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Dear Sirs  

 

Broomedge, Lymm, Warrington 

 

As part of this correspondence, prepared on behalf of Peter and Diane Martin, we provide a planning 

review of Broomedge, a village settlement located to the east of Lymm, Warrington.  

 

We consider the settlement in terms of its key characteristics and services and comment on adopted 

and emerging planning policies for the area and comment on their consistency with the NPPF, 

particularly in relation to the NPPF stance on supporting rural communities, meeting housing needs 

and the approach to undertaking Green Belt reviews.   

 

The purpose of the letter is to inform the emerging Warrington Local Plan particularly in relation to 

the above points and to highlight that Broomedge is a settlement that could accommodate a modest 

level of growth, which will assist in ensuring it remains a vital and viable settlement with a range 

of community facilities.  

 

We also highlight why the Council’s current Green Belt assessment not review a number of the 

settlements located within the Borough that are currently washed over by Green Belt. It is therefore 

incomplete and subsequently inconsistent with the NPPF. If the Local Plan proceeds on this basis, 

our view is that it would be deemed unsound. We therefore respectfully request that the Council’s 

consultants preparing the Green Belt review are instructed to look at this matter in detail. Given 

the former UDP identified boundaries for these settlements, we do not consider this would be a 

significant undertaking but it does need to be formally addressed.  

 

The Settlement 

 

The village of Broomedge contains a population of less than 2,000 people (based on SOA Warrington 

21F), which also includes some residential dwellings on the fringe of Lymm/Rush Green.  

 

Properties range from large multi-bedroom detached dwellings, standard family homes and smaller 

post war, semi-detached homes.    

 

The heart of the village contains a crossroads with the A56 (Higher Lane) running east/west and 

the B5159 (Burford Lane/High Legh Road) running north/south.  Located on/adjacent to the 

crossroad is a good sized, local convenience store/post office/hardware store (Costcutter / Post 

Office), a pub (Jolly Thresher), office space, and bus stops. Other services in the village include a 

further pub (Wheatsheaf Inn), Air Cadets Training Centre, an equipped play area, and a vehicle 

repair garage/petrol station albeit the latter is located just outside the Borough boundary.  

 

The extent and frequency of bus services running through the settlement is good. Services include 

the 35, 43, 47, 191 and 289 which provide services to Lymm and Warrington, Altrincham, 
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Northwich, High Legh, Little Bollington and Partington. Services to Lymm, Altrincham and 

Warrington run every hour during the day (10-5). Services to Northwich and High Legh are less 

frequent with 3 services running a day.  

 

Planning Policy 

 

Local Plan (Adopted) 

 

The adopted Local Plan comprises of the unchallenged parts of the Warrington Local Plan Core 

Strategy, which was adopted in 2014.  

 

The supporting Proposals Map illustrates that the settlement is washed over by Green Belt but there 

is also a defined settlement boundary from Broomedge, which does not include all of the dwellings 

and physical features within the settlement but the main core which runs along High Legh Lane and 

Burford Lane.  

 

The extract below is from the former UDP proposals map but the boundary has not altered as part 

of the Core Strategy Local Plan. Indeed, with regard to villages that have been excluded and washed 

over by Green Belt, there has been no alteration to their status since the former UDP was adopted 

in 2006. 

 

 
 

Policy CC 1 – Inset and Green Belt Settlements lists those settlements within the Borough that are 

inset (excluded) from the Green Belt and those that are washed over. Broomedge is one of 12 

settlements that are washed over by the Green Belt, whilst a further 10 larger villages/towns are 

inset within the Green Belt (excluded). The policy goes on to note the following in relation to the 

washed over settlements: 

 

‘Within these settlements development proposals will be subject to Green Belt 

policies set out in national planning policy. New build development may be 
appropriate where it can be demonstrated that the proposal constitutes limited 
infill development of an appropriate scale, design and character in that it 

constitutes a small break between existing development which has more affinity 
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with the built form of the settlement as opposed to the openness of the Green 
Belt; unless the break contributes to the character of the settlement.’     

 
The supporting text to Policy CC 1 clarifies that this approach was adopted on the basis of seeking 
to control the spatial distribution of development across the Borough. Indeed, Paragraphs 17.3 and 

17.4 state the following: 
 

‘With regards to the Countryside's constituent settlements, a distinction has been 

made between those which are regarded as 'Inset' settlements (that are excluded 
from the Green Belt) and those that are regarded as 'Green Belt' settlements (that 
are washed over and within the Green Belt). Policy CC1 identifies which of the 
borough's settlements fall within each of the classifications and the Proposals Map 
identifies individual settlement boundaries. 
 

The Overall Spatial Strategy sets out the quantity and distribution of development 
within the borough and directs growth towards the urban area of the town of 

Warrington. Policy CC1 helps to implement this approach by requiring 
development proposals to conform with Local Plan Core Strategy policy CS1 and 
specifically, with regards to Green Belt settlements, through guiding the scale and 
nature of development likely to be deemed appropriate in such locations. This 
approach alongside evidence which suggests that development opportunities 

within the countryside and its constituent settlements are limited, is such that any 
growth within these areas should be organic.’ 

 

As noted above, the commentary in paragraph 17.3 reflects a position that has simply been 

transferred from former UDP (i.e. there has been no change in terms of which settlements fall 

within and outside the Green Belt since at least 2006). Moreover, the reason for retaining this 

distinction between the settlements was on the basis of a spatial strategy that continued to focus 

development towards Warrington. It was also in the context of a strategy that did not propose a 

review of the Green Belt across the Borough.  

 

The housing requirements presented by the Council in the Submitted Local Plan equated to 500 

dwellings per annum between 2006 and 2027. However, by 2012 a total of 5,075 dwellings had 

already been delivered, with completions in 2006 exceeding 1,362 and in 2007 over 1,500 dwellings 

where completed. Sufficient housing supply was available for the remaining requirement and Policy 

SN1 confirmed that 80% of new homes will be delivered on previously developed land within the 

Borough, with 60% in Inner Warrington and 40% in the suburban areas of Warrington and the 

Borough’s outer lying settlements. As such, the Core Strategy planned for a reduced level of housing 

completions over the remainder of the plan period and it was deemed that exceptional 

circumstances did not exist to review the Green Belt. 

 

The Inspector’s report for the Core Strategy highlights that no Green Belt review was deemed 

necessary. In addition, there is no comment within the Inspectors report (and we are not aware of 

any evidence that was prepared) in relation to the role of each village in terms of their contribution 

to the role and function of the Green Belt. Put simply, a case for Green Belt review was never 

advanced by the Council and therefore there was very limited focus in relation to the needs of those 

settlements that fell within the Green Belt.  

 

However, the housing policies of the Warrington Core Strategy Local Plan were subsequently 

challenged successfully through the Courts. As such, the housing policies of the Core Strategy are 

omitted from the adopted version of the plan and the Council are now progressing a new Local Plan 

to address this issue.  
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Local Plan (Emerging) and Associated Evidence Base 

 

The emerging Local Plan is at an early stage. It represents a Review of the Adopted Local Plan but 

in light of the fact that housing policies were never formally adopted as part of that process, the 

spatial distribution of development is a matter that needs to be reconsidered from the very outset. 

Indeed, SEA Directives dictate that all new plans that identify land for development have to identify 

and assess alternative development scenarios, collect base-line monitoring information, assess 

environmental impacts and carry out consultation. 

 

To date, the emerging Local Plan underwent a Regulation 18 (Issues and Options) consultation 

between 24th October and 5th December 2016. The evidence base underpinning the Council’s initial 

thoughts process included the following key documents (all dated October 2016): 

 

- Mid-Mersey Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment (SHMA) (BE Group / Mickledore); 

- Review of Economic Forecasts and Housing Numbers (Mickledore); 

- Economic Development Needs Assessment (BE Group / Mickledore); 

- Urban Capacity Statement (Warrington BC); and 

- Green Belt Assessment (Arup). 

 

As part of our client’s representations to the Issues and Options stage (see attached) we noted that 

there were still some key pieces of evidence that were missing that would need to be undertaken 

prior to the publication of any preferred options for the Local Plan. As part of separate 

representations Pegasus made, we noted that all of the above documents would need advancing 

further as well as all the documents listed in Appendix 2 of the Issues and Options paper would be 

required.  

 

The need to co-operate with neighbouring authorities under the ‘Duty-to-Co-operate’ requirements 

under the Act will also be a key consideration moving forward.  

 

Housing Needs 

 

The 2016 SHMA concludes that the objectively assessed housing need across the Mid-Mersey 
Housing Market Area (HMA) is 1,756 dwellings per annum (dpa).  In terms of Warrington’s 
individual needs, an annual requirement of 839 dwellings per annum (dpa) (to include 220 

affordable units), and an additional 62 bed spaces per year in Care Homes (specialist housing for 
elder people) is identified up to 2037 (see paragraph 2.6 of the Issues and Options document).  
 
The SHMA Addendum identifies a higher requirement of 984 dpa due to increased job growth 

projections from the Cheshire and Warrington Local Enterprise Partnership’s (CWLEP) devolution 

proposal which aims to create 31,000 additional jobs in the Borough from 2015 to 2040.  

 

As part of Pegasus representations to the recent consultation period, we also set out why we 

consider the objectively assessed housing needs for the Borough will exceed 1,000 dpa based on 

the latest demographic figures for the Borough or a market-led analysis.  

 

We note that the Council have proposed a 20-year plan period (2016-2036). Assuming an annual 

housing need of 1,000 is confirmed, 20,000 homes will be required. However, irrespective of what 

housing requirement is ultimately adopted, it is clear that it will significantly exceed the 500 

dwellings per annum requirement that was being advanced through the adopted Core Strategy 

(particularly when considering the Core Strategy was originally planning for even lower housing 
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delivery rates during remaining parts of the plan period post adoption – See Appendix 2 of the Core 

Strategy). 

 

Urban Capacity 

 

The Urban Capacity Statement calculates the total capacity for housing within the borough on 
existing urban sites and greenfield sites outside the Green Belt. This calculation adds the 2016 
SHLAA figure for the period 2016-2031, the predicted windfall figure for the same period, and the 
additional capacity identified through a masterplanning exercise of the town centre commissioned 

by Warrington & Co.  
 
The calculation and resultant capacity is set out below:  
10,806 (SHLAA Total) + 3,460 (Additional Masterplanned Capacity) + 960 (Windfall) = 15,226  
 

This suggests that approximately 5,000 dwellings will need to be accommodated via a release of 

Green Belt land in order to meet the target of delivering 20,000 new homes in the next 20 years.  

 

Whilst we have not assessed every site within the Council’s claimed supply at this stage, we have 

noted several inconsistencies in the Council’s figures through our representations to the Issues and 

Options consultation process. In short, we conclude that at least 6,500 new dwellings will be 

required to be delivered in the Green Belt if the Council are to achieve the required 20,000 

dwelling target.  

 

Spatial Distribution   

 

Appendix 2 of the Issues and Options document (see below) sets out the Council’s approach to 

defining spatial distribution.  
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It is clear that the introduction of Green Belt sites for development purposes is incumbent on the 

findings of the housing and employment needs assessments and urban capacity study, and the 

spatial distribution of development will be influenced by a series of documents (including the 

Council’s Green Belt assessment).  

 

We note that there is no mention of a settlement hierarchy assessment or an assessment that 

specifically looks at the needs of individual settlements and rural communities, which we would 

expect to see as part of the evidence base for a Local Plan.  

 

Green Belt Assessment 

 

The Council’s Green Belt Assessment undertakes a high-level assessment of 23 large Green Belt 

parcels across the Borough. Broomedge is located within large parcel nos 7. That parcel has been 

ranked as making a ‘moderate’ contribution in terms of its function in relation to the 5 purposes of 

Green Belt by ARUP (see below).   

 

  
 

 
 

Notably, Arup highlight that the parcel makes no contribution to 3 of the 5 purposes. The 5th 

purpose which relates to the contribution to the regeneration of Brownfield sites is applied at a 

moderate level to every parcel in Warrington.  

 

The only strong contribution relates to purpose 4: safeguarding encroachment into the countryside. 

Even then, Arup consider the parcel makes a moderate to strong contribution and confirms the 

Broomedge 
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parcel includes a large amount of development including the two washed over villages of 

Broomedge and Heatley, indicating that even this purpose is compromised.  

 

Arup go onto assess smaller parcels. However, this is only in relation to parcels surrounding 

Warrington and the inset villages (see below). No assessment is carried out in relation to 

Broomedge. We respectfully request that this is fully addressed before the Local Plan is continued 

in order for the plan to be consistent with the NPPF. 

    

 
 

Requirements of the NPPF 

 

At this point it is pertinent to highlight some key paragraphs in the NPPF in relation to the need to 

support rural communities and the approach to reviewing Green Belt. 

 

With regard to supporting rural communities, paragraph 28 states the following in relation to the 

need to support growth in rural areas: 

 

‘Planning policies should support economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs 
and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new development. To promote 
a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans should: 

 
● support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise 
in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new 
buildings; 
 
● promote the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based 

rural businesses; 

 
● support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit businesses 
in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the character of the 
countryside. This should include supporting the provision and expansion of tourist and 



ST/P17-0121/L001v2   

Page | 8 

visitor facilities in appropriate locations where identified needs are not met by existing 
facilities in rural service centres; and 
 

● promote the retention and development of local services and community facilities in 
villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public 
houses and places of worship.’  

 

Paragraph 55 goes on to state:  
 

‘To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where 
it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example, where there 
are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in 
a village nearby. Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the 
countryside…’ 

 

In this case, we have already highlighted that Broomedge contains a number of key services. Clearly 

an element of growth would assist in ensuring these services continue to remain viable into the 

future, which is considered to be a key sustainability consideration.  

 

Moreover, given the Borough will now have to deliver a far higher level of housing over the entirety 

of the plan period than that envisaged as part of the Core Strategy, Broomedge could also represent 

a sustainable location to meet a modest element of this requirement. 

 

The delivery of some market housing would also ensure that affordable homes could be provided 
for local people. Indeed, the growth of Broomedge in the past has included the delivery of Council 
housing and there may well be particular local needs within the village that need to be addressed. 
Indeed, this would be entirely consistent with Paragraph 54 of the NPPF which states: 

 
‘In rural areas…..Local planning authorities should in particular consider whether 
allowing some market housing would facilitate the provision of significant additional 
affordable housing to meet local needs.’ 

 

We have also highlighted that Broomedge contains a good number of bus services providing 

sustainable connections to the main areas of service, employment and retail within the vicinity. 

Whilst those services will not be as regular as might be the case in larger settlements, paragraph 

29 of the NPPF already recognises this dynamic and states: 

 

‘The Government recognises that different policies and measures will be required in 
different communities and opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions 
will vary from urban to rural areas.’ 

 

In light of this policy advice, the role, function and needs of the villages washed over by the Green 

Belt within the Borough should not be ignored. Indeed, the delivery of further residential 

development in the village would not represent ‘isolated homes in the countryside’ and would help 

to assist meeting a modest level of housing need in an entirely sustainable manner. 

 

Green Belt policies in the NPPF are not a blockade to such an approach. Paragraph 85 confirms that 

when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, Local Authorities should ‘not include land which it is 

unnecessary to keep permanently open’. Moreover, Paragraph 86 clearly states the following 

in relation to villages within the Green Belt: 

  

‘If it is necessary to prevent development in a village primarily because of the 
important contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness 

of the Green Belt, the village should be included in the Green Belt. If, however, the 
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character of the village needs to be protected for other reasons, other means should 
be used, such as conservation area or normal development management policies, and 
the village should be excluded from the Green Belt.’ 

 
This was a new policy requirement introduced by the NPPF which requires an assessment of villages 
within the Green Belt in terms of their contribution to openness. As noted above, no such 
assessment was carried out in relation to the adopted Core Strategy.   
 
Broomedge Green Belt Boundary 
 

In the case of Broomedge, we would accept that parts of the village display elements of openness 
that could be said to contribute to the openness of the Green Belt. For example, the fields that 
separate the properties fronting Agden Park Lane and those on High Legh Lane/Park Road create a 
sense of openness.  
 
However, as previously noted each of the villages (including Broomedge) already have defined 

boundaries as set out on the Core Strategy Proposal Map. In the case of Broomedge, this boundary 

focuses on the core of the village which is not open and comprises a level of density and 
development that warrants its exclusion from the Green Belt. Indeed, as part of the emerging Local 
Plan, Arup have already concluded that Broomedge and Heatley represent built form that impacts 
on the openness of the Green Belt already and therefore there is a strong case that those villages 
should be omitted from the Green Belt.  
 

At the very least, those areas defined on the adopted Proposals Map should be omitted from the 
Green Belt based on this policy advice and assessment. However, the NPPF points to the need to 
carry out a specific review of each settlement and each village will have evolved (however slightly) 
since the boundaries where first defined as part of the UDP in 2006.  
 
In the case of Broomedge, our client would seek, as a minimum, to have their property (purple 
area below) included within the existing settlement boundary. The property is situated directly on 

the edge of the currently defined boundary and the property has been subject to sizable extensions 
since 2006 linking the main house with the formerly separate converted barn/garage building to 
the rear. There may be other similar instance/examples elsewhere on the edge of the defined 
boundary that now need to be reconsidered/included.   

 
For instance, we are aware of an approved application for 14 houses to the north of the village at 

Willpool Nurseries and Garden Centre on Burford Lane, reference: 2015/26642. This application 

demonstrates the village is changing and expanding and supports our view that this village should 

be reviewed, not be washed over by the Green Belt, and represents a sustainable location for 

continued and additional modest growth.  
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Relevant Examples  

 

We believe the approach we have set out above would be consistent with Green Belt reviews carried 

out elsewhere. Those that we are familiar with include Tandridge and Guildford (see links below).  

 
- http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Planning/planningpolicy/emergingpolicy/technicalassessments.htm 

 

- http://www.guildford.gov.uk/newlocalplan/gbcs 

 

In both cases, villages have been assessed in terms of their contribution to the openness of the 

Green Belt and in areas where that contribution is limited, the settlements have subsequently been 

inset/excluded from the Green Belt. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Overall, we welcome the fact that the Council are embarking on a full review of the adopted Core 

Strategy. We also recognise that it will ultimately be the Council’s decision to determine what is 

the best way to accommodate the development needs of the Borough (subject to the findings of an 

independent examination by the SoS). 

 

However, based on the evidence prepared to date, we consider the Council have largely ignored 

the rural settlements located within the Borough. We accept such settlements will not accommodate 

significant levels of development. However, it is equally vital that rural communities contribute to 

the objectives of sustainable development. Indeed, the lack of any growth will lead to stagnation 

and ultimately loss of services and would therefore run counter to the objectives of the NPPF.  

 

Importantly, in advancing the Local Plan, the Council have to consider a range of options to deliver 

the increased housing and employment needs of Warrington over the next 20 years. This is 

specifically stipulated by the SEA Directives, which require all reasonable alternatives to be 

explored. In this context, we would advocate that reasonable alternatives would include those set 

out in the NPPF. Paragraph 84 of the NPPF is particularly pertinent in this respect and states:  

 

‘When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities 

should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. 
They should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling 
development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns 
and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green 
Belt boundary.’ 

 

It is therefore clear that the NPPF requires a broad range of spatial distribution patterns to be 

tested. However, before the above process can be carried out, the Council need to set out the 

following in relation to the evidence base: 

 

- The need to deliver over 1,000 dwellings per annum to meet housing needs and job growth 

ambitions through updates to the Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment (as required 

by paragraphs 14, 19 and 47 of the NPPF);  

 

- Review the Green Belt boundaries around the villages currently washed over by the Green 

Belt in line with paragraphs 85 and 86 of the NPPF; and 

 

http://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Planning/planningpolicy/emergingpolicy/technicalassessments.htm
http://www.guildford.gov.uk/newlocalplan/gbcs
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- Consider the needs of villages within the Borough in terms of ensuring local needs are 

addressed and rural communities are able to continue to rely on the services that they 

currently benefit from in line with paragraph 54 and 55 of the NPPF. 

 

In carrying out this additional work, we believe there are strong arguments and facts that would 

lead to Broomedge being identified as a village settlement that can be omitted from the Green Belt 

(with the precise boundaries to be defined) and that some moderate additional growth would help 

meet local needs and support/sustain existing services within the local community.  

 

We trust the above information is useful and we would very much welcome the opportunity to meet 

with officers to discuss this further.  

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Sebastian Tibenham   

Regional Director  

   

  

 

 

  




