subsection b are complete 

and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant 
linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. 

Any changes to these components require the express consent of the 

local planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved. 

6) No development (apart from site clearance/demolition) shall take place 

until a Landscape and Environmental Management Plan has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
contents of the plan shall include the final detail on:  

a) A description and details of habitat and landscape features to be 
managed within the both the footprint of the new development and 

the open space and ecological enhancement area which shall include: 

• Native tree and shrub planting within the ecological mitigation area 
• Tree and shrub planting that benefits wildlife within the housing site 

• Details of native hedge planting associated with boundaries adjacent 
to agricultural land • Details of physical works to the existing pond, 

including plans and profiles • Native aquatic and marginal planting 
associated with the pond • Details of enhancement measures for 
amphibians • Details of landscape and buffering adjacent to the 

Bridgewater Canal. • Details of bird and bat enhancements associated 
with the housing  

b) Aims and objectives of management  

c) Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives. 

d) Prescriptions for management actions.  

e) Preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable 
of being rolled forward over a five-year period).  

f) Details of the body or organisation responsible for implementation of 
the plan.  

g) Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures.  
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h) Where the results from monitoring show that conservation aims and 

objectives of the LEMP are not being met how contingencies and/or 
remedial action will be identified, agreed and implemented so that the 

development still delivers the fully functioning biodiversity objectives of 
the originally approved scheme.  

The works shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the approved 

details.   

7) No development, site clearance, earth moving shall take place or material 

or machinery brought on site until a method statement to protect the 
Bridgewater Canal from accidental spillages, dust and debris has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  All 

approved measures shall be fully implemented and maintained for the 
duration of the construction period in accordance with the approved 

details.  

8) Prior to commencement of any earthworks a resurvey of the site within 
and up to 30m from the development for badger setts shall be carried out 

and a reasonable avoidance method statement to prevent damage to 
setts and harm to badgers during construction and site clearance shall be 

submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details. 

9) Prior to commencement of any earthworks a reasonable avoidance 
method statement to prevent harm to amphibians during site clearance 

shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details.  

10) Prior to commencement of any earthworks a method statement detailing 
eradication and/or control and/or avoidance measures for Himalayan 

balsam, Japanese knotweed and giant hogweed shall be submitted to and 
agreed in writing to the Local Planning Authority. The agreed method 
statement shall be adhered to and implemented in full. 

11) None of the buildings hereby approved shall be constructed until written 
and photographic details of the external roofing and facing materials 

(including manufacturer’s details and/or samples) have been submitted 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
development shall be constructed in accordance with the approved 

details/samples and retained thereafter.  

12) Notwithstanding the submitted details, boundary treatments that would 

result in visual obstruction above 600mm including shrubs/hedgerows 
shall not be installed or allowed to grow above 600mm high to the 

front/side boundaries where they abut the access road of units 3 & 17.  

13) All identified measures within the approved CMP (dated 01-02-18) shall 
be implemented in strict accordance with the requirements therein and 

shall be reviewed every six months from the start of works on the site or 
when requested by the Local Planning Authority. Any changes to the 

identified CEMP mitigation measures from either the regular review 
process or following receipt of a complaint shall be forwarded to the Local 
Planning Authority within 24hrs of a change being agreed or 

implemented.  
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14) A scheme for the management of all private shared access drives/areas 

shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority prior to the occupation of any dwelling.  For the avoidance of 

doubt the scheme shall include lighting, refuse collection and drainage as 
well as hard and soft landscaping maintenance. The scheme shall be 
implemented in full accordance with the approved details.  

15) The approved scheme for the access and boundary treatment shall be 
implemented prior to first occupation of each dwelling to which that 

access and boundary treatment relates. 

16) Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, details of a hard surface to 
provide pedestrian access between the private shared access 

drives/areas to the front of plots 11 & 18 shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved 

details shall be implemented prior to the first occupation of plots 8-11 
and 18-23 and retained thereafter.  

17) Prior to the first residential occupation of any individual plot along the 

northern boundary of the site, the applicant shall implement a solid 
barrier fence or wall along the northern edge of plots 8-11 and plots 18-

20. The barrier fence shall have a height of at least 1.8m and shall 
consist of either a wooden fence or brick wall construction and should be 
of close boarded construction, be free from holes, sealed at the base and 

have a minimum mass of 5kg/m2.  

18) Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling the surface and foul drainage 

schemes shall be fully implemented in accordance with the details on 
approved plans 01-05 B Drainage Strategy and 01-01 H Preliminary 
Drainage Layout and Section 7 of the approved FRA (6193/R1) December 

2017, and shall be retained thereafter.  

19) Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling the LEAP and play 

experiences, including equipment suitable for disabled children, shall be 
provided in accordance with details that shall previously have been  
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

The approved LEAP and play experiences shall permanently retained 
thereafter.  

20) Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling details of the precise works to 
be undertaken to restore the south eastern area of the site (1.14ha) to 
grassland and details of its retention as such thereafter shall be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
proposed grassland shall be implemented and retained in accordance with 

the approved details.  

21) Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling the open space and ecological 

enhancement area shall be fully implemented in accordance with the 
Detailed Planting Plan - Open Space (reference: D6638.016B) and the 
Ecological Area Landscape Plan (reference: D6638.001G), and shall be 

retained as such thereafter. 

22) All glazing for habitable rooms within the shall development achieve a 

minimum acoustic performance of 30dB RW + Ct,r. 

23) Trickle vents with an acoustic performance exceeding at least 17dB in the 
open position shall be installed in the living room windows on plots 1 & 2. 
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24) Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall 

not be permitted other than with the express written consent of the local 
planning authority, which may be given for those parts of the site where 

it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to 
groundwater or significant adverse impact to residential amenity. The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

25) No drainage connection shall be made to any watercourse until the 
culvert which contained silt in the submitted CCTV survey report, carried 

out on 15 & 24 August 2017, has been cleaned in full accordance with 
details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  

26) No works to trees or shrubs shall occur or demolition commence between 
the 1st March and 31st August in any year unless a detailed bird nest 

survey by a suitably experienced ecologist has been carried out 
immediately prior to clearance and written confirmation provided that no 
active bird nests are present which has been submitted to and agreed in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

27) Prior to any hedgerows being removed a Hedgerow Regulations 

Assessment of any that are to be removed on the site shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development 
shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details. 

28) All works on the site shall be carried out in complete accordance with the 
contents of the Arboricultural Method Statement as shown on the 

following plans: CP P.328.13.06 Rev B Arboricultural Method Statement - 
(Sheet 1 of 2); CP P.328.13.06 Rev B Arboricultural Method Statement - 
(Sheet 2 of 2). 
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 1 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Emery Planning is instructed by our client, Majornet Ltd, to prepare and submit representations 

to the Preferred Development Option Consultation currently being carried out by Warrington 

Borough Council.  

1.2 This Statement should be read alongside our representations to the strategic questions, 

submitted on behalf of a number of clients. This Statement also relates to our client’s specific site 

interests within Lymm as follows: 

 Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm, Lymm. 

 Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane, Lymm. 

 Land south of Sutch Lane, Lymm (to include the provision of a new link road between 

Oughtrington Lane and Pepper Street). 

1.3 These parcels are described in detail below, and were each submitted to the ‘Call for Sites’ 

exercise carried out by the Council earlier this year in relation to the Regulation 18 Consultation. 

We also refer to land at Tanyard Farm, which falls within our client’s ownership and is being 

promoted for development separately by Bellway Homes. 

1.4 This Statement supports the allocation of our client’s site interests within the emerging 

Warrington Local Plan.  
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2. Land at Tanyard Farm, Lymm 

2.1 Emery Planning submitted this site to Warrington Borough Council through the Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation last year (December 2016). This site comprises predominantly 

previously developed land in the form of a number of commercial structures and associated 

hardstanding.  

2.2 Our client has subsequently agreed an option with Bellway Homes for this site and pre-

application discussions are well advanced with the local planning authority for bringing this site 

forward for residential development. The submission of a planning application for the 

redevelopment of this site would be pursuant to the sixth bullet point of paragraph 89 of the 

NPPF i.e. the redevelopment of a previously developed site. 

2.3 HOW Planning on behalf of Bellway Homes have submitted representations for the land at 

Tanyard Farm separately to our client’s representations within this Statement. This Statement 

should be read alongside the separate representations made on behalf of Bellway Homes. For 

clarity, we enclose at EP1 a location plan showing the land being promoted through this 

Statement by our client (Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm) in red and land 

being promoted by Bellway Homes via HOW Planning in blue. A masterplan has been prepared 

by MCK Associates and this shows how both parcels of land could come forward as part of a 

comprehensive development. See EP2. 

2.4 There are no technical reasons why both sites could not come forward as part of a single 

housing allocation for the provision of 210 dwellings. The two sites fall within the same land 

ownership and vehicular access can be achieved via improvements to the existing estate road 

off Rushgreen Road. SCP have provided a technical note on behalf of our client that 

demonstrates how both sites could come forward as a single housing allocation without 

undermining the local road network or highways safety.  

2.5 Bellway Homes are one of the largest housebuilders in the UK and are very active within the 

region in terms of the delivery of new housing. They are well placed in terms of increasing and 

diversifying the supply of housing through the Warrington local Plan. In particular, this site would 

be able to deliver housing within the first 5 years of the plan-period in a sutainable manner. 
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3. Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm, Lymm 

3.1 These site-specific representations are supported by the following documents:  

 EP2 – Masterplan prepared by MCK Associates and covering the two land parcels (i.e. 

Land at Tanyard Farm and Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm).  

 EP3 – Tyler Grange. 

 EP4 – Transport and Access Review prepared SCP. 

3.2 Our comments below with regard to this site are structured under the following sub-headings: 

 Site context and surroundings. 

 Local Plan Inspector Report 1998. 

 Proposed Site Allocation. 

 Green Belt considerations. 

 Masterplan and technical considerations. 

 Summary and conclusions. 

 Site context and surroundings 

3.3 The site is located to the edge of the built-up area of Lymm, which is an urban settlement within 

the Borough of Warrington.  

3.4 The site comprises a single field that equates to an area 3.53ha in size. The location plan is 

appended at EP3. The site is relatively flat and there are no trees or hedgerow within the site 

itself and no public rights of way crossing the site. Part of the site to the northern edge has been 

used for car parking in the past and there is evidence of hardstanding. 

3.5  In terms of its relationship to the surrounding area, the site is bounded by the commercial 

development at Tanyard Farm to the east, Rushgreen Road and residential development along 

Rushgreen Road to the north, residential development along Mardale Crescent to the west and 

the Bridgewater Canal to the south. The site is enclosed by heavily urban features and readily 

defensible physical barriers. 
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3.6 The site falls wholly within our client’s ownership and there is no requirement for any third party 

agreements to bring the site forwards for residential development. Vehicular access could be 

gained to the site via the existing established access road serving the adjacent commercial site 

to the east, which is within our client’s ownership and control (Land at Tanyard Farm, Lymm). 

3.7 This site could either come forward as a standalone site allocation for the provision of 110 

dwellings, or as a part of a single housing allocation that incorporates land within their 

ownership at Tanyard Farm for the provision of 210 dwellings.  

 Local Plan Inspector Report 1998 

3.8 The Local Plan Inspector’s Report for the Warrington Local Plan in the 1990s assessed land at 

Tanyard Farm and between Tanyard Farm and Mardale Crescent as part of ‘Area of Search 15’ 

(ref: PINSM/Q0640/429/1 – see EP5 for the relevant sections). The Inspector recommended that 

the site be ‘safeguarded’ for future development needs on the basis of the limited contribution 

that the land makes to the main purposes of including land within the Green Belt, which would 

be outweighed by the benefits of meeting future development needs. Although the Council 

did not adopt the Inspector’s recommendation, the same points made in the report remain 

relevant and we copy certain paragraphs below: 

Para. 3.AS15.3 - The northern side is surrounded on 3 sides by housing and 

associated development; it is gently undulating and is virtually all at a 

noticeably lower level than the canal. 

Para. 3.AS15.4 - The extent and depth of development around the northern 

section creates a noticeable sense of containment; the low-lying nature of 

the ground and the various belts of trees within and around this part of the site 

enhance this effect. From many public vantage points this section is seen 

against the backdrop of buildings which has a marked urbanising influence 

on these immediate surroundings. 

Para. 3.AS15.5 - On this basis there seems to be no compelling reason why the 

northern section needs to be kept permanently open; certainly any limited 

Green Belt value, which by virtue of its openness, it may be deemed to 

possess is far outweighed by the advantages of its allocation for safeguarding 

for possible longer-term development purposes (our emphasis). 

Para. 3.AS15.6 - …… It would be well integrated with the surrounding area of it 

particularly along the southern bank. Development to the east and west 

already extends along the canalside; what I am proposing would be entirely 

consistent with this established pattern. 
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Para. 3.AS15.11 - …. Yet along the southern side of Rushgreen Road there is 

virtually continuous development and visually there is no impression of any 

signficant gap…In my opinion Oughtrington has the appearance of, and 

functions as, an outlying part of Lymm with which it is linked physical, and 

apparenty, socially.  

3.9 The Inspector’s comments relating to this site, and the adjacent land at Tanyard Farm, firmly 

demonstrate the suitability for residential development. These two sites do not perform a Green 

Belt function, and their release for housing development would help to meet the identified 

needs of Lymm in a highly sustainable manner. 

 Proposed site allocation 

 Standalone housing allocation 

3.10 The site is capable of delivering approximately 110 dwellings with a proportion comprising 

affordable/starter homes in accordance with planning policy requirements. 

3.11 The technical assessments undertaken by Tyler Grange and SCP at EP3 and EP4 provide a 

sound basis for securing a masterplan that responds well to the surrounding area and 

contributes to the sustainable growth of Lymm. 

3.12 We would suggest that a site-specific allocation of our client’s site through the emerging 

Warrington Local Plan could be worded such that it requires the following: 

 The provision of around 110 homes comprising an appropriate mix of sizes and tenures. 

 The delivery of an element of affordable housing in accordance with planning policy 

requirements. 

 Appropriate access for vehicular traffic and pedestrians and the submission of a 

Transport Assessment. 

 Provision of on-site open space. 

 Linkage provided between Rushgreen Road and the Bridgewater Canal for 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

 Provision of a comprehensive landscaping plan for the retention and enhancement of 

the existing hedgerow to the site boundaries and existing ecological features.  

 Contributions to local infrastructure such as school and health provision where 

appropriate and in accordance with planning policy requirements. 
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 Wider site allocation 

3.13 As demonstrated within this Statement, and the accompanying technical reports by Tyler 

Grange and SCP (EP3 and EP4), there are no constraints to our client’s site at EP1 coming 

forward as part of a single housing allocation alongside land at Tanyard Farm. Both sites fall 

within the control of our client and the work undertaken by SCP and Tyler Grange demonstrates 

that there would be no unacceptable highways/ecology/landscape/arboricultural impacts as 

a result of both sites coming forward as part of a single allocation. 

3.14 A masterplan drawing is appended at EP2 and this shows how both sites could come forward 

as a single site allocation for the delivery of around 210 dwellings. This masterplan shows that 

such an allocation would comprise a small-scale and logical urban extension to the existing 

built-up area of Lymm with desirable linkages provided for existing and future residents between 

Rushgreen Road and the Bridgewater Canal, an attractive area of on-site open space and the 

potential for ecological enhancements and the remediation of the commercial land at 

Tanyard Farm. 

3.15 A site allocation incorporating both sites could be worded in similar fashion to that outlined at 

paragraph 2.18. 

 Green Belt considerations 

3.16 Given the very specific characteristics our client’s site (bounded by a large commercial site, 

residential development and the physical barriers of the Bridgewater Canal and Rushgreen 

Road), this parcel should be assessed on a standalone basis. There is no indication through the 

AECOM assessment that it has had due regard for the precise nature of this parcel alongside 

Tanyard Farm e.g. there is no recognition of Tanyard Farm being previously developed and the 

existing strong vegetation framework. The remainder of parcel LY16 is fundamentally different to 

our client’s land interest in character and contribution to the Green Belt.  

3.17 Even on such a wide scale, the ARUP Green Belt Assessment Addendum (28th June 2017) 

concludes that the overall assessment for parcel LY16 is that it makes a ‘weak’ contribution. 

Their assessment has been downgraded from ‘moderate’ to ‘weak’ since their initial report of 

October 2016. It is noted by ARUP that this parcel is more connected to the settlement than the 

countryside, is well contained and the openness and permanence of the Green Belt would not 

be threatened. 
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3.18 With due regard for the assessment provided by ARUP for the wider parcel of land LY16 being 

‘weak’ in terms of Green Belt contribution, it can only be concluded that our client’s site 

performs most weak of any of the land within this wider parcel given its location immediately 

adjacent to the built-up area and enclosed by heavily urban features. 

3.19 We provide a summary Green Belt assessment undertaken by Tyler Grange with due regard for 

the main purposes of including land within the Green Belt as set out at paragraph 80 of the 

Framework below: 

Main purpose Summary assessment  

To check unrestricted urban 

sprawl 

The development would be considered as a logical extension 

of the urban area.  

The site is contained by defensible and readily identifiable 

features to all boundaries with the existing settlement 

boundaries and residential development to the northern and 

western boundaries, the commercial previously developed site 

known as Tanyard to the east and the canal to the south. 

The site effectively lies between the existing urban edge of 

Lymm and the existing urbanising elements within the land to 

the immediate east of the site. 

To prevent neighbouring 

towns merging into one 

another 

The site is both physically and visually contained with limited 

inter-visibility across the wider open countryside by virtue of the 

existing boundary treatment and the enclosure of the site by 

built development and the Bridgewater Canal.   

Lymm and Rushgreen are already connected through 

Rushgreen Road and houses and businesses along this road. 

The development of this site would not contribute towards any 

merging of the settlements but would rather consolidate the 

existing urban edge and ribbon development along Rushgreen 

Road. 

Safeguarding the 

countryside from 

encroachment 

The site is surrounded by tall vegetation and built form and this 

creates a sense of enclosure. 

Again, the site is contained by defensible and readily 

identifiable features to all site boundaries.  

There is potential to provide a strong landscape buffer to the 

eastern boundary of the site and this would soften the existing 

settlement edge for users of the Bridgewater Canal. Links could 

be provided between the Trans Pennine Trail and the 

Bridgewater Canal. 

The site can be brought forward whilst benefiting the wider 
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Green Infrastructure of the area. 

Preserve the setting and 

special character of historic 

towns 

The site does not play any role in providing an important setting 

or approach for either Lymm or Oughtrington.  

 

3.20 Tyler Grange state that the release of this site for development would result in a more 

characteristic and defensible boundary than presently exists. They conclude as follows: 

“Our site specific assessment has shown that the site is surrounded by the existing 

Lymm settlement edge, the Bridgewater Canal, Rushgreen Road and a business estate 

providing robust edges in all directions from the site. The site is enclosed by 

topography, surrounding built form and vegetation. = There are in reality very few 

locations from which the site, can be viewed and perceived, making their influence 

and connection to the wider Green Belt limited geographically. In our assessment this 

would be the weakest of the ‘weak’ parcel (our emphasis).” 

 

3.21 The release of our client’s area of land for housing would comprise a logical small-scale urban 

extension that would relate well to the existing built-up area of Lymm and Oughtrington.  

3.22 Paragraph 83 of the NPPF confirms that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 

exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The release of 

Green Belt land for housing development is necessary in order to meet unmet and future 

housing needs of Warrington as identified within this representations and through the Preferred 

Development Option Consultation. This comprises exceptional circumstances for the purposes 

of the NPPF. 

3.23 The release of Green Belt land across the city-region should also be seen within the context of 

the following bullet points of paragraph 85 of the NPPF: 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should: 

 

 ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 

 where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the 

urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs 

stretching well beyond the plan period; 

 make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present 

time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 

only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development; 
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 satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 

the development plan period; and 

 define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent.” 

3.24 With regard to the bullet points set out above, the release of our client’s site for housing 

development would help to meet the identified housing requirements for sustainable 

development. As demonstrated through the work undertaken by Tyler Grange, the revised 

Green Belt boundary would be delineated by defensible, permanent and readily recognisable 

features to all sides (i.e. housing, the commercial estate at Tanyard Farm, Rushgreen Road and 

the Bridgewater Canal).  

3.25 Paragraph 84 of the Framework states that when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt 

boundaries local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable 

patterns of development. We undertake an assessment below of our client’s land with regard 

to the three roles of sustainable development as set out at paragraph 7 of the Framework: 

 Economic: New housing development is required across the Borough and Lymm in 

particular to include areas of the designated Green Belt in order to ensure that the 

Borough has a stable workforce in terms of ability and age profile. The construction of 

new houses would also create construction jobs in the short term, and once occupied, 

new residents would boost householder spending on goods and services within the 

surrounding area. New housing development would also generate a New Homes 

Bonus for the Council. 

 Social: Paragraph 7 of the Framework states that one of the requirements is the supply 

of housing to meet the needs of present and future generations. The release of our 

client’s site for new housing development would help to ensure that the identified 

housing needs of the Borough in terms of market and affordable housing are met. 

There would also be linkages provided between Bridgewater Canal and Rushgreen 

Road to the benefit of existing residents within the area in terms of health and well-

being and recreational opportunities. 

 Environmental: The site is highly locationally sustainable with easy and convenient 

access to a wide range of local services and public transport options (e.g. bus services 

along Rushgreen Road, walking distance to Lymm centre, immediately adjacent to a 

Sainsbury’s Local). The site is located at the edge of Lymm, which is suitable for major 

new housing developments in terms of infrastructure requirements. The release of our 

client’s site for housing would relieve the development pressure on more 

environmentally sensitive greenfield and Green Belt land across the Borough.  

3.1 The release of our client’s site from the Green Belt for new housing development as part of the 

Local Plan Review is considered to be fully justified with due regard for paragraphs 82 to 85 of 



Representations 

Warrington Borough Local Plan Preferred Development Option 

September 2017 

 

 

 10 

the Framework. The identified substantial housing needs of the Borough, and Lymm in particular, 

comprise the ‘exceptional circumstances’ necessary to justify the release of our client’s land for 

residential development. 

 Masterplan and technical considerations 

3.2 As already discussed, a masterplan has already been prepared by MCK Associates to show 

how our client’s site could come forward as part of a standalone site allocation or a wider site 

allocation incorporating Tanyard Farm (EP2). This masterplan has been prepared on the basis of 

the technical evidence presented by Tyler Grange and SCP, and this is summarised below. 

 Landscape considerations 

3.3 The assessment undertaken by Tyler Grange at EP3 is informed by fieldwork, desktop data 

search and an analysis of the visual envelope of the site and photoviewpoints likely to be 

affected by the development of our client’s site. The key points from the assessment can be 

summarised as follows: 

 the site comprises an overgrown field, predominantly of scrubby vegetation; 

 the site overlooks the settlement edge of Lymm and filtered views of houses are 

available. 

 the character of the wider countryside is diminished by intrusive adjacent business units 

to the east of the site. 

 there is built development and physical barriers to all boundaries of the site and the 

site is influenced by urban characteristics; 

 the existing site boundary vegetation creates a sense of enclosure to the site and views 

are obscured by existing development and intervening vegetation.  

 the site is suitable for residential development in landscape terms. 

 Ecology considerations 

3.4 The assessment undertaken by Tyler Grange at EP3 is informed by fieldwork and a desktop data 

search. The key points from the assessment can be summarised as follows: 

 no nationally designated sites are present within 2km of the site; 

 one designated statutory sites and four number of non-statutory sites are present within 

2km of the site; 
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 surveys for protected species such as bats, badgers and great nested newts will be 

required to accompany any planning application; 

 residential development could be accommodated in ecological terms and there is 

opportunity for biodiversity enhancements. 

 Arboricultural considerations 

3.5 The assessment undertaken by Tyler Grange at EP3 is informed by fieldwork.  The key points from 

the assessment can be summarised as follows: 

 there are no TPO trees on the site, and few trees or planting of any significance.  

 there is scope for the removal of poor quality trees and Leyland planting and 

replacement with trees that provide similar screening function but have a higher 

arboricultural and ecological value. 

 development of the site can be accommodated in arboricultural terms with the 

potential for enhancements. 

 Highways considerations 

3.6 A Transport and Access Review, prepared by SCP, has been submitted with these 

representations (EP4). The findings of this review are summarised below: 

 Access to the site is currently provided via a simple priority controlled access off the 

A6144 Rushgreen Road, and this benefits from a 6m wide access road, 6m junction 

radii and achievable visibility splays in excess of 2.4m by 43m in both directions. 

 There are bus stops approximately 55m and 70m to the east of the site access and are 

served by bus services 5 and 191, which provide regular access to destinations such as 

Altrincham, Lymm, Stockton Heath and Warrington amongst others. 

 There are a wide range of local services within 2km and an easy and convenient 

walking distance of the site including Sainsburys Supermarket (40m), Jill Cooper Dental 

Care (500m), Lymm Village Pre-School (900m) and Ravenbank Community Primary 

School (1.3km).  

 There is good cycle accessibility including access to the National Cycle Route 62 ‘Trans 

Pennine Trail’ approximately 230m to the north of the site. 

 The site is suitable for major new housing development in terms of locational 

accessibility. 

 Traffic flow surveys were undertaken by SCP at the A6144 Rushgreen Road/ site access 

junction and the results are presented through the review. 
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 The development of our client’s site for the erection of 110 dwellings plus a medical 

centre could be delivered via the existing access arrangements, subject to the 

provision of 2m footways, with no unacceptable highways impacts. 

 The development of our client’s site together with the adjacent Tanyard Farm site 

coming forward for an additional 100 dwellings could be delivered with no 

unacceptable highways impacts, subject to the provision of 2m footways and either a 

ghost island right turn lane or a mini-roundabout. 

 Detailed drawings are shown for the provision of 2m footways, a ghost island right turn 

lane and a mini-roundabout. Such measures can be delivered using land within the full 

control of the applicant. 

 This site is suitable for development either as a standalone allocation, or as a wider site 

allocation incorporating Tanyard Farm, from a highways and transport perspective.  

 Deliverability 

3.7 The land at EP1 falls within single ownership with no legal constraints. The proposed access 

arrangements for bringing this site forward either as a standalone allocation or as part of a 

wider site allocation with Tanyard Farm is not reliant upon the acquisition of any third party land.  

3.8 It has been demonstrated by SCP that the mitigation measures recommended within their 

report are achievable and relate to land within our client’s control, regardless as to whether our 

client’s site comes forward on a standalone basis or as part of a wider site allocation. 

3.9 Furthermore, Bellway Homes already have an option on Tanyard Farm with pre-application 

discussions for a residential scheme well-advanced prior to the submission of a planning 

application pursuant to the sixth bullet point of paragraph 89 of the NPPF i.e. the 

redevelopment of previously developed land. This firmly indicates strong market interest from 

national housebuilders in bringing land forward in this location.  

3.10 Subject to the land being released from the Green Belt, the site could be fully developed within 

the first 5 years following adoption. Our client’s site at EP1 is ‘deliverable‘ within the short-term 

for new housing development for the purposes of paragraph 47 of the NPPF. 

 Local infrastructure 

3.11 The site is located to the edge of the existing built-up area of Lymm with no fundamental 

constraints in terms of utilities and surface and foul water connections. It is in close proximity to 

existing key services such as schools and health facilities. With due regard for the scale of the 
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development proposed, the allocation of our client’s site would not place undue pressure on 

local infrastructure and services. 

3.12 Any planning application could secure the provision of developer contributions to local services 

such as education and health facilities where appropriate and in accordance with planning 

policy requirements and the tests set out through the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 

2010. 

 Summary and conclusions 

3.13 We summarise our site-specific representations relating to this site below: 

 The site is adjacent to the built-up area of Lymm and it is enclosed by heavily urban 

features to all sides. All of the boundaries are readily defensible by virtue of the 

physical barriers in each direction i.e. canal, road, industrial estate and housing. 

 The site is unremarkable in landscape terms and is well-contained by existing 

vegetation and surrounding built form. 

 The Green Belt Assessment undertaken by AECOM (2017) concludes that the wider 

land parcel incorporating our client’s site makes a ‘weak’ contribution to the Green 

Belt. A site-specific assessment of our client’s site by Tyler Grange reveals that this site 

performs weakest in Green Belt terms of all of the land within this wider parcel.  

 The Local Plan Inspector for a local plan examination in 1990s recommended that this 

site was released from the Green Belt for safeguarded land. The development needs 

of Lymm have only increased substantially since then and the site further enclosed by 

built development (e.g. Tanyard Farm has been intensively developed for commercial 

purposes since the 1990s).  

 SCP have demonstrated that the release of our client’s site on a standalone basis or as 

part of a wider site allocation would not undermine highways safety or the local road 

network. All of the recommended measures to facilitate appropriate access relate to 

land within our client’s control, and the site is locationally sustainable in terms of local 

services and public transport provision. 

 Tyler Grange have demonstrated that ecology and arboricultural considerations do 

not represent a constraint to development. 

 The site is deliverable as a small-scale development within the first 5 years of the plan 

with all of the land necessary for delivering the site being within our client’s control. 

Bellway Homes already have an option on adjacent land at Tanyard Farm. 

 It has been demonstrated through the technical work undertaken and the masterplan 

prepared by MCK Associates that the site could sustainably come forward for 110 

dwellings as a standalone basis, or for 210 dwellings as part of a wider site allocation. 
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4. Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane, Lymm 

 Site context and surroundings 

4.1 See the location plan at EP6. 

4.2 This site is approximately 1.7ha, and is capable of supporting approximately 50 units. It forms a 

logical urban extension to Lymm. It is well contained by the Bridgewater Canal to the north, 

residential development to the west and Ravensbrook School and a caravan storage site to the 

south. It is heavily influenced by surrounding urban features. 

4.3 The site is not constrained by flood risk.  

4.4 The site is highly sustainable, and is well related to local infrastructure and amenities, including 

highway networks, schools and convenience stores. 

 Proposed allocation 

4.5 We would suggest that a site-specific allocation of our client’s site through the emerging 

Warrington Local Plan could be worded such that it requires the following: 

 The provision of around 50 homes comprising an appropriate mix of sizes and tenures. 

 The delivery of an element of affordable housing in accordance with planning policy 

requirements. 

 Provision of on-site open space. 

 Appropriate access for vehicular traffic and pedestrians and the submission of a 

Transport Assessment. 

 Provision of a comprehensive landscaping plan for the retention and enhancement of 

the existing hedgerow to the site boundaries and existing ecological features.  

 Contributions to local infrastructure such as school and health provision where 

appropriate and in accordance with planning policy requirements. 

4.6 A standalone site allocation could also provide a new car park and drop-off area for the school 

with wider benefits for the operation of the school premises. A wider site allocation 

incorporating land to the South of Sutch Lane (discussed further below) could include the 

provision of a new link road between Pepper Street and Oughtrington Lane, which would 
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provide a direct route for residents into Lymm from the east and has the potential to relieve 

traffic congestion. 

 Green Belt considerations 

4.7 It is our view that the site serves no purposeful Green Belt function, and on this basis the site 

should be removed from the Green Belt. Furthermore, paragraph 84 of the Framework states 

that when “reviewing Green Belt boundaries, local authorities should take account of the need 

to promote sustainable patterns of development”. It is our view that this site should be allocated 

in the Local Plan Review due to its sustainable attributes. 

4.8 The Green Belt review undertaken by ARUP on behalf of the Council assesses our client’s site as 

part of parcel of land ref: ‘LY17’ and is noted as making a strong contribution to the Green Belt, 

primarily on the basis of the site being well connected on three sides by the countryside. 

However, the assessment makes no reference to the extensive commercial caravan storage to 

the southern boundary of the site and this adds to a sense of containment. Furthermore, the 

assessment concludes that the site is enclosed on three sides by the countryside, which is clearly 

not the case. The ARUP assessment of this parcel appears to be flawed. 

4.9 We cannot agree that the southern boundary enjoys a strong affinity to the countryside and 

consider that the final assessment of the site making a ‘strong’ contribution to the Green Belt is 

not based on a thorough assessment of the site’s characteristics.  

4.10 The site is heavily influenced by surrounding urban features and its release for housing would 

comprise a small-scale and logical urban extension. Its boundaries are readily defensible by 

virtue of existing physical barriers e.g. Bridgewater Canal to the north, caravan storage and a 

school to the south and the built-up area of Lymm to the west. The site is enclosed and heavily 

influenced by urban features, and the physical barrier present would prevent any sense of 

urban encroachment and the site would be very well contained. Furthermore, the site does not 

play any role in the preventing of settlements or preserving historic settlements. 

4.11 It is firmly considered that the site makes a ‘weak’ contribution to the openness and main 

purposes of including land within the Green Belt. 
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 Highways 

4.12 A Site Access Appraisal has been prepared by SCP for this site and is enclosed at EP7. The main 

points raised by SCP are summarised as follows: 

 Pepper Street benefits from a carriageway 6m in width and wide footways and 

regularly spaced lighting columns. 

 In the vicinity of the site, access is provided to Ravenbank Community Primary School, 

Sutch Lane and a caravan park off a mini-roundabout. The mini-roundabout is also 

used as a turning circle for parents picking up and dropping off their children during 

school hours. 

 Sutch Lane borders the southern boundary of the allocation site and is a public right of 

way that provides a link from Oughtrington Lane to Lymm via Pepper Street. 

 Oughtrington Lane provides a link between Sandy Lane in the north and the A56 in the 

south. Oughtrington Lane is subject to a 20mph speed limit and benefits from regularly 

spaced lighting columns and a footway on the western side of the road. 

 Access to the site would be provided through an extension to Pepper Street and has 

been designed with a 5.5m wide carriageway and a 2m wide footway on the southern 

side of the road, as shown on detailed drawings appended by SCP. The Client 

understands that the site access can be delivered using land under their control. 

 The drawings prepared by SCP also show that it is proposed that a car park and drop 

off area will be provided for the school within this allocation site which will help to 

reduce parking / drop off activities and therefore improve conditions on this section of 

Pepper Street. 

 Land to the South of Sutch Lane (discussed within these representations further below – 

EP8) is also being promoted by our clients for development. Both sites could come 

forward together a single allocation as there a link road could be provided between 

Pepper Street and Oughtrington Lane by the client, which will provide an alternative 

route for residents travelling to and from the east, helping to relieve pressure on the 

western parts of Pepper Street and its junction with the A6144. Detailed junction 

drawings have been prepared by SCP to show that such a new link road is feasible. 

 The site is suitable for housing in highways terms and there is the potential for wider 

benefits through a new link road as part of a wider site allocation incorporating Land 

to the South of Sutch Lane, in addition to a new car park and drop-off area for the 

school. 

 Local infrastructure 

4.13 The site is located to the edge of the existing built-up area of Lymm with no fundamental 

constraints in terms of utilities and surface and foul water connections. It is in close proximity to 

existing key services such as schools and health facilities. With due regard for the scale of the 
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development proposed, the allocation of our client’s site would not place undue pressure on 

local infrastructure and services. 

4.14 Any planning application could secure the provision of developer contributions to local services 

such as education and health facilities where appropriate and in accordance with planning 

policy requirements and the tests set out through the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 

2010. 

 Summary and conclusions 

4.15 We summarise our points with regard to this site as follows: 

 The site is located to the edge of the built-up area of Lymm and is influenced by 

surrounding urban features e.g. Bridgewater Canal to the north, the built-up area to 

the west and Sutch Lane to the south with a caravan site beyond. The boundaries are 

readily defensible by physical barriers such that urban encroachment would not be an 

issue for this site. 

 The site is unremarkable in landscape terms, and is not subject to any heritage, 

arboriculture or ecology constraints. 

 The site does not make a strong contribution to the Green Belt. 

 SCP have demonstrated that the release of our client’s site on a standalone basis 

would not undermine highways safety or the local road network. Detailed highways 

drawings have been submitted. 

 There is potential for a car park and drop-off area for visitors of the adjacent school, 

which would improve the present highways situation in relation to the operation of this 

school. 

 There is potential for a new road link to Oughtrington Lane as part of a wider site 

allocation with Land to the South of Sutch Lane, which is also being promoted by our 

client for housing. 

 All of the recommended measures to facilitate appropriate access relate to land 

within our client’s control, and the site is locationally sustainable in terms of local 

services and public transport provision. 

 The release of this site would contribute to meeting the identified development needs 

of Lymm in a sustainable manner. 
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5. Land south of Sutch Lane, Lymm 

 Site context and surroundings 

5.1 This site is approximately 9ha in area and is capable of supporting up to 270 dwellings. The site is 

bounded to the north by the Bridgewater Canal, to the east by Oughtrington Lane, to the south 

by open fields and to the west by residential and commercial development. We are proposing 

this site for consideration on the same basis as Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane (see EP6), 

as it shares many of the same characteristics and is adjacent. Whilst it is not as well contained 

as Land at Pepper Street and Sutch Lane, it is in a sustainable location despite its current open 

countryside location. A site location plan is appended at EP8. 

 Proposed allocation 

5.2 We would suggest that a site-specific allocation of our client’s site through the emerging 

Warrington Local Plan could be worded such that it requires the following: 

 The provision of around 270 homes comprising an appropriate mix of sizes and tenures. 

 The delivery of an element of affordable housing in accordance with planning policy 

requirements. 

 Provision of on-site open space. 

 Appropriate access for vehicular traffic and pedestrians and the submission of a 

Transport Assessment. 

 Provision of a comprehensive landscaping plan for the retention and enhancement of 

the existing hedgerow to the site boundaries and existing ecological features.  

 Contributions to local infrastructure such as school and health provision where 

appropriate and in accordance with planning policy requirements. 

5.3 A wider site allocation incorporating Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane (discussed further 

above) could include the provision of a new link road between Pepper Street and 

Oughtrington Lane, which would provide a direct route for residents into Lymm from the east 

and has the potential to relieve traffic congestion. 

 Green Belt considerations 

5.4 It is our view that the site serves no purposeful Green Belt function, and on this basis the site 

should be removed from the Green Belt. Furthermore, paragraph 84 of the Framework states 
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that when “reviewing Green Belt boundaries, local authorities should take account of the need 

to promote sustainable patterns of development”. We consider that this site should be 

allocated in the Local Plan Review due to its sustainable attributes. 

5.5 The ARUP Green Belt Assessment assesses our client’s site within a wider parcel of land 

referenced as LY19. It notes that the site makes no contribution to preventing the merging of 

settlements or preserving the historic character of settlements. We agree with these conclusions.  

5.6 However, ARUP also conclude that the site makes a ‘strong’ contribution to the openness and 

main purposes of the Green Belt. We do not agree with this assessment. The site is heavily 

influenced by urban features and benefits from being enclosed and enclosed by physical 

barriers. There is a caravan storage site and the built-up beyond including the Ravenbank 

Community Primary School to the western boundary, Sutch Lane to the northern boundary, 

Oughtrington Lane and built development (e.g. St Peters Church and Lymm High School 

beyond) to the eastern boundary and a delineated and recognizable field boundary to the 

southern boundary. These influences limit the extent to which it can argued that the release of 

this site would result in urban encroachment and undermine the character of the countryside, 

and it cannot in our view be concluded that the site makes a ‘strong’ contribution accordingly. 

 Highways 

5.7 A Site Access Appraisal has been prepared by SCP for this site and is enclosed at EP9. The main 

points raised by SCP are summarised as follows: 

 The proposed allocation site has a significant length of frontage onto Outghtrington 

Lane which provides numerous options in relation to the location and form of the site 

access. However, a potential priority controlled ghost island right turn lane junction 

option has been developed and is shown on a detailed access drawing submitted. 

 The proposed access arrangements would provide adequate visibility splays in both 

directions. 

 Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane (discussed within these representations further 

above – EP6) is also being promoted by our clients for development. Both sites could 

come forward together a single allocation as there a link road could be provided 

between Pepper Street and Oughtrington Lane by the client, which will provide an 

alternative route for residents travelling to and from the east, helping to relieve pressure 

on the western parts of Pepper Street and its junction with the A6144. Detailed junction 

drawings have been prepared by SCP to show that such a new link road is feasible. 

 The site is suitable for residential development in highway terms. 
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5.8 It is considered that the provision of a new link road would provide significant local benefits, 

and this alongside meeting housing needs is capable of being an exceptional circumstance to 

justify the release of the site from the Green Belt. A new link road would introduce significant 

benefits that would otherwise not be achieved, and could only be delivered through a wider 

site allocation of our client’s site interests. 

 Local infrastructure 

5.9 The site is located to the edge of the existing built-up area of Lymm with no fundamental 

constraints in terms of utilities and surface and foul water connections. It is in close proximity to 

existing key services such as schools and health facilities. With due regard for the scale of the 

development proposed, the allocation of our client’s site would not place undue pressure on 

local infrastructure and services. 

5.10 Any planning application could secure the provision of developer contributions to local services 

such as education and health facilities where appropriate and in accordance with planning 

policy requirements and the tests set out through the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 

2010. 

 Summary and conclusions 

5.11 We summarise our points with regard to this site as follows: 

 The site is located to the edge of the built-up area of Lymm and is influenced by its 

proximity at the western and eastern edges to existing built development. 

 The site is unremarkable in landscape terms and comprises a single field with no 

hedgerows or trees within the site itself. 

 The development of the site could comprise a logical urban extension to Lymm in 

Green Belt terms, and would deliver a large proportion of the identified housing needs 

for Lymm in a sustainable manner. 

 The site is suitable for residential development in highways terms. 

 There is potential for a new road link to Oughtrington Lane as part of a wider site 

allocation with Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane, which is also being promoted 

by our client for housing. This would represent a significant benefit of the development 

that could only be achieved through the wider allocation of our client’s site interests. 
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6. Summary and conclusions 

6.1 There is an acknowledged need to release Green Belt in the borough.  However, we consider 

that the Council has underestimated the amount of housing that needs to be delivered on 

Green Belt sites. The Council will need to ensure that the plan is flexible.  In practice this means 

identifying a supply of housing significantly in excess of the minimum requirement, in order to 

provide sufficient contingency for the plan to deal with rapid change. 

6.2 Our client has put forward a number of Green Belt parcels around Lymm for development.  

These sites are deliverable subject to a policy change, and it is considered that their allocation 

for development would represent sustainable development in accordance with the 

Framework. 
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7. Appendices 

EP1 – Location Plan showing Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm. 

EP2 – Masterplan prepared by MCK Associates showing how the two sites (Tanyard Farm and 

Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm) could come forward as part of a single 

housing allocation. 

EP3 – Tyler Grange (Land between Mardale Crescent and Tanyard Farm). 

EP4 – Transport and Access Review prepared by SCP (Land between Mardale Crescent and 

Tanyard Farm). 

EP5 – Local Plan Inspector’s Report 1998 relating to Tanyard Farm and Land between Mardale 

Crescent and Tanyard Farm and recommending that both parcels be ‘safeguarded’ for future 

development needs. 

EP6 – Location Plan for Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane, Lymm. 

EP7 – Site Access Appraisal prepared by SCP (Land off Pepper Street and Sutch Lane, Lymm). 

EP8 – Location Plan for Land to the South of Sutch Lane, Lymm. 

EP9 – Site Access Appraisal prepared by SCP (Land to the South of Sutch Lane, Lymm). 
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Source: Google Maps 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

1.1 SCP have been instructed by Majornet Ltd to review the highway and transport aspects of the 

proposed allocation of land to the south of the A6144 Rush Green Road, Lymm, for residential 

purposes.  

1.2 The proposed allocation site, which is the subject of this report, is shown in red on Figure 1.1 

below.  

Figure 1.1 – Site Location 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.3 The adjacent site, as shown in blue above, is currently being promoted for residential 

development by Bellway Homes but is under the same land ownership as the application site. At 

the time of writing this report, Bellway Homes are in advanced pre-application discussions and 

are in the process of working up a planning application.  

A6144 Rushgreen 
Road 

Bridgewater Canal 

Reddish Crescent 
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1.4 It should also be noted that planning permission was granted in December 2014 (Local Planning 

Application Ref: 2017/24228) for a 3,617 sq. m building on the adjacent blue edged land with 

permitted use classes B1 / B8 or D2. 

Scope and Structure of Report  

1.5 This report has been produced in support of the proposed allocation site to demonstrate to the 

Local Planning and Highway Authority that any future residential development can be safely 

accessed, is accessible by sustainable modes of transport and that the traffic generated can be 

satisfactorily accommodated on the highway network. 

1.6 The structure of this report is as follows:- 

� Chapter 2 – describes in the site location, local transport network and existing accident 

record; 

� Chapter 3 – describes the allocation proposals and potential access arrangements; 

� Chapter 4 – considers the location of the site with regard to the existing local sustainable 

transport infrastructure; and 

� Chapter 5 – presents estimates of the trip generating potential of the site along with an 

assessment of the anticipated transport impacts of the allocations; and 

� Chapter 6 – provides the summary and conclusions to the above chapters. 
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Overview 

2.1 The proposed allocation site comprises of approximately 3.5 hectares of undeveloped land 

located to the south of the A6144 Rush Green Road, Lymm, as shown on Figure 1.1 earlier. The 

site is bounded by partially developed land to the east, the Bridgewater Canal to the south, 

residential dwellings to the west and the A6144 Rush Green Road and residential dwellings to 

the north.  

2.2 Access to the site is currently provided from a simple priority controlled access off the A6144, as 

shown on Drawing Number SCP/14224/SK01 presented in Appendix A. This access benefits 

from a 6m wide access road, 6m junction radii and achievable visibility splays of well in excess of 

2.4m x 43m in both directions.   

2.3 A number of residential dwellings are located to the west of the site access which take direct 

frontage access off the A6144 Rushgreen Road. A supermarket is located to the east of the site, 

which takes access from a priority controlled junction located approximately 30m to the east of 

the allocation site access. As shown on Drawing Number SCP/14224/SK01 presented in 

Appendix A, the alignment of the A6144 results in there being no interaction with visibility splays 

between the application site access and the supermarket access.  

Local Highway Network 

2.4 The A6144 Rushgreen Road is located to the north of the site and provides a link between Lymm 

in the west and junction 8 of the M60 in the northeast, via Partington and Carrington. In the vicinity 

of the site, the A6144 Rushgreen Road is subject to a 30mph speed limit, has a carriageway width 

of approximately 7.0m, is lit and benefits from a footway on the southern side of the road. 

2.5 Bus stops are located on the A6144 Rushgreen Road approximately 55m and 70m to the east of 

the application site access and are served by bus services 5 and 191, which provide access to 

destinations such as Altrincham, Lymm, Stockton Heath and Warrington amongst others, 

operating at a frequency of approximately 1 bus per hour in each direction. Further details on 

public transport are provided in Chapter 4 of this report.  
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Traffic Flow Data  

2.6 In order to establish the existing traffic flow demand on the local network, manual classified 

turning count traffic flow surveys were undertaken at the A6144 Rushgreen Road / Site access 

junction on Tuesday 18th July between the hours of 07:30 - 09:30 and 16:00 -18:00. 

2.7 The raw traffic survey data is presented in Appendix B with the base 2017 peak hour traffic flows 

shown diagrammatically within Traffic Flow Figure 1.  The peak hours for the local highway 

network have been calculated as follows:  

� Weekday AM peak hour – 08:00-09:00 

� Weekday PM peak hour – 17:00-18:00 

Road Safety Record 

2.8 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) ‘Transport evidence bases in plan making and 

decision taking’ document states that, “Critical locations on the road network with poor accident 

records should be identified.  This is to determine if the proposed development will exacerbate 

existing problems or, if proposed, whether highway mitigation works or traffic management 

measures will help to alleviate the problems”. 

2.9 The Personal Injury Accident data for the local highway network has been obtained from the 

Department for Transport fort the period covering 1st January 2008 to 31st December 2012. The 

injuries caused by the accidents are classified as ‘slight’, ‘serious’ or ‘fatal’. The results are 

summarised in Figure 2.1 overleaf:-  
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Figure 2.1 – Road Safety Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.10 The above demonstrates that no reported injury accidents have occurred at the existing site 

access over the five-year study period. One reported injury accidents occurred at the access to 

the supermarket which resulted in slight severity.  

2.11 Having regard to the low number of accident and their severity, the existing accident record does 

not therefore represent a material concern in the context of the proposed development.  
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3.0 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS 

Overview 

3.1 The proposed allocation site is envisaged to deliver in the region of 110 dwellings along with a 

medical centre, which would be in addition to residential development which could be delivered 

on the adjacent site currently being promoted by Bellway Homes.  

Potential Access Arrangements  

3.2 Vehicular access to the proposed allocation site will be provided from the existing access onto 

the A6144 Rushgreen Road, which will also serve the adjacent site. As detailed earlier, this 

access benefits from a 6m wide access road and 6m junction radii, which is more than adequate 

to serve residential development.  

3.3 Achievable visibility splays of well in excess of 2.4m x 43m are provided in both directions, which 

exceeds guidance presented in the Manual for Streets for a 30mph road. 

3.4 No footways are currently provided into the site and it is proposed that the access will be upgraded 

to provide 2m wide footways along both sides of the access road, as shown on drawing 

SCP/14224/SK01 presented in Appendix A. 

3.5 Detailed capacity assessments are presented later in this report which demonstrate that the 

existing access would operate well within capacity when serving the following development 

scenarios:- 

� Proposed allocation site (110 dwellings and medical centre) plus the permitted 3,617 sq. 

m building on the adjacent site. This building has been assumed to be occupied by B1 

office use as this is the worst case use from a traffic generation perspective; and 

� Proposed allocation site (110 dwellings and medical centre) plus residential development 

on the adjacent site (100 dwellings). 

3.6 Whilst the existing access has been shown to operate well within capacity in the above scenarios, 

should the highway authority seek a higher standard of access then the existing access could be 

upgraded to provide either a ghost island right turn lane, as shown on drawing SCP/14224/SK02 

presented in Appendix C, or a mini roundabout, as shown on drawing SCP/14224/SK03 

presented in Appendix D.  
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3.7 Both access options can be delivered using land under the control of the applicant and are 

forecast to operate well within capacity, as detailed later in this report. Swept path analysis of the 

mini-roundabout has been undertaken which demonstrates that this can accommodate the 

through movements of a HGV and a refuse vechicle in and out of the site.  

3.8 Pedestrian and cycle access will be taken from the main site access. In addition, the site abuts 

the canal tow path which provides prospective residents with an attractive, traffic free route into 

Lymm.  
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4.0 ACCESSIBILITY 

 General 

4.1 This Chapter presents a review of the accessibility of the site by walking, cycling and public 

transport modes. 

4.2 Access between the site and local areas by non-motorised modes has been assessed by 

comparison with the following widely used threshold distances:- 

Threshold Distance Significance 

800m Motorised modes are rarely used for trips of around 800m or less 

2km 
Walking offers the greatest potential to replace short car trips, particularly 

those under 2km 

5km 
Cycling also has potential to substitute for short car trips, particularly those 

under 5km and form part of a longer journey by public transport 

 

Pedestrian Accessibility 

4.3 The pedestrian accessibility of the development has been modelled using TRACC software to 

produce isochrones mapping. The purpose of the isochrones is to demonstrate the areas within 

an acceptable walk distance of the site. The 2km walk distance isochrones is shown on Figure 

4.1 below:- 
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Figure 4.1 – Walking Accessibility: 2km Isochrones 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4 As can be seen from the above, the site is within acceptable walking distance of Lymm town 

centre and the array of amenities that a town such as Lymm has on offer. Some of the amenities 

within a 2km walk distance from the site are summarised in Table 4.1 below:- 
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Table 4.1 – A Summary of Local Amenities within 2km Walking Distance 

Facility Details Distance From Site 

Supermarket Sainsbury’s, Rush Green Rd 40m 

ATM Sainsbury’s, Rush Green Rd 40m 

Dentist Dental Care with Jill Cooper 500m 

Pharmacy Boots Pharmacy, A6144 800m 

Pre-School Lymm Village Pre-school 900m 

Post Office Post Office, The Grove 900m 

Bakery Sextons Bakery 950m 

Bank Barclays, Eagle Brow 1.0km  

Doctors Brookfield Surgery 1.0km 

Supermarket Co-op Food, Heatley Mere 1.2km 

Primary School Ravenbank Community Primary School 1.3km 

 

4.5 The pedestrian facilities within the surrounding area are generally good with a footway being 

provided on the southern site of the A6144 Rushgreen Road. This footway provides a continuous 

connection into Lymm, with pedestrians only having to cross minor side roads, and is lit, well 

surfaced and benefits from natural surveillance from the residential / employment properties that 

abut the roads.   

4.6 As detailed earlier, no footways are currently provided into the site and it is proposed that the 

access will be upgraded to provide 2m wide footways along both sides of the access road. In 

addition, the site abuts the canal tow path which provides prospective residents with an attractive, 

traffic free route into Lymm.  

Cycle Accessibility 

4.7 Transport policy identifies that cycling represents a realistic and healthy option to use of the pri-

vate car for making journeys up to 5km as a whole journey or as part of a longer journey by public 

transport. 

4.8 TRACC software has been used to assess the accessibility of the development by bicycle for a 

5km cycle distance from the site, as shown in Figure 4.2 below.  
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Figure 4.2 – Cycling Accessibility: 5km Distance Isochrones 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.9 The above demonstrates that areas within Lymm, Thelwall, Broomedge, Warburton amongst 

others can be reached within the 5km threshold distance. The topography of the area is generally 

flat and conducive to cycling, so the site is therefore well located to encourage prospective 

residents to cycle short distances. 

4.10 Figure 4.3 below shows the available cycle routes in the vicinity of the site. National Cycle Route 

62 ‘Trans Pennine Trail’ is located to the north of the site and can be accessed from Reddish 

Lane approximately 230m to the north of the site. NCR62 provides a long distance route between 

Fylde in the west with Selby in north Yorkshire in the east. In the vicinity of the site it is a traffic 

free route and provides connections to locations such as Thelwall, Stockton Heath, South War-

rington, Dunham and Altrincham amongst others.   
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Figure 4.3 – Cycle Routes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Public Transport Accessibility 

4.11 The development is well placed to encourage travel by bus. Guidance published by the IHT ‘Plan-

ning for Public Transport in Developments’ (1999), recommends that the maximum walking dis-

tance to a bus stop should be 400 metres,  equating approximately to a five minute walk. 

4.12 The nearest bus stops to the site are located on the A6144 Rushgreen Road approximately 55m 

and 70m to the east of the application site access and are therefore well within the 400m walk 

threshold distance. The bus stops are served by bus services 5 and 191, which provide access 

to destinations such as Altrincham, Lymm, Stockton Heath and Warrington amongst others, op-

erating at a frequency of approximately 1 bus per hour in each direction. It should also be noted 

that these bus services provide access to Altrincham Interchange and Warrington Bus Station 

which allow interchange with a number of other bus and Metrolink services.  

4.13 Figure 4.4 below illustrates the distance that can be travelled within 60 minutes by public 

transport to and from the site.  The time includes the walk to the bus stops on Rushgreen Road 

and demonstrates that key areas of Warrington and Altrincham, amongst others are within an 

acceptable 60 minute public transport commute. 
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Figure 4.4 – Public Transport Accessibility: 60 Minute Isochrones 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary & Conclusions 

4.14 Overall, the site is considered to be well located in terms of its accessibility by all the major non-

car modes of transport. 
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5.0 ANTICIPATED TRANSPORT IMPACTS 

General  

5.1 This Chapter provides an estimation of the trip generating potential of both the proposed 

allocation site and adjacent sit (potential employment or residential scenarios) during the weekday 

peak hours, along with detailed operational assessments of the site access junction. 

Trip Generation - Proposed Allocation Site 

5.2 In order to estimate the trip generating potential of the residential element of the proposed 

allocation site, average trip rates from the industry-standard TRICS Database (V7.4.1) have been 

obtained.  

5.3 The selection criteria for the TRICS based trip rates search is as follows:- 

� Residential; 

� Houses Privately Owned; 

� Multi modal surveys; 

� Sites in Greater London and Ireland excluded; 

� Selection by number of dwellings (50 to 215 units); and  

� Only sites in ‘suburban area’ and ‘edge of town’ locations selected. 

5.4 The multi modal TRICS outputs are presented in Appendix E and are summarised in Table 5.1 

below:- 

Table 5.1 – TRICS Outputs (Per Dwelling) 

Mode 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  
(08:00 to 09:00) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  
(17:00 to 18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 

Vehicles  0.130 0.349 0.332 0.169 

Cyclists 0.002 0.018 0.017 0.006 

Pedestrians  0.042 0.156 0.085 0.035 

Public Transport 0.002 0.010 0.013 0.002 

 

5.5 The above trip rates have been applied to the 110 dwellings that the proposed allocation site 

could deliver to determine the trip generation, as summarised in Table 5.2 overleaf:- 
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Table 5.2 – Potential Allocation Site Trip Generation – Residential Use 

Mode 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  
(08:00 to 09:00) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  
(17:00 to 18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 

Vehicles  14 38 37 19 

Cyclists 0 2 2 1 

Pedestrians  5 17 9 4 

Public Transport 0 1 1 0 

 

5.6 In order to estimate the trip generating potential of the proposed medical centre, average trip 

rates from the industry-standard TRICS Database (V7.4.1) have again been obtained.  

5.7 The selection criteria for the TRICS based trip rates search is as follows:- 

� Health; 

� GP Surgeries; 

� Vehicles only; 

� Sites in Greater London and Ireland excluded; 

� Selection by GFA 143 to 1592 sq. m); and  

� Only sites in ‘suburban area’ and ‘edge of town’ locations selected. 

5.8 The vehicular TRICS outputs are presented in Appendix E and are summarised in Table 5.3 

below:- 

Table 5.3 – TRICS Outputs (Per 100 sq. m) 

Mode 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  
(08:00 to 09:00) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  
(17:00 to 18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 

Vehicles  4.551 4.307 1.903 2.776 

 

5.9 The above trip rates have been applied to the 700 sq. m medical centre that the proposed allo-

cation site could deliver to determine the trip generation, as summarised in Table 5.4 overleaf:- 
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Table 5.4 – Potential Allocation Site Trip Generation – 700 sq. m medical centre 

Mode 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  
(08:00 to 09:00) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  
(17:00 to 18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 

Vehicles  32 30 13 19 

 

Trip Generation of Adjacent Site - Employment Use 

5.10 The trip generation of the permitted 3,617 sq. m building on the adjacent site has been obtained 

from the supporting Transport Statement dated July 2014. This building has been assumed to be 

occupied by B1 office use as this is the worst case use from a traffic generation perspective (B1, 

B2, D2) as summarised in Table 5.5 below:- 

Table 5.5 – Proposed Employment Use Trip Generation of Adjacent Site 

Mode 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  
(08:00 to 09:00) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  
(17:00 to 18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 

Vehicles  73 9 7 63 

 

Trip Generation of Adjacent Site – Residential Use 

5.11 In order to estimate the trip generating potential of the residential development on the adjacent 

site (100 dwellings), the trip rates presented in Table 5.1 earlier have been used.  

5.12 The trip generation associated with the 100 dwellings is summarised in Table 5.6 below.  

Table 5.6 – Proposed Residential Use Trip Generation on Adjacent Site 

Mode 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  
(08:00 to 09:00) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  
(17:00 to 18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 

Vehicles  13 35 33 17 

 

Trip Distribution 

5.13 The methodology used to estimate the trip distribution of proposed development-related traffic is 

based on information from the 2011 Census.   
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5.14 Location of usual residence and place of work data from the national census for all “out-moves” 

from the E02002610: Warrington 021 Middle Super Output Area (MSOA) have been obtained 

from Nomis for the purposes of determining a suitable and localised trip distribution model. The 

trip distribution percentages are presented in Table 5.8 below:- 

Table 5.7 – Proposed Allocation Site Trip Distribution Percentages 

Route % Assigned to Each Route 

A A6144 Rush Green Road East 61.6% 

B A6144 Rush Green Road West 39.4% 

 

5.15 Out-moves provide an indication of the numbers and destinations (on a MSOA basis) of people 

who reside in the E02002610: Warrington 021 MSOA and who work elsewhere.  

5.16 This methodology has been adopted to distribute trips for the proposed allocation site. The per-

centage distribution of vehicular trips generated by the proposed allocation is also shown dia-

grammatically on Traffic Flow Figure 2. 

Traffic Assignment 

5.17 The traffic generated by the proposed allocation site and adjacent employment / residential uses 

have been assigned to the above distribution method, and are shown in the Traffic Flow Figures 

3 to 5. 

Traffic Growth  

5.18 It is envisaged that an application for the proposed development could conceivably be submitted 

in 2018. An assessment year of 5-years (2023) post submission of the potential application has 

therefore been adopted, which accords with guidance contained with the Department for 

Transport’s “Guidance on Transport Assessment” document.  

5.19 In order to quantify the level of background traffic growth that could occur on the local network 

between the 2018 survey year in Traffic Flow Figure 1 and the 2023 future assessment year, 

National Traffic Model (NTM) growth factors, modified by TEMPRO local growth factors, have 

been calculated using the TEMPRO 7.2 computer program.  

5.20 The growth factors and 2023 future baseline traffic flows are all shown in Traffic Flow Figure 6.  
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Capacity Assessments of the Site Access Options  

5.21 Detailed capacity assessments have been undertaken of the following three site access options 

(simple priority, ghost island right turn lane and mini roundabout) using the following development 

scenarios:- 

� Scenario 1 - proposed allocation site (110 dwellings and medical centre) plus the 

permitted 3,617 sq. m building on the adjacent site. This building has been assumed to 

be occupied by B1 office use as this is the worst case use from a traffic generation 

perspective (B1, B2, D2); and 

� Scenario 2 - proposed allocation site (110 dwellings and medical centre) plus residential 

development on the adjacent site (100 dwellings). 

5.22 The 2023 assessment traffic flows for Scenarios 1 and 2 are shown on Traffic Flow Figures 7 

and 8. 

5.23 Capacity assessments of the priority controlled site access options have been undertaken using 

Junctions 9 PICADY software and for the mini-roundabout ARCADY software. The results from 

both software provide a Ratio to Flow capacity (RFC) along with an estimate of the mean max 

queues (MMQ). RFC values between 0.00 and 0.85 are generally accepted as representing sta-

ble and acceptable operating conditions. Values between 0.85 and 1 represent variable operation 

(i.e. possible queues building up at the junction during the period under consideration and in-

creases in vehicular delay moving through the junction). RFC values in excess of one represents 

overloaded conditions (i.e. congested conditions). 

Existing Site Access 

5.24 The PICADY outputs are presented in Appendix F with the results summarised in Table 5.8 

below:- 
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Table 5.8 – PICADY Results for Existing Site Access Junction 

Movement 
Weekday AM Peak  Weekday PM Peak 

RFC Queue RFC Queue 

Scenario 1 

Site Access  

Left Turn 
0.07 0.1 0.10 0.1 

Site Access  

Right Turn 
0.18 0.2 0.25 0.3 

A6144 Rush Green Rd 

Right Turn 
0.17 0.5 0.08 0.1 

Scenario 2 

Site Access  

Left Turn 
0.09 0.1 0.05 0.1 

Site Access  

Right Turn 
0.23 0.3 0.14 0.2 

A6144 Rush Green Rd 

Right Turn 
0.08 0.1 0.12 0.3 

 

5.25 The above results show that the existing site access will operate well within its practical capacity 

threshold of 0.85 RFC on all movements in the assessment year of 2023 with the proposed allo-

cation site and adjacent employment or residential development in place.   

Potential Ghost Island Right Turn Lane Access Junction  

5.26 The PICADY outputs are presented in Appendix G with the results summarised in Table 5.9 

below:- 
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Table 5.9 – PICADY Results for Potential Ghost Island Right Turn Lane Site Access 

Movement 
Weekday AM Peak  Weekday PM Peak 

RFC Queue RFC Queue 

Scenario 1 

Site Access  

Left Turn 
0.07 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Site Access  

Right Turn 
0.19 0.2 0.26 0.3 

A6144 Rush Green Rd 

Right Turn 
0.11 0.1 0.05 0.1 

Scenario 2 

Site Access  

Left Turn 
0.09 0.1 0.05 0.1 

Site Access  

Right Turn 
0.24 0.3 0.14 0.2 

A6144 Rush Green Rd 

Right Turn 
0.05 0.1 0.08 0.1 

 

5.27 The above results show that the potential ghost island right turn lane junction will operate well 

within its practical capacity threshold of 0.85 RFC on all movements in the assessment year of 

2023 with the proposed allocation site and adjacent employment or residential development in 

place. 

Potential Mini Roundabout Site Access Junction  

5.28 The ARCADY outputs are presented in Appendix H with the results summarised in Table 5.10 

below:- 

Table 5.10 – ARCADY Results for Potential Mini Roundabout Site Access 

Approach 
Weekday AM Peak  Weekday PM Peak 

RFC Queue RFC Queue 

Scenario 1 

Rush Green Road East 0.53 1.1 0.65 1.8 

Site Access 0.13 0.2 0.21 0.3 

Rush Green Road West 0.69 2.2 0.58 1.4 

Scenario 2 

Rush Green Road East 0.48 0.9 0.67 2.0 

Site Access 0.18 0.2 0.11 0.1 

Rush Green Road West 0.67 2.0 0.58 1.4 
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5.29 The above results show that the potential mini roundabout site access junction will operate well 

within its practical capacity threshold of 0.85 RFC on all movements in the assessment year of 

2023 with the proposed allocation site and adjacent employment or residential development in 

place. 

Summary 

5.30 The above clearly demonstrates that the existing access will operate well within capacity pro-

posed allocation site and adjacent employment or residential development in place. However, 

should there be a requirement to upgrade the standard of this access then there are two viable 

options to achieve this. On this basis there are no constraints on achieving a safe and suitable 

access to the proposed allocation site.   

5.31 In relation to off-site impacts, the proposed allocation site is anticipated to generate a maximum 

of 68 two-way trips which occurs on the A6144 to the east of site. Volumetrically this equates to 

an average of approximately one additional trip every minute which is not anticipated to have a 

material impact on the operation of the local highway network. Notwithstanding this, the impact 

of the development will be assessed through the submission of a detailed Transport Assessment 

at planning application stage.  
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6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  

6.1 SCP have been instructed by Majornet Ltd to review the highway and transport aspects of the 

proposed allocation of land to the south of the A6144 Rush Green Road, Lymm, for residential 

purposes. It is anticipated that the proposed allocation site will deliver in the region of 110 

dwellings plus a 700 sq. m medical centre. 

6.2 The adjacent site is currently being promoted for residential development by Bellway Homes but 

is under the same land ownership as the application site. At the time of writing this report, Bellway 

Homes are in advanced pre-application discussions and are in the process of working up a 

planning application. It should also be noted that the adjacent site benefits from planning 

permission for a 3,617 sq. m building with permitted use classes B1 / B8 or D2 which was granted 

in December 2014.  

6.3 The site benefits from good levels of accessibility by foot, cycle and public transport. In particular, 

the site has been shown to be within easy walk distance of Lymm Town Centre and associated 

facilities, along with bus stops. These provide viable sustainable travel opportunities for prospec-

tive residents which will help to reduce reliance on travel by the private car. 

6.4 The personal injury accident data for the most recently available five year period in the vicinity of 

the site has been reviewed and does not represent a material concern in the context of the pro-

posed allocation site.  

6.5 Vehicular access to the proposed allocation site will be provided from the existing access onto 

the A6144 Rushgreen Road, which will also serve the adjacent site. The existing access will be 

upgraded to provide 2m wide footways along both sides of the access roads. The existing access 

provides typical geometries for that of a residential access and levels of visibility which exceed 

the requirements for the speed limit of the road.  

6.6 Detailed capacity assessments demonstrate that the existing access would operate well within 

capacity when serving the following development scenarios:- 

� Proposed allocation site (110 dwellings and medical centre) plus the permitted 3,617 sq. 

m building on the adjacent site. This building has been assumed to be occupied by B1 

office use as this is the worst case use from a traffic generation perspective (B1, B2, D2); 

and 

� Proposed allocation site (110 dwellings and medical centre) plus residential development 

on the adjacent site (100 dwellings). 
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6.7 Notwithstanding the above, should the highway authority require a higher standard of access then 

the existing access could be upgraded to provide either a ghost island right turn lane or a mini 

roundabout. Both access options can be delivered using land under the control of the applicant 

and are forecast to operate well within capacity in future assessment years. On this basis there 

are no constraints on achieving a suitable and safe access to the proposed allocation site.   

6.8 In relation to off-site impacts, the proposed allocation site is anticipated to generate a maximum 

of 68 two-way trips which occurs on the A6144 to the east of site. Volumetrically this equates to 

an average of approximately one additional trip every minute which is not anticipated to have a 

material impact on the operation of the local highway network. Notwithstanding this, the impact 

of the development on the wider highway network will be assessed through the submission of a 

detailed Transport Assessment at planning application stage.  

6.9 Having regard to the analysis presented in this report, the land to the south of Rush Green Road 

is considered very suitable for residential use from a highways and transport perspective. 



APPENDIX A 





APPENDIX B 



Site 1: A6144 Rushgreen Road/Reddish Crescent/Sainsbury's Access A: A6144 Partington

Day: Tuesday B: Sainsbury's Access

Date: 18 July 2017 C: A6144 Lymm

Weather: Fine & Sunny Periods AM/Fine & Cloudy PM D: Reddish Crescent

Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 10 1 0 0 0 1 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07:45 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 56 9 4 0 0 0 0 69 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:00 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 70 8 3 1 1 0 1 84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:15 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 12 70 4 1 1 1 0 0 77 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:30 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 85 8 1 1 0 0 1 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:45 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 93 10 0 0 0 0 1 104 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

09:00 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 16 57 8 3 0 1 0 0 69 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

09:15 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 9 64 9 2 2 3 0 1 81 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 61 7 1 0 0 1 0 70 551 66 15 5 6 0 5 648 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

16:00 11 1 1 0 0 0 0 13 66 9 1 0 0 0 2 78 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

16:15 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 13 81 9 1 0 0 0 0 91 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

16:30 19 1 0 0 0 0 0 20 78 9 0 0 1 1 3 92 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

16:45 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 18 89 16 1 0 3 1 0 110 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:00 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 18 92 8 0 0 1 1 1 103 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

17:15 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 103 13 0 0 3 1 0 120 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:30 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 106 10 0 0 1 0 1 118 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

17:45 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 103 7 1 0 1 0 1 113 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Total 130 8 1 0 0 0 0 139 718 81 4 0 10 4 8 825 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 13

A - B A - C A - D
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Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07:45 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:00 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:15 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 10 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:30 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:45 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

09:00 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:15 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 42 8 2 1 0 0 0 53 54 4 1 0 0 1 0 60 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

16:00 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 15 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:15 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 21 1 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:30 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:45 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 13 14 3 0 0 0 0 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:00 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 18 19 2 0 0 0 0 0 21 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

17:15 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 26 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:30 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 14 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:45 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 14 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 116 9 0 0 0 0 0 125 141 11 1 0 0 0 0 153 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 8

B - A B - C B - D
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Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 118 10 2 0 1 0 0 131 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

07:45 106 10 1 0 3 1 2 123 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

08:00 115 16 1 1 5 0 1 139 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:15 105 12 0 0 0 0 1 118 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 5

08:30 103 15 3 0 1 0 0 122 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:45 87 10 0 0 1 0 0 98 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

09:00 76 10 0 0 0 0 1 87 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

09:15 54 13 1 1 2 0 1 72 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 764 96 8 2 13 1 6 890 54 5 3 0 0 0 0 62 10 6 1 0 0 0 0 17

16:00 47 9 2 0 1 0 1 60 17 2 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

16:15 61 13 0 0 0 0 0 74 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 14 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 8

16:30 80 17 0 0 1 0 1 99 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 11 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

16:45 73 9 0 0 1 0 0 83 21 2 0 0 0 0 0 23 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

17:00 91 7 0 0 2 1 1 102 28 1 0 0 0 0 0 29 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 7

17:15 60 10 0 0 1 1 1 73 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 17 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 4

17:30 87 7 0 0 2 0 0 96 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

17:45 77 5 0 0 4 0 1 87 25 2 0 0 0 0 0 27 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

Total 576 77 2 0 12 2 5 674 136 13 0 0 0 0 0 149 35 5 1 0 1 0 0 42

C - A C - B C - D
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Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

07:45 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

08:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 4

08:30 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

08:45 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

09:00 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

09:15 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 18 2 0 0 1 0 0 21

16:00 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

16:15 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

16:30 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

16:45 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 4

17:00 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

17:15 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

17:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 18 3 0 0 1 0 0 22

D - A D - B D - C
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Site 2: A6144 Rushgreen Rd/Tanyard Farm Access A: A6144 Partington

Day: Tuesday B: Tanyard Farm Access

Date: 18 July 2017 C: A6144 Lymm

Weather: Fine & Sunny Periods AM/Fine & Cloudy PM

Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 59 10 0 0 0 0 1 70

07:45 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 59 8 4 0 0 0 0 71

08:00 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 76 8 3 1 1 1 1 91

08:15 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 78 6 2 1 1 0 0 88

08:30 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 96 8 1 1 0 0 1 107

08:45 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 96 11 0 0 0 0 1 108

09:00 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 72 9 3 0 1 0 0 85

09:15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 74 10 2 2 3 0 1 92

Total 13 2 1 0 1 0 0 17 610 70 15 5 6 1 5 712

16:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 11 2 0 0 0 2 91

16:15 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 105 9 1 0 0 0 0 115

16:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 94 10 0 0 1 1 3 109

16:45 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 104 19 1 0 4 1 0 129

17:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 114 10 0 0 1 1 1 127

17:15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 133 15 0 0 3 1 0 152

17:30 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 130 10 0 0 1 0 1 142

17:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117 9 1 0 1 0 1 129

Total 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 873 93 5 0 11 4 8 994

A - B A - C

Page 1 of 2



Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

07:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

08:00 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

08:45 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:00 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

09:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

Total 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 8 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 11

16:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

16:15 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:30 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:45 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

17:00 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:15 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

17:30 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:45 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 16 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 12

Time Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total Car LGV OGVI 0GV2 P/C M/C PSV Total

07:30 118 10 3 0 1 0 0 132 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07:45 111 11 1 0 3 1 2 129 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:00 120 17 0 1 5 0 1 144 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:15 115 14 1 0 0 0 1 131 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:30 113 16 4 0 1 0 0 134 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:45 92 11 0 0 1 0 0 104 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

09:00 89 11 0 0 0 0 1 101 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

09:15 66 14 2 1 2 0 1 86 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

Total 824 104 11 2 13 1 6 961 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 11

16:00 67 11 2 0 1 0 1 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:15 80 15 0 0 0 0 0 95 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

16:30 94 19 0 0 1 0 1 115 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

16:45 97 11 0 0 1 0 0 109 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

17:00 122 9 1 0 2 1 1 136 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 4

17:15 77 10 0 0 2 1 1 91 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

17:30 97 7 0 0 2 0 0 106 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

17:45 102 8 0 0 4 0 1 115 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 736 90 3 0 13 2 5 849 11 2 2 0 0 0 0 15

C - A C - B

B - A B - C
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Calculation Reference: AUDIT-726001-170721-0740

TRI P RATE CALCULATI ON SELECTI ON PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  03 - RESIDENTIAL

Category :  A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI -MODAL  VEHI CLES

Selected regions and areas:

02 SOUTH EAST
HC HAMPSHIRE 1 days

SC SURREY 1 days

WS WEST SUSSEX 1 days

03 SOUTH WEST
DV DEVON 2 days

04 EAST ANGLI A
NF NORFOLK 1 days

06 WEST MI DLANDS
SH SHROPSHIRE 2 days

07 YORKSHI RE & NORTH LI NCOLNSHI RE
NY NORTH YORKSHIRE 3 days

SY SOUTH YORKSHIRE 1 days

09 NORTH
CB CUMBRIA 1 days

11 SCOTLAND
FA FALKIRK 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS®  sub-region in the selected set

Secondary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range

are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Number of dwellings

Actual Range: 52 to 161 (units:  )

Range Selected by User: 50 to 215 (units:  )

Public Transport Provision:

Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/09 to 29/11/16

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are

included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:

Monday 3 days

Tuesday 2 days

Wednesday 2 days

Thursday 4 days

Friday 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:

Manual count 14 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding

up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are

undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 9

Edge of Town 5

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories

consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and

Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories

consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village, Out

of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:

   C 3    14 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005

has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS® .

Population within 1 mile:

1,001  to 5,000 2 days

5,001  to 10,000 5 days

10,001 to 15,000 4 days

15,001 to 20,000 1 days

20,001 to 25,000 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:

5,001   to 25,000 3 days

25,001  to 50,000 3 days

75,001  to 100,000 4 days

100,001 to 125,000 2 days

125,001 to 250,000 1 days

250,001 to 500,000 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:

0.6 to 1.0 2 days

1.1 to 1.5 12 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,

within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:

Yes 2 days

No 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,

and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:

No PTAL Present 14 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 CB-03-A-04 SEMI  DETACHED CUMBRI A
MOORCLOSE ROAD

SALTERBACK

WORKINGTON

Edge of Town

No Sub Category

Total Number of dwellings:     8 2

Survey date: FRIDAY 24/04/09 Survey Type: MANUAL

2 DV-03-A-02 HOUSES & BUNGALOWS DEVON
MILLHEAD ROAD

HONITON

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 6

Survey date: FRIDAY 25/09/15 Survey Type: MANUAL

3 DV-03-A-03 TERRACED & SEMI  DETACHED DEVON
LOWER BRAND LANE

HONITON

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     7 0

Survey date: MONDAY 28/09/15 Survey Type: MANUAL

4 FA-03-A-02 MI XED HOUSES FALKI RK
ROSEBANK AVENUE & SPRINGFIELD DRIVE

FALKIRK

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 6 1

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 29/05/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

5 HC-03-A-18 HOUSES & FLATS HAMPSHI RE
CANADA WAY

LIPHOOK

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     6 2

Survey date: TUESDAY 29/11/16 Survey Type: MANUAL

6 NF-03-A-02 HOUSES & FLATS NORFOLK
DEREHAM ROAD

NORWICH

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     9 8

Survey date: MONDAY 22/10/12 Survey Type: MANUAL

7 NY-03-A-06 BUNGALOWS & SEMI  DET. NORTH YORKSHI RE
HORSEFAIR

BOROUGHBRIDGE

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 5

Survey date: FRIDAY 14/10/11 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 NY-03-A-09 MI XED HOUSI NG NORTH YORKSHI RE
GRAMMAR SCHOOL LANE

NORTHALLERTON

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     5 2

Survey date: MONDAY 16/09/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

9 NY-03-A-10 HOUSES AND FLATS NORTH YORKSHI RE
BOROUGHBRIDGE ROAD

RIPON

Edge of Town

No Sub Category

Total Number of dwellings:     7 1

Survey date: TUESDAY 17/09/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

10 SC-03-A-04 DETACHED & TERRACED SURREY
HIGH ROAD

BYFLEET

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     7 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 23/01/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

11 SH-03-A-04 TERRACED SHROPSHI RE
ST MICHAEL'S STREET

SHREWSBURY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

No Sub Category

Total Number of dwellings:    1 0 8

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/06/09 Survey Type: MANUAL

12 SH-03-A-05 SEMI -DETACHED/ TERRACED SHROPSHI RE
SANDCROFT

SUTTON HILL

TELFORD

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     5 4

Survey date: THURSDAY 24/10/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

13 SY-03-A-01 SEMI  DETACHED HOUSES SOUTH YORKSHI RE
A19 BENTLEY ROAD

BENTLEY RISE

DONCASTER

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     5 4

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 18/09/13 Survey Type: MANUAL

14 WS-03-A-04 MI XED HOUSES WEST SUSSEX
HILLS FARM LANE

BROADBRIDGE HEATH

HORSHAM

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    1 5 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/12/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a

unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week

and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI -MODAL  VEHI CLES
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest)  period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

14 90 0.069 14 90 0.277 14 90 0.34607:00 - 08:00

14 90 0.130 14 90 0.349 14 90 0.47908:00 - 09:00

14 90 0.145 14 90 0.160 14 90 0.30509:00 - 10:00

14 90 0.135 14 90 0.172 14 90 0.30710:00 - 11:00

14 90 0.136 14 90 0.153 14 90 0.28911:00 - 12:00

14 90 0.166 14 90 0.145 14 90 0.31112:00 - 13:00

14 90 0.168 14 90 0.159 14 90 0.32713:00 - 14:00

14 90 0.144 14 90 0.165 14 90 0.30914:00 - 15:00

14 90 0.225 14 90 0.153 14 90 0.37815:00 - 16:00

14 90 0.255 14 90 0.164 14 90 0.41916:00 - 17:00

14 90 0.332 14 90 0.169 14 90 0.50117:00 - 18:00

14 90 0.209 14 90 0.150 14 90 0.35918:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   2.114   2.216   4.330

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). I t is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus

departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where

count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP* FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 52 - 161 (units:  )

Survey date date range: 01/01/09 - 29/11/16

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS®  user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI -MODAL  CYCLI STS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest)  period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

14 90 0.003 14 90 0.012 14 90 0.01507:00 - 08:00

14 90 0.002 14 90 0.018 14 90 0.02008:00 - 09:00

14 90 0.001 14 90 0.006 14 90 0.00709:00 - 10:00

14 90 0.004 14 90 0.008 14 90 0.01210:00 - 11:00

14 90 0.003 14 90 0.003 14 90 0.00611:00 - 12:00

14 90 0.006 14 90 0.005 14 90 0.01112:00 - 13:00

14 90 0.005 14 90 0.002 14 90 0.00713:00 - 14:00

14 90 0.004 14 90 0.004 14 90 0.00814:00 - 15:00

14 90 0.012 14 90 0.005 14 90 0.01715:00 - 16:00

14 90 0.012 14 90 0.006 14 90 0.01816:00 - 17:00

14 90 0.017 14 90 0.006 14 90 0.02317:00 - 18:00

14 90 0.009 14 90 0.003 14 90 0.01218:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.078   0.078   0.156

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). I t is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus

departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where

count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP* FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 52 - 161 (units:  )

Survey date date range: 01/01/09 - 29/11/16

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS®  user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI -MODAL  PEDESTRI ANS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest)  period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

14 90 0.024 14 90 0.064 14 90 0.08807:00 - 08:00

14 90 0.042 14 90 0.156 14 90 0.19808:00 - 09:00

14 90 0.055 14 90 0.065 14 90 0.12009:00 - 10:00

14 90 0.056 14 90 0.051 14 90 0.10710:00 - 11:00

14 90 0.028 14 90 0.030 14 90 0.05811:00 - 12:00

14 90 0.044 14 90 0.034 14 90 0.07812:00 - 13:00

14 90 0.032 14 90 0.051 14 90 0.08313:00 - 14:00

14 90 0.043 14 90 0.053 14 90 0.09614:00 - 15:00

14 90 0.120 14 90 0.075 14 90 0.19515:00 - 16:00

14 90 0.103 14 90 0.055 14 90 0.15816:00 - 17:00

14 90 0.085 14 90 0.035 14 90 0.12017:00 - 18:00

14 90 0.055 14 90 0.045 14 90 0.10018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.687   0.714   1.401

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). I t is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus

departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where

count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP* FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 52 - 161 (units:  )

Survey date date range: 01/01/09 - 29/11/16

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS®  user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI -MODAL  PUBLI C TRANSPORT USERS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest)  period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

14 90 0.001 14 90 0.018 14 90 0.01907:00 - 08:00

14 90 0.002 14 90 0.010 14 90 0.01208:00 - 09:00

14 90 0.000 14 90 0.004 14 90 0.00409:00 - 10:00

14 90 0.002 14 90 0.006 14 90 0.00810:00 - 11:00

14 90 0.002 14 90 0.002 14 90 0.00411:00 - 12:00

14 90 0.002 14 90 0.007 14 90 0.00912:00 - 13:00

14 90 0.003 14 90 0.001 14 90 0.00413:00 - 14:00

14 90 0.002 14 90 0.004 14 90 0.00614:00 - 15:00

14 90 0.003 14 90 0.006 14 90 0.00915:00 - 16:00

14 90 0.006 14 90 0.004 14 90 0.01016:00 - 17:00

14 90 0.013 14 90 0.002 14 90 0.01517:00 - 18:00

14 90 0.014 14 90 0.001 14 90 0.01518:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.050   0.065   0.115

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). I t is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus

departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where

count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP* FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 52 - 161 (units:  )

Survey date date range: 01/01/09 - 29/11/16

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS®  user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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Calculation Reference: AUDIT-726001-170727-0716

TRI P RATE CALCULATI ON SELECTI ON PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  05 - HEALTH

Category :  G - GP SURGERIES

VEHI CLES

Selected regions and areas:

02 SOUTH EAST
BU BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 2 days

03 SOUTH WEST
GS GLOUCESTERSHIRE 1 days

SM SOMERSET 1 days

05 EAST MI DLANDS
LE LEICESTERSHIRE 1 days

NT NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 1 days

07 YORKSHI RE & NORTH LI NCOLNSHI RE
NO NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE 1 days

WY WEST YORKSHIRE 1 days

08 NORTH WEST
CH CHESHIRE 1 days

09 NORTH
TW TYNE & WEAR 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS®  sub-region in the selected set

Secondary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range

are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Gross floor area

Actual Range: 350 to 1592 (units:  sqm)

Range Selected by User: 143 to 1592 (units:  sqm)

Public Transport Provision:

Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/09 to 28/09/16

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are

included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:

Tuesday 3 days

Wednesday 2 days

Thursday 3 days

Friday 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:

Manual count 10 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding

up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are

undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 6

Edge of Town 4

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories

consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and

Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:

Residential Zone 10
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories

consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village, Out

of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:

   D 1    10 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005

has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS® .

Population within 1 mile:

5,001  to 10,000 1 days

10,001 to 15,000 3 days

15,001 to 20,000 2 days

20,001 to 25,000 2 days

25,001 to 50,000 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:

25,001  to 50,000 1 days

75,001  to 100,000 2 days

100,001 to 125,000 1 days

125,001 to 250,000 2 days

250,001 to 500,000 3 days

500,001 or More 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:

0.5 or Less 1 days

0.6 to 1.0 3 days

1.1 to 1.5 6 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,

within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:

Not Known 1 days

Yes 1 days

No 8 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,

and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:

No PTAL Present 10 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 BU-05-G-01 GP SURGERY BUCKI NGHAMSHI RE
HANNON ROAD

AYLESBURY

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    6 2 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 03/12/09 Survey Type: MANUAL

2 BU-05-G-02 GP SURGERY BUCKI NGHAMSHI RE
HINDHEAD KNOLL

WALNUT TREE 

MILTON KEYNES

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    6 0 1 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 19/10/10 Survey Type: MANUAL

3 CH-05-G-03 GP SURGERY CHESHI RE
HEATH LANE

BOUGHTON HEATH

CHESTER

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    8 0 0 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 29/05/12 Survey Type: MANUAL

4 GS-05-G-01 GP SURGERY GLOUCESTERSHI RE
ABBOTSWOOD ROAD

BROCKWORTH

GLOUCESTER

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    4 7 5 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 27/04/10 Survey Type: MANUAL

5 LE-05-G-01 GP SURGERY LEI CESTERSHI RE
GLEN ROAD 

OADBY

L E I C E S T E R 

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    5 5 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 30/10/14 Survey Type: MANUAL

6 NO-05-G-02 GP SURGERY NORTH LI NCOLNSHI RE
FERRY ROAD WEST

SCUNTHORPE

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    3 5 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 17/09/09 Survey Type: MANUAL

7 NT-05-G-01 GP SURGERY NOTTI NGHAMSHI RE
MANSFIELD ROAD

NOTTINGHAM

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    4 6 0 sqm

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 24/06/15 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 SM-05-G-01 GP SURGERY SOMERSET
MANTLE STREET

W E L L I N G T O N 

NEAR TAUNTON

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:   1 5 9 2 sqm

Survey date: FRIDAY 06/07/12 Survey Type: MANUAL

9 TW-05-G-01 GP SURGERY TYNE & WEAR
DURHAM ROAD

SUNDERLAND

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    6 0 0 sqm

Survey date: FRIDAY 30/11/12 Survey Type: MANUAL

10 WY-05-G-01 GP SURGERY WEST YORKSHI RE
BURLEY ROAD

BURLEY

LEEDS

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Gross floor area:    9 4 0 sqm

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 09/06/10 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a

unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week

and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 05 - HEALTH/G - GP SURGERIES

VEHI CLES
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest)  period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

9 725 1.241 9 725 0.245 9 725 1.48607:00 - 08:00

10 699 4.551 10 699 2.447 10 699 6.99808:00 - 09:00

10 699 4.551 10 699 4.307 10 699 8.85809:00 - 10:00

10 699 4.751 10 699 4.780 10 699 9.53110:00 - 11:00

10 699 3.907 10 699 4.250 10 699 8.15711:00 - 12:00

10 699 2.876 10 699 3.535 10 699 6.41112:00 - 13:00

10 699 2.247 10 699 2.118 10 699 4.36513:00 - 14:00

10 699 3.549 10 699 3.349 10 699 6.89814:00 - 15:00

10 699 3.535 10 699 3.334 10 699 6.86915:00 - 16:00

10 699 3.005 10 699 3.835 10 699 6.84016:00 - 17:00

10 699 1.903 10 699 2.776 10 699 4.67917:00 - 18:00

10 699 0.343 10 699 1.359 10 699 1.70218:00 - 19:00

1 620 0.000 1 620 0.000 1 620 0.00019:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:  3 6.459  3 6.335  7 2.794

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). I t is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus

departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where

count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time

period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of

the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP* FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 350 - 1592 (units: sqm)

Survey date date range: 01/01/09 - 28/09/16

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 10

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 0

Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS®  user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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Filename: Existing Access.j9 

Path: Z:\Job Library\2014\14224D - Tanyard Farm, Rushgreen Road, Lymm\Traffic Data\PICADY_2017_CT 

Report generation date: 06/09/2017 15:30:40  

«(Default Analysis Set) - 2022 Senario 2, PM 
»Junction Network 

»Arms 

»Traffic Demand 

»Origin-Destination Data 

»Vehicle Mix 

»Results 

Summary of junction performance 

 

 

 

Junctions 9
PICADY 9 - Priority Intersection Module

Version: 9.0.1.4646 []  

©  Copyright TRL Limited, 2017 

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL: 

Tel: +            Web: http://www.trlsoftware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the 

solution

  AM PM

  Queue (PCU) Delay (s) RFC LOS Queue (PCU) Delay (s) RFC LOS

  A1 - Base 2017

Stream B-C 0.0 6.28 0.01 A 0.0 7.54 0.02 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.48 0.01 B 0.0 12.76 0.04 B

Stream C-AB 0.0 4.49 0.01 A 0.0 4.90 0.03 A

  A1 - 2022 Senario 1

Stream B-C 0.1 7.85 0.07 A 0.1 9.03 0.10 A

Stream B-A 0.2 15.46 0.18 C 0.3 17.80 0.25 C

Stream C-AB 0.5 4.85 0.17 A 0.1 4.96 0.08 A

  A1 - 2022 Senario 2

Stream B-C 0.1 8.00 0.08 A 0.0 8.13 0.05 A

Stream B-A 0.3 15.22 0.21 C 0.1 15.33 0.12 C

Stream C-AB 0.1 4.58 0.08 A 0.2 5.03 0.10 A

There are warnings associated with one or more model runs - see the 'Data Errors and Warnings' tables for each Analysis or Demand Set. 

 

Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle. 
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File summary 

Units 

Analysis Options 

Analysis Set Details 

Demand Set Details 

File Description 

Title Rush Green Rd / Access Rd

Location Tanyard Farm

Site number 14224

Date 31/07/2017

Version  

Status (new file)

Identifier  

Client  

Jobnumber 14224

Enumerator Craig Thomson

Description  

Distance units Speed units Traffic units input Traffic units results Flow units Average delay units Total delay units Rate of delay units

m kph PCU PCU perHour s -Min perMin

Calculate Queue Percentiles Calculate residual capacity RFC Threshold Average Delay threshold (s) Queue threshold (PCU)

    0.85 36.00 20.00

ID Name Network flow scaling factor (%)

A1 (Default Analysis Set) 100.000

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min)

D8 2022 Senario 2 PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15

Generated on 06/09/2017 15:31:00 using Junctions 9 (9.0.1.4646)
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(Default Analysis Set) - 2022 Senario 2, PM 

Data Errors and Warnings 

Junction Network 

Junctions 

Junction Network Options 

Arms 

Arms 

Major Arm Geometry 

Geometries for Arm C are measured opposite Arm B. Geometries for Arm A (if relevant) are measured opposite Arm D. 

Minor Arm Geometry 

Slope / Intercept / Capacity 

Priority Intersection Slopes and Intercepts 

The slopes and intercepts shown above do NOT include any corrections or adjustments. 

Streams may be combined, in which case capacity will be adjusted. 

Values are shown for the first time segment only; they may differ for subsequent time segments. 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
Arm B - Minor arm 

geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 

not allowed.

Warning Vehicle Mix  
HV% is zero for all movements / time segments. Vehicle Mix matrix should be completed whether working in 

PCUs or Vehs.

Junction Name Junction Type Major road direction Junction Delay (s) Junction LOS

1 (untitled) T-Junction Two-way 0.78 A

Driving side Lighting

Left Normal/unknown

Arm Name Description Arm type

A Rush Green Rd (South)   Major

B Access Road   Minor

C Rush Green Rd (North)   Major

Arm Width of carriageway (m) Has kerbed central reserve Has right turn bay Visibility for right turn (m) Blocks? Blocking queue (PCU)

C 6.10     57.8 ü 0.00

Arm
Minor arm 

type

Width at give-

way (m)

Width at 

5m (m)

Width at 

10m (m)

Width at 

15m (m)

Width at 

20m (m)

Estimate flare 

length

Flare length 

(PCU)

Visibility to 

left (m)

Visibility to 

right (m)

B
One lane plus 

flare
8.10 3.20 3.05 3.05 3.05 ü 1.00 16 16

Junction Stream
Intercept

(PCU/hr)

Slope

for  

A-B

Slope

for  

A-C

Slope

for  

C-A

Slope

for  

C-B

1 B-A 512 0.093 0.235 0.148 0.336

1 B-C 647 0.099 0.250 - -

1 C-B 607 0.234 0.234 - -
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Traffic Demand 
 

Demand overview (Traffic) 

Origin-Destination Data 

Vehicle Mix 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 

 

 

 

 

Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

Vehicle mix source PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

HV Percentages 2.00

Arm Linked arm Use O-D data Average Demand (PCU/hr) Scaling Factor (%)

A   ü 635 100.000

B   ü 48 100.000

C   ü 506 100.000

Demand (PCU/hr) 

  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 43 592

 B  29 0 19

 C  478 28 0

Heavy Vehicle Percentages 

  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 0 0

 B  0 0 0

 C  0 0 0

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (PCU) Max LOS

B-C 0.05 8.13 0.0 A

B-A 0.12 15.33 0.1 C

C-AB 0.10 5.03 0.2 A

C-A        

A-B        

A-C        

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 14 524 0.027 14 0.0 7.061 A

B-A 22 345 0.063 22 0.1 11.138 B

C-AB 40 756 0.053 40 0.1 5.025 A

C-A 341     341      

A-B 32     32      

A-C 446     446      
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17:00 - 17:15 

17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

 

 

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 499 0.034 17 0.0 7.472 A

B-A 26 312 0.084 26 0.1 12.588 B

C-AB 55 790 0.070 55 0.1 4.897 A

C-A 400     400      

A-B 39     39      

A-C 532     532      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 21 464 0.045 21 0.0 8.125 A

B-A 32 267 0.120 32 0.1 15.310 C

C-AB 83 840 0.099 83 0.2 4.752 A

C-A 474     474      

A-B 47     47      

A-C 652     652      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 21 463 0.045 21 0.0 8.134 A

B-A 32 267 0.120 32 0.1 15.334 C

C-AB 83 841 0.099 83 0.2 4.756 A

C-A 474     474      

A-B 47     47      

A-C 652     652      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 498 0.034 17 0.0 7.487 A

B-A 26 312 0.084 26 0.1 12.614 B

C-AB 56 791 0.070 56 0.1 4.905 A

C-A 399     399      

A-B 39     39      

A-C 532     532      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 14 523 0.027 14 0.0 7.079 A

B-A 22 344 0.063 22 0.1 11.163 B

C-AB 40 756 0.053 41 0.1 5.033 A

C-A 341     341      

A-B 32     32      

A-C 446     446      
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APPENDIX G 



 

 

Filename: Ghost Island_Right Turn Lane.j9 

Path: Z:\Job Library\2014\14224D - Tanyard Farm, Rushgreen Road, Lymm\Traffic Data\PICADY_2017_CT 

Report generation date: 06/09/2017 15:54:16  

«(Default Analysis Set) - 2022 Senario 2, PM 
»Junction Network 

»Arms 

»Traffic Demand 

»Origin-Destination Data 

»Vehicle Mix 

»Results 

Summary of junction performance 

 

 

 

Junctions 9
PICADY 9 - Priority Intersection Module

Version: 9.0.1.4646 []  

©  Copyright TRL Limited, 2017 

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL: 

Tel: +44 (0)1344 770758    email: software@trl.co.uk    Web: http://www.trlsoftware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the 

solution

  AM PM

  Queue (PCU) Delay (s) RFC LOS Queue (PCU) Delay (s) RFC LOS

  A1 - Base 2017

Stream B-C 0.0 6.29 0.01 A 0.0 7.55 0.02 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.76 0.01 B 0.0 13.09 0.05 B

Stream C-B 0.0 7.12 0.01 A 0.0 7.81 0.02 A

  A1 - 2022 Senario 1

Stream B-C 0.1 7.87 0.07 A 0.1 9.07 0.10 A

Stream B-A 0.2 15.92 0.19 C 0.3 18.41 0.26 C

Stream C-B 0.1 8.34 0.11 A 0.1 8.42 0.05 A

  A1 - 2022 Senario 2

Stream B-C 0.1 8.02 0.08 A 0.0 8.16 0.05 A

Stream B-A 0.3 15.70 0.21 C 0.1 15.78 0.12 C

Stream C-B 0.1 7.67 0.05 A 0.1 8.60 0.07 A

There are warnings associated with one or more model runs - see the 'Data Errors and Warnings' tables for each Analysis or Demand Set. 

 

Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle. 
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File summary 

Units 

Analysis Options 

Analysis Set Details 

Demand Set Details 

File Description 

Title Rush Green Rd / Access Rd (Ghost Island Right Turn Lane) 

Location Tanyard Farm

Site number 14224

Date 31/07/2017

Version  

Status (new file)

Identifier  

Client  

Jobnumber 14224

Enumerator Craig Thomson

Description  

Distance units Speed units Traffic units input Traffic units results Flow units Average delay units Total delay units Rate of delay units

m kph PCU PCU perHour s -Min perMin

Calculate Queue Percentiles Calculate residual capacity RFC Threshold Average Delay threshold (s) Queue threshold (PCU)

    0.85 36.00 20.00

ID Name Network flow scaling factor (%)

A1 (Default Analysis Set) 100.000

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min)

D8 2022 Senario 2 PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15
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(Default Analysis Set) - 2022 Senario 2, PM 

Data Errors and Warnings 

Junction Network 

Junctions 

Junction Network Options 

Arms 

Arms 

Major Arm Geometry 

Geometries for Arm C are measured opposite Arm B. Geometries for Arm A (if relevant) are measured opposite Arm D. 

Minor Arm Geometry 

Slope / Intercept / Capacity 

Priority Intersection Slopes and Intercepts 

The slopes and intercepts shown above do NOT include any corrections or adjustments. 

Streams may be combined, in which case capacity will be adjusted. 

Values are shown for the first time segment only; they may differ for subsequent time segments. 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
Arm B - Minor arm 

geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 

not allowed.

Warning Vehicle Mix  
HV% is zero for all movements / time segments. Vehicle Mix matrix should be completed whether working in 

PCUs or Vehs.

Junction Name Junction Type Major road direction Junction Delay (s) Junction LOS

1 (untitled) T-Junction Two-way 0.72 A

Driving side Lighting

Left Normal/unknown

Arm Name Description Arm type

A Rush Green Rd (South)   Major

B Access Road   Minor

C Rush Green Rd (North)   Major

Arm
Width of carriageway 

(m)

Has kerbed central 

reserve

Has right turn 

bay

Width for right turn 

(m)

Visibility for right turn 

(m)
Blocks?

Blocking queue 

(PCU)

C 6.00   ü 2.40 51.0   -

Arm
Minor arm 

type

Width at give-

way (m)

Width at 

5m (m)

Width at 

10m (m)

Width at 

15m (m)

Width at 

20m (m)

Estimate flare 

length

Flare length 

(PCU)

Visibility to 

left (m)

Visibility to 

right (m)

B
One lane plus 

flare
8.10 2.90 2.75 2.75 2.75 ü 1.00 19 16

Junction Stream
Intercept

(PCU/hr)

Slope

for  

A-B

Slope

for  

A-C

Slope

for  

C-A

Slope

for  

C-B

1 B-A 502 0.091 0.231 0.145 0.330

1 B-C 647 0.099 0.251 - -

1 C-B 617 0.239 0.239 - -
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Traffic Demand 
 

Demand overview (Traffic) 

Origin-Destination Data 

Vehicle Mix 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 

 

 

 

 

Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

Vehicle mix source PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

HV Percentages 2.00

Arm Linked arm Use O-D data Average Demand (PCU/hr) Scaling Factor (%)

A   ü 635 100.000

B   ü 48 100.000

C   ü 506 100.000

Demand (PCU/hr) 

  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 43 592

 B  29 0 19

 C  478 28 0

Heavy Vehicle Percentages 

  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 0 0

 B  0 0 0

 C  0 0 0

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (PCU) Max LOS

B-C 0.05 8.16 0.0 A

B-A 0.12 15.78 0.1 C

C-A        

C-B 0.07 8.60 0.1 A

A-B        

A-C        

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 14 523 0.027 14 0.0 7.071 A

B-A 22 337 0.065 22 0.1 11.421 B

C-A 360     360      

C-B 21 502 0.042 21 0.0 7.475 A

A-B 32     32      

A-C 446     446      

Generated on 06/09/2017 15:54:37 using Junctions 9 (9.0.1.4646)

4



17:00 - 17:15 

17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

 

 

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 498 0.034 17 0.0 7.486 A

B-A 26 304 0.086 26 0.1 12.923 B

C-A 430     430      

C-B 25 480 0.052 25 0.1 7.908 A

A-B 39     39      

A-C 532     532      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 21 463 0.045 21 0.0 8.147 A

B-A 32 260 0.123 32 0.1 15.753 C

C-A 526     526      

C-B 31 450 0.069 31 0.1 8.594 A

A-B 47     47      

A-C 652     652      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 21 462 0.045 21 0.0 8.156 A

B-A 32 260 0.123 32 0.1 15.777 C

C-A 526     526      

C-B 31 450 0.069 31 0.1 8.596 A

A-B 47     47      

A-C 652     652      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 497 0.034 17 0.0 7.501 A

B-A 26 304 0.086 26 0.1 12.948 B

C-A 430     430      

C-B 25 480 0.052 25 0.1 7.912 A

A-B 39     39      

A-C 532     532      

Stream
Total Demand 

(PCU/hr)

Capacity 

(PCU/hr)
RFC

Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 14 522 0.027 14 0.0 7.090 A

B-A 22 337 0.065 22 0.1 11.445 B

C-A 360     360      

C-B 21 502 0.042 21 0.0 7.479 A

A-B 32     32      

A-C 446     446      
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APPENDIX H 



 

 

Filename: ARCADY_Rush Green Road_Mini Roundabout.j9 

Path: Z:\Job Library\2014\14224D - Tanyard Farm, Rushgreen Road, Lymm\Traffic Data 

Report generation date: 08/08/2017 17:41:15  

»2022 Assessment, AM 
»2022 Assessment, PM 

Summary of junction performance 
 

 

 

Junctions 9
ARCADY 9 - Roundabout Module

Version: 9.0.0.4211 []  

© Copyright TRL Limited, 2017 

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL: 

Tel:             Web: http://www.trlsoftware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the 

solution

  AM PM

  Queue ( PCU) D e la y  ( s) RFC Queue ( PCU) D e la y  ( s) RFC

  2 0 2 2  Assessm ent

Ar m  1 0.9 6.40 0.48 1.8 9.59 0.65

Ar m  2 0.2 6.61 0.15 0.1 7.34 0.08

Ar m  3 1.9 11.24 0.66 1.3 8.59 0.57

There are warnings associated with one or more model runs - see the 'Data Errors and Warnings' tables for each Analysis or Demand Set. 

 

Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle. 

File summary 

Units 

File Description 

Title (untitled)

Location  

Site number  

Date 08/08/2017

Version  

Status (new file)

Identifier  

Client  

Jobnumber  

Enumerator SCP"Liam Bessell

Description  

Distance units Speed units Traffic units input Traffic units results Flow units Average delay units Total delay units Rate of delay units

m kph PCU PCU perHour s -Min perMin

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Analysis Options 

Demand Set Summary 

Mini-roundabout model Calculate Queue Percentiles Calculate residual capacity RFC Threshold Average Delay threshold (s) Queue threshold (PCU)

JUNCTIONS 9     0.85 36.00 20.00

Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Model start time (HH:mm) Model finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min)

2022 Assessment AM ONE HOUR 08:00 09:30 15

2022 Assessment PM ONE HOUR 17:00 18:30 15

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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2022 Assessment, AM 

Data Errors and Warnings 

Analysis Set Details 

Junction Network 

Junctions 

Junction Network Options 

Arms 

Arms 

Capacity Options 

Mini Roundabout Geometry 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Mini-roundabout

Mini-roundabout appears to have unbalanced flows and may behave like a priority junction; 

treat results with caution. See User Guide for details.[Arms 1 and 3 have 92% of the total flow 

for the roundabout for one or more time segments]

ID Network flow scaling factor (%)

A1 100.000

Junction Name Junction Type Junction Delay (s) Junction LOS

1 untitled Mini-roundabout 8.89 A

Driving side Lighting Road surface In London

Left Normal/unknown Normal/unknown  

Arm Name Description

1 untitled  

2 untitled  

3 untitled  

Arm Minimum capacity (PCU/hr) Maximum capacity (PCU/hr)

1 0.00 99999.00

2 0.00 99999.00

3 0.00 99999.00

Arm
Approach road 

half-width (m)

Minimum approach road 

half-width (m)

Entry 

width (m)

Effective flare 

length (m)

Distance to next 

arm (m)

Entry corner kerb line 

distance (m)

Gradient over 

50m (%)

Kerbed 

central island

1 3.40 3.40 5.40 12.0 13.30 6.00 0.0  

2 2.75 2.75 5.00 7.0 14.00 4.00 0.0  

3 3.00 3.00 4.30 13.0 15.00 9.00 0.0  

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Slope / Intercept / Capacity 

Roundabout Slope and Intercept used in model 

The slope and intercept shown above include any corrections and adjustments. 

Traffic Demand 

Demand Set Details 

 

Demand overview (Traffic) 

Origin-Destination Data 

Vehicle Mix 

Arm Final slope Final intercept (PCU/hr)

1 0.655 1083.849

2 0.623 938.157

3 0.629 987.606

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Model start time (HH:mm) Model finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min)

D1 2022 Assessment AM ONE HOUR 08:00 09:30 15

Vehicle mix varies over turn Vehicle mix varies over entry Vehicle mix source PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

ü ü HV Percentages 2.00

Arm Linked arm Use O-D data Average Demand (PCU/hr) Scaling Factor (%)

1   ü 462.00 100.000

2   ü 87.00 100.000

3   ü 573.00 100.000

Demand (PCU/hr) 

  To

From

   1   2   3 
 1  0.000 28.000 434.000

 2  53.000 0.000 34.000

 3  555.000 18.000 0.000

Heavy Vehicle proportion 

  To

From

   1   2   3 
 1  0 0 0

 2  0 0 0

 3  0 0 0

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Detailed Demand Data 

Demand for each time segment 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Main Results for each time segment 

Main results: (08:00-08:15) 

Time Segment Arm Demand (PCU/hr) Demand in PCU (PCU/hr)

08:00-08:15

1 347.82 347.82

2 65.50 65.50

3 431.38 431.38

08:15-08:30

1 415.33 415.33

2 78.21 78.21

3 515.12 515.12

08:30-08:45

1 508.67 508.67

2 95.79 95.79

3 630.88 630.88

08:45-09:00

1 508.67 508.67

2 95.79 95.79

3 630.88 630.88

09:00-09:15

1 415.33 415.33

2 78.21 78.21

3 515.12 515.12

09:15-09:30

1 347.82 347.82

2 65.50 65.50

3 431.38 431.38

Arm Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (PCU) Max LOS

1 0.48 6.40 0.9 A

2 0.15 6.61 0.2 A

3 0.66 11.24 1.9 B

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 347.82 13.45 1075.04 0.324 345.92 0.5 4.924 A

2 65.50 324.96 735.79 0.089 65.11 0.1 5.366 A

3 431.38 39.66 962.67 0.448 428.18 0.8 6.695 A

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Main results: (08:15-08:30) 

Main results: (08:30-08:45) 

Main results: (08:45-09:00) 

Main results: (09:00-09:15) 

Main results: (09:15-09:30) 

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 415.33 16.14 1073.28 0.387 414.73 0.6 5.462 A

2 78.21 389.59 695.54 0.112 78.10 0.1 5.830 A

3 515.12 47.58 957.70 0.538 513.75 1.1 8.082 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 508.67 19.72 1070.93 0.475 507.60 0.9 6.379 A

2 95.79 476.84 641.21 0.149 95.60 0.2 6.597 A

3 630.88 58.24 950.99 0.663 627.84 1.9 11.034 B

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 508.67 19.81 1070.87 0.475 508.65 0.9 6.402 A

2 95.79 477.82 640.59 0.150 95.79 0.2 6.607 A

3 630.88 58.35 950.92 0.663 630.76 1.9 11.240 B

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 415.33 16.28 1073.19 0.387 416.37 0.6 5.489 A

2 78.21 391.14 694.58 0.113 78.40 0.1 5.845 A

3 515.12 47.76 957.58 0.538 518.12 1.2 8.248 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 347.82 13.60 1074.94 0.324 348.44 0.5 4.961 A

2 65.50 327.32 734.32 0.089 65.62 0.1 5.383 A

3 431.38 39.97 962.48 0.448 432.84 0.8 6.817 A
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2022 Assessment, PM 

Data Errors and Warnings 

Analysis Set Details 

Junction Network 

Junctions 

Junction Network Options 
[same as above] 

Arms 

Arms 
[same as above] 

Capacity Options 
[same as above] 

Mini Roundabout Geometry 
[same as above] 

Slope / Intercept / Capacity 
[same as above] 

Traffic Demand 

Demand Set Details 

 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Mini-roundabout

Mini-roundabout appears to have unbalanced flows and may behave like a priority junction; 

treat results with caution. See User Guide for details.[Arms 1 and 3 have 96% of the total flow 

for the roundabout for one or more time segments]

ID Network flow scaling factor (%)

A1 100.000

Junction Name Junction Type Junction Delay (s) Junction LOS

1 untitled Mini-roundabout 9.08 A

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Model start time (HH:mm) Model finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min)

D2 2022 Assessment PM ONE HOUR 17:00 18:30 15

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Demand overview (Traffic) 

Origin-Destination Data 

Vehicle Mix 

Vehicle mix varies over turn Vehicle mix varies over entry Vehicle mix source PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

ü ü HV Percentages 2.00

Arm Linked arm Use O-D data Average Demand (PCU/hr) Scaling Factor (%)

1   ü 628.00 100.000

2   ü 38.00 100.000

3   ü 502.00 100.000

Demand (PCU/hr) 

  To

From

   1   2   3 
 1  0.000 36.000 592.000

 2  23.000 0.000 15.000

 3  478.000 24.000 0.000

Heavy Vehicle proportion 

  To

From

   1   2   3 
 1  0 0 0

 2  0 0 0

 3  0 0 0

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Detailed Demand Data 

Demand for each time segment 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Main Results for each time segment 

Main results: (17:00-17:15) 

Time Segment Arm Demand (PCU/hr) Demand in PCU (PCU/hr)

17:00-17:15

1 472.79 472.79

2 28.61 28.61

3 377.93 377.93

17:15-17:30

1 564.56 564.56

2 34.16 34.16

3 451.29 451.29

17:30-17:45

1 691.44 691.44

2 41.84 41.84

3 552.71 552.71

17:45-18:00

1 691.44 691.44

2 41.84 41.84

3 552.71 552.71

18:00-18:15

1 564.56 564.56

2 34.16 34.16

3 451.29 451.29

18:15-18:30

1 472.79 472.79

2 28.61 28.61

3 377.93 377.93

Arm Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (PCU) Max LOS

1 0.65 9.59 1.8 A

2 0.08 7.34 0.1 A

3 0.57 8.59 1.3 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 472.79 17.95 1072.09 0.441 469.67 0.8 5.945 A

2 28.61 442.75 662.44 0.043 28.43 0.0 5.676 A

3 377.93 17.21 976.79 0.387 375.43 0.6 5.963 A

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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Main results: (17:15-17:30) 

Main results: (17:30-17:45) 

Main results: (17:45-18:00) 

Main results: (18:00-18:15) 

Main results: (18:15-18:30) 

 

 

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 564.56 21.53 1069.74 0.528 563.28 1.1 7.089 A

2 34.16 530.99 607.48 0.056 34.10 0.1 6.278 A

3 451.29 20.64 974.63 0.463 450.38 0.9 6.853 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 691.44 26.34 1066.60 0.648 688.67 1.8 9.455 A

2 41.84 649.20 533.87 0.078 41.74 0.1 7.312 A

3 552.71 25.26 971.72 0.569 550.95 1.3 8.519 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 691.44 26.42 1066.54 0.648 691.34 1.8 9.587 A

2 41.84 651.71 532.30 0.079 41.84 0.1 7.339 A

3 552.71 25.32 971.69 0.569 552.66 1.3 8.588 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 564.56 21.66 1069.66 0.528 567.28 1.1 7.206 A

2 34.16 534.76 605.13 0.056 34.26 0.1 6.306 A

3 451.29 20.74 974.57 0.463 453.01 0.9 6.924 A

Arm Total Demand (PCU/hr) Circulating flow (PCU/hr) Capacity (PCU/hr) RFC Throughput (PCU/hr) End queue (PCU) Delay (s) LOS

1 472.79 18.11 1071.98 0.441 474.14 0.8 6.034 A

2 28.61 446.96 659.81 0.043 28.67 0.0 5.706 A

3 377.93 17.35 976.70 0.387 378.88 0.6 6.033 A

Generated on 08/08/2017 17:41:21 using Junctions 9 (9.0.0.4211)
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TRAFFIC FIGURES 



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

12 5

442 513 372 486 27 14 12 6

10 3 82 31 422 509

4 4 402 548 30 37 379 462 3 8

7 12 7 3 89 76 45 77 412 527

2017 Surveyed Traffic flows - PCU 06/09/2017
Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Allocation, Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 1

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

61% 61%

39% 39% 61% 61%

39% 61% 61% 61%

39% 61% 61% 61% 61% 61%

Trip Distribution 06/09/2017
Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Allocation, Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 2

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

23 42

20 18 23 42

27 42 28 30

15 23 28 30 28 30

Traffic Assignment - Proposed Allocation 

110 Dwellings plus Medical Centre
06/09/2017

Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Allocation Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 3

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

38 5

3 29 38 5

4 5 44 4

25 38 44 4 44 4

Traffic Assignment - Adjacent Extant Development 06/09/2017
Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Allcoation Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 4

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

6 14

8 4 6 14

9 14 6 12

4 6 6 12 6 12

Traffic Assignment - Adjacent Bellway Homes Development

60 Dwellings
06/09/2017

Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Allocation, Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 5

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

13 5

478 555 389 522 29 15 13 6

0 0 89 33 443 547

0 0 434 592 32 39 402 495 3 9

0 0 0 0 96 82 49 83 438 566

Tempro 2017:2023 AM Growth Factor 1.0814

Tempro 2017:2023 PM Growth Factor 1.0806

 2023 Growthed Survey Flow - PCU's 06/09/2017
Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Allocation, Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 6

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

13 5

478 555 451 569 29 15 13 6

22 47 89 33 504 594

31 47 434 592 32 39 408 530 3 9

40 61 72 34 96 82 49 83 510 600

Scenario 1 - 2022 Assessment Flows 

Proposed Alloction plus Extant Employment Use
06/09/2017

Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Development, Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 7

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd



Key

Weekday AM Peak: 0800-0900

Weekday PM Peak: 1700-1800

13 5

478 555 418 578 29 15 13 6

28 22 89 33 471 603

36 56 434 592 32 39 408 538 3 9

19 29 34 43 96 82 49 83 471 608

Scenario 2 - 2022 Assessment Flows 

Proposed Alloction plus Bellway Development
06/09/2017

Job Number -    

SCP/14224

Proposed Residential Development, Rushgreen Road, Lymm Traffic Figure 8

Site 
Access

Sainsbury's

Reddish Crescent

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd

A6144 Rush 
Green Rd
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OC06
E 368886.413
N 387609.202
Ht 16.624

LP

15.40

15.50
15.27

15.77

IL15.31

C/B (Ht 2.2m)C/B (Ht 2.2m)

P/R (Ht 1.0m)

Misc
(Ht 1.7m)

Hardcore

IC/Tel

16.78 16.99
16.70

16.51
16.60

15.72

16.41

18.57

18.68

15.93 15.79 15.42
16.69

16.46

16.36
16.35

16.35

16.40

16.26

15.81 15.85
16.73

16.46

16.14

16.87
16.70

16.80

16.24

16.25

MH

Tarmac

Tarm
ac

Pipe

CL16.44

RUSHGREEN ROAD

2 storey wing 3 storey wing

1:500 Scale Bar

0m 10 20 30 40 50

N This drawing and the building works depicted are the copyright of West Hart Partnership
Ltd and may not be reproduced except by written permission.  This drawing must be read
and checked against any specialist drawings and information provided.  Do not scale from

this drawing when using this for construction purposes. Use figured dimensions only.
© West Hart Partnership Ltd 2014

Scale / Paper size:

Drawn by / checked by:

Date of first issue:

Drawing title:

Project:

West Hart Partnership Ltd.
Chartered Architects

Rev Date Note

Drawing number:

Revision:

Status:

Client:

/ A3

/

ASSURA

NEW MEDICAL CENTRE
RUSHGREEN ROAD, LYMM

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

1839-100 02-05-19

500 @ A3

SJW JEH

PRELIMINARY

PROPOSED SITE PLAN
1 : 500 @ A3

FLOOR AREAS

GROUND
580 sqm

FIRST
540 sqm

SECOND
400 sqm

TOTAL
1520 sqm

PHARMACY
100 sqm

CAR PARKING
54 no.

SITE AREA
3900 sqm ( 0.96 acres )
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This is a copy of the title plan on 17 JUN 2019 at 09:51:03. This copy does not take account of any application made after that time even if still pending in HM Land
Registry when this copy was issued.

This copy is not an 'Official Copy' of the title plan. An official copy of the title plan is admissible in evidence in a court to the same extent as the original. A person
is entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she suffers loss by reason of a mistake in an official copy. If you want to obtain an official copy, the HM Land
Registry web site explains how to do this.

HM Land Registry endeavours to maintain high quality and scale accuracy of title plan images.The quality and accuracy of any print will depend on your printer,
your computer and its print settings.This title plan shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries.  It may be subject to distortions in scale.
Measurements scaled from this plan may not match measurements between the same points on the ground.

This title is dealt with by HM Land Registry, Birkenhead Office.

 Crown Copyright.  Produced by HM Land Registry.  Further reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited without the prior written permission of Ordnance
Survey.  Licence Number 100026316.
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