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Introduction

Spawforths have been instructed by Langtree Property Partners, First Industrial and
PGIM, who act on behalf of JLPPT Holdco 7 Ltd, a subsidiary of John Lewis
Partnership Pension Trust (JLPPT), to submit representations to the proposed Local
Plan Review Scope & Contents Document (October 2016) and its supporting evidence base,
which has been published for consultation from Monday 24 October 2016 through to 5
December 2016.

Langtree has significant land interests in Warrington and is seeking to promote land east of
Appleton Thorn adjacent to Junction 20 of M6/M56 Interchange, Warrington, which
occupies a strategic location, ideally suited to logistics type development due to its proximity

to the motorway network, its scale and topography.

Langtree welcomes the opportunity to engage in the Local Plan Review and looks forward

to being an active participant in further stages as the plan process evolves.

We welcome the need to review the current Local Plan Core Strategy given the results of
the High Court Challenge and the emerging evidence recently prepared, which clearly sets
out the Borough’s growth ambitions and housing and employment needs to reflect this

aspiration. This evidence base will need to underpin the emerging Local Plan Review.

We support these growth ambitions and overall intentions, underpinned by the housing and
employment evidence base, aligned with job growth, which recognises the need to identify
more housing and employment land in the Borough. However, we do have concerns with
the methodology and approach taken in the Green Belt Assessment undertaken by
Consultants Arup on behalf of the Council. This might result in a growth strategy which
limits the ability to locate housing and employment in the right locations for growth and
result in a strategy which is not capable of delivering sufficient levels of housing and
employment development to meet the objectively assessed employment and housing needs

and growth ambitions of the Borough.

In our view, it is imperative that the evidence base used to inform the Local Plan Review
applies the right methodology and approach in order to ensure the right levels of growth to
ensure the Local Plan Review meets the four tests of soundness, set out in paragraph 182 of

the Framework.
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We trust that you will confirm that these representations are duly made and will give due

consideration to these comments.

Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation

further.
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National Planning Policy Context and Tests
of Soundness

The Government's core objectives as established through the National Planning Policy
Framework (the Framework) are sustainable development and growth. Paragraph 14 of the
Framework stresses the need for Local Plans to meet the objectively assessed needs of an
area. The core planning principles are set out at paragraph |7. These include that planning
should make every effort to proactively drive and support sustainable economic
development to deliver the homes and businesses that the country needs. Plans should take
account of market signals and allocate sufficient land to accommodate development within
their area. The key focus throughout the Framework is to build a strong, competitive

economy and to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes.

In relation to Local Plan formulation, paragraph 150 of the Framework states that Local
Plans are the key to delivering sustainable development which reflects the vision and
aspirations of local community. The Framework indicates that Local Plans must be
consistent with the Framework and should set out the opportunities for development and

provide clear policies on what will and will not be permitted and where.

In relation to the examination of Local Plans, paragraph 182 of the Framework sets out the

tests of soundness and establishes that:

The Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to assess
whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and
procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a

plan for examination which it considers is “sound” — namely that it is:

Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent

with achieving sustainable development;

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the

reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint

working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable

development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.

This document therefore considers the content of the Local Plan Review Scope & Contents
Document and supporting evidence base on behalf of Langtree in light of this planning policy
context. This representation comments on the questions detailed within the Consultation
Document with reference to the provisions of the Framework and where necessary,

amendments are suggested to ensure that Local Plan Review is made sound.



Development Plan Representation — Local Plan Review Scope & Contents Document

Response to Questions

We have set out Langtree’s response to the questions proposed in the consultation

document as follows:

Question |: Do you have any comments to make about the
Council’s evidence base?

The range of evidence used to inform this Scoping stage of the Local Plan Review is
appropriate. Elements of this evidence base will require updating as the Local Plan evolves
and prior to the Preferred Options being published for consultation. Detailed comments
have been provided in response to the publication of the Council’s evidence base in reply to

the questions set out in Council’s Consultation Document. See responses below.

Question 2: Do you consider the assessment of Housing Needs to
be appropriate?

The 2016 SHMA concludes that the objectively assessed housing needs across the Mid-
Mersey Housing Market Area to be 1,756 dwellings per annum (dpa). The identified
disaggregated need for Warrington is 839dpa. The recent 2016 SHMA Addendum by GL
Hearn identifies a higher requirement of 984dpa due to increased job prospects based upon
the Local Enterprise Partnership’s (LEP) devolution proposal which aims to create 31,000

additional jobs in the Warrington Borough from 2015 to 2040.

We conditionally support the findings and conclusions of the Council’s assessment of
housing needs, underpinned by the OAN set out in the Mid Mersey SHMA 2026 and its
Addendum prepared in October 2016. The SHMA identifies the objectively assessed
housing need (the OAN), and the Local Plan now reflects an objective analysis of the
evidence and translates this need into land provision targets. Conditional support is
provided, given any future stages of the Local Plan will need to be updated to reflect up-to-
date 2014 based sub-national population and household projections now released following

publication of the SHMA.

The 2014 based sub-national population and household projections recognise that over the
period 2014 to 2037 there is a slight reduction in housing need over the plan period. These
household projections, should now be used to provide the ‘starting point’ for establishing

the OAN in any further Local Plan work. The PPG states that the household projections
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may require adjustment to reflect factors affecting local demography and household
formation rates which are not captured in past trends. Considering the demographics of
Warrington and previous household formation rates, particularly amongst younger age
cohorts, an adjustment to household formation rates is also appropriate and should be

considered in subsequent stages of the Local Plan Review process.

Question 3: Do you consider the assessment of Employment Land
Needs to be appropriate?

We conditionally support the findings and conclusions of the Council’'s Economic
Development Needs Study (EDNA) (October 2016) undertaken on behalf of the Council by
Mickledore & BE Group, which is the most up-to-date evidence on employment needs in the

Borough.

A further review of economic forecasts and housing numbers has been undertaken by
Mickledore. We have reviewed this in further detail as part of ‘Question 4’ of this

representation.

The EDNA Study states there is a headline supply of 231.87 ha of available employment land,
made up of 30 sites. This comprises a local supply of 82.24 ha in 23 sites (35.5 percent of the
floorspace total), and a strategic supply of 149.63 ha in seven sites at Omega (64.5 percent).
Of this supply, 127.34 ha comprises land now developed, held to meet the needs of
individual companies only and land proposed for non B-Class uses. Excluding these gives a
realistic land supply of 104.53 ha in 14 sites. Of this, 34.85 ha in |1 sites is the local supply.
These representations have not sought to scrutinize in detail the suitability of all these sites

referred to in this supply.

To assess need two recognised methods of forecasting have been used in the Study creating

four distinct models of OAN.

The report has had regard to the requirements of the NPPF and the PPGs which seeks to
encourage and deliver growth through the planning system. The Study recommends that the
Council should adopt the strategic/local land take-up scenario. This suggests that the
Borough has a further land need, additional to the current realistic supply, of 276.37 ha, to
2037.



Development Plan Representation — Local Plan Review Scope & Contents Document

spawfor"'chs

We agree with the Study’s assessment of existing employment land in the Borough, which
confirms there is a number of existing sites which do not appear to be viable and deliverable
for B1/B2/B8 uses. Therefore these sites should not be considered part of Warrington’s

realistic land supply.

We support the recognition given to Barleycastle Trading Estate/Stretton Green
Distribution Park, Appleton Thorn and the need to protect this site as an existing
employment site in the Local Plan Review. The Study recognizes the positive locational
benefits of this site and the surrounding area for B8 users and that future B8 land allocations
should look to build on these established locations in and around this M56/Mé corridor for
logistics use. This Study confirms there is market interest and support for new strategic
site(s) along the M56 Corridor. Whilst this would require Green Belt release there are
significant locational advantages to providing greater employment opportunities in the south

of the Borough, in this location given the links to the Manchester-North Wales Corridor.

A key task for the Local Plan Review is now to identify further locations for BI/B2/B8

provision to meet these locational requirements for B8 users.

Question 4: Do you consider the alignment of Housing Needs and
Job’s Growth to be appropriate?

We support the Plans intention to align job growth and housing needs. This approach is

considered consistent with the NPPF (paragraph 158) and PPG (ID 2a-018).

We agree that the OAN figure should be used as a starting point to identify housing need
and should be aligned with additional job growth created through the Council’s growth
aspirations, which is a measure of future demand set out in the Warrington Means Business
economic development programme and the LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan which is expected
to deliver 31,000 new jobs up to 2040. The level of housing need identified in the SHMA
therefore needs to reflect the additional jobs created to ensure a balance between homes

and jobs.

This approach recognizes that demographic projections are trend-based and they will need
to be adjusted to take account of factors that are not captured by those trends, including

market signals and future job growth.
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This approach is also consistent with the NPPF at paragraph 70, which says that planning
should integrate the location of housing, economic activity and community facilities and
services. The PPG discusses the relationship between housing need and employment at
paragraph 01835. It advises that plan-makers should make an assessment of future job
growth and notes that, if future labour supply is less than this projected job growth, this

could

result in unsustainable commuting... or reduce the resilience of local businesses’. In such
circumstances, plan-makers will need to consider how the location of new housing and infrastructure

development could help address these problems.’

Demographic projections should be tested against expected future jobs, to see if housing

supply in line with the projections would be enough to support those future jobs.

Warrington BC and their consultants Mickledore have looked at four economic forecast
scenarios, including forecasts prepared by Oxford Economics, previous employment trends
based on absolute employment increases, the Devolution Bid employment forecasts and

what could be achieved under Northern Powerhouse growth projections.

The graphs below demonstrate the differences in employment growth based on each

scenario and how these translate into additional residents required.

Employment growth of different forecasts
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The previous employment trends scenario highlights the Oxford Economics predicted uplift
in employment is below the long-term employment trends in the Borough, although this
trend based scenario does result in a high growth figure, which may not continue at the
same rate of growth. The graphs demonstrates the scale of ambition within the Northern
Powerhouse scenario, however it is more likely that the majority of growth associated with
this scenario is more likely beyond 2037, once significant infrastructure has been undertaken
to achieve the output predictions of the Northern Powerhouse, therefore we consider that

this scenario is less reliable.

The Devolution Bid employment policy trend scenario includes forecasts from the LEP’s
Strategic Economic Plan, based on aspirations for growth in the area and is more reliable
than the Oxford Economics and Northern Powerhouse scenario’s. If the Council is to
match its aspiration and ambition to progress from a New Town to a ‘New City’, we
consider a scenario with a high level of job growth should be considered. For these high

levels of growth to continue the Council will need to identify further strategic employment
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sites. Whilst the devolution bid scenario is a reliable forecast to using as a starting point, it is
important to note that the additional level of job creation (31,000) is actually less that that
achieved over the period 1992 to 2014. Any forecasting of job numbers must also be
careful not to be too ambitious, based on aspiration rather than economic forecasting. The
Council will need satisfy themselves that there is realistic prospect that the growth aimed

for is achievable.

In summary, we consider that this level of evidence base is consistent with the requirements
of the Framework, paragraphs 17, 158 - 161 and provides the most up-to-date and relevant
evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the
area, taking full account of the relevant market and economic signals, required to inform the

allocation of sufficient land to accommodate development within the area.

The emerging Local Plan Review must now identify development requirements for NPPG
compliant housing and employment areas. This will need to include the scale of need within
these areas and focus on meeting all development needs in order to create places and to

deliver regeneration.

Question 5: Do you consider the assessment of Land Supply to be
appropriate?

We conditionally support the Council’s detailed assessment of land supply set out in their
SHLAA (2016) and Urban Capacity Statement, EDNA (2016) and Open Space Audit (2016).
This confirms there is additional capacity to accommodate approximately 15,000 new homes
in the existing urban area and on green field sites outside of the Green Belt. This will be
subject to change, prior to preparation of the Council’s preferred Local Plan development
option, which will need to take account of additional sites submitted as part of the Council’s

recent ‘call for sites’ process.

The methodology for establishing this urban capacity figure is a product of the updated
SHLAA figure; the Warrington & Co. Master Planning work, which has identified the
potential for approximately 3,500 homes in addition to those identified in the SHLAA, plus a
windfall allowance for the |5 year SHLAA period (i.e. years 1-5, 6-10 and |1-15). The
SHLAA and Urban Capacity Statement and EDNA undertaken at the same time establishes
realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land

to meet the identified need for housing and economic development over the plan period.
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This assessment of housing and business needs is broadly consistent with the requirements

of paragraph 159, 160 and 161 of the Framework.

In parallel with the urban capacity work, the Council’s EDNA identifies a realistic deliverable
supply of employment land, within existing and planned employment areas and the Open
Space Audit identifies a deficiency of open space across the Borough, meaning there is no
surplus areas of open space in the urban area which lend themselves to redevelopment for

residential purposes.

We support the conclusions of this assessment of land supply in the Borough which
concludes that the Council is unable to accommodate all of its development needs within

the existing urban area and on greenfield sites outside the Green Belt.

Based on this assessment of urban capacity, if Warrington is to meet its development needs,
sufficient Green Belt land will need to be released to deliver approximately 5,000 homes and

261 ha of employment land identified in the EDNA over the next plan period of 20 years.

Question 6: Do you consider that Green Belt land will need to be
released to deliver the identified growth?

Following the High Court ruling, the Council now needs to undertake a fundamental review
of the Local Plan and assess whether Green Belt boundaries should be altered to meet

identified housing and employment need.

The 'Barker Review of Land Use Planning, Final Report and Recommendations’ (2006)
concluded that whilst the stated ‘key principles of Green Belt policy remain valid’, Local
Planning Authorities should continue to review green belt boundaries to ensure that they

remain appropriate given sustainable development needs, including regeneration.

Similarly, in a Written Ministerial Statement on Green Belt (6 September 2012) it is re-
affirmed that Councils can review local Green belt designations to promote growth. The
statement sets out that the Government encourages Councils to use the flexibilities set out
in the National Planning Policy Framework to tailor the extent of Green Belt land in their
areas to reflect local circumstances. Where Green Belt is considered in reviewing or
drawing up Local Plans, the Government will support councils to move quickly through the

process by prioritising their Local Plan examinations.
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This Green Belt Review and recommendations contained within the Green Belt Assessment
is crucial to deliver the necessary growth throughout the Warrington Borough and release

sufficient land to achieve its ambitions to become a ‘New City’.

The Green Belt Assessment needs to use an appropriate methodology to ensure that the

evidence is robust and a full and objective assessment can be made.

The assessment of the Green Belt must balance the differing perspectives of the role of the

Green Belt. PAS guidance states the issue relating to Green Belt is:

“...maintenance of the purposes of Green Belt set against the under provision of housing across
many parts of the country, where the capacity to accommodate sustainable development in urban

areas is often insufficient to meet the housing requirement.”

This approach recognizes that many sustainable locations for development may now be in

Green Belts.

The Council has appointed Arup to undertake a Green Belt Assessment to carry out an
assessment of the Borough’s Green Belt to understand how it performs against the role and
function of Green Belt as set out in National Policy. This assessment will be used by the
Council to enable them to consider whether there are ‘exceptional circumstances’ (under
paragraph 83, NPPF) to justify altering Green Belt boundaries through the Local Plan
Process to enable existing Green Belt land to contribute to meeting Warrington’s housing

and employment needs.

Whilst this does not consider whether ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist or make any
recommendations relating to the alteration or review of Green Belt boundaries, it provides
an initial assessment of the Green Belt and makes recommendations as to further more
detailed site specific assessment work which needs to be undertaken as part of the Local
Plan Review process on specific land parcels within the Borough which the Report suggests

make a weak contribution to the five purposes of the Green Belt.

We support the principle of Green Belt release advocated in the Council’s emerging Local
Plan Review, given there is clear housing and employment needs based evidence which
confirms Warrington cannot meet its development needs within the existing urban area,
without sufficient Green Belt land being released. However, we have concerns with the

methodology and approach adopted by Arup in their Assessment and the subsequent
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conclusions this draws, which we do not consider is consistent with the Framework. This

Green Belt Assessment in its current form is therefore unsound.

It is important to note that the NPPF and NPPG do not provide any specific guidance as
such on how Green Belt Assessments should be conducted and the methodology to be

applied.

We broadly support Arup’s Stage | Methodology, which seeks to divide the entire Green
Belt into large parcels of land, defined as General Areas. These General Areas (GA) are
subdivided into logical parcels of land and each parcel is assessed against the five purposes of
the Green Belt set out in paragraph 80 of the Framework. The results of this Stage |
Assessment confirms the level of contribution the GA makes to the five purposes, scoring it

as, weak, moderate or strong.

We agree with the principle and approach used to define parcel GA 10, containing Langtree
land interests at Bradley Hall Farm, Cliff Road. Whilst this uses clear boundaries that are
recognizable and permanent and results in a sensible division of the Green Belt in this part
of the Borough. We do however consider that there is also a case to co-join General Areas
9 and 10 utilising the M6 and M56 as the eastern and southern edges of a newly defined

General Area

We broadly support Arup’s conclusions relating to their Stage | Assessment of General
Area 10, which concludes this parcel as a whole makes a weak contribution to the Green
Belt purposes and the overall recommendations of the Assessment which proposes the need
for further assessments of parcels in GA 10 in the context of the sites submitted through

the call for sites process.

The Stage | Assessment confirms that this parcel makes a weak contribution to purpose I,
recognizing there could be potential for rounding off the settlement pattern if this GA was
released from the Green Belt. Langtree would support this approach, given this promotes
the original principles of the New Town Agenda and historic context of the Green Belt
which focused on outward expansion to the south and south east of Warrington. This
parcel is within a wide gap between the Warrington urban area and Lymm which is already
separated by the M6; therefore it does not make any significant contribution to preventing
towns from merging (purpose 2). The GA makes a weak contribution to purpose 3, which

recognizes that the M56 and Mé provide more durable boundaries which would prevent
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encroachment beyond the GA if this land was to be released from the Green Belt. The GA
makes a weak contribution to purpose 4, given there is a large separation between the
Warrington Parish Church and the GA and it provides a moderate contribution to purpose

5 with a small percentage of brownfield land which assists in urban regeneration.

We have however significant concerns with Arup’s Stage 2 approach and methodology and
how they have defined smaller Green Belt parcels around settlements inset from the Green
Belt and only where General Areas made a lesser contribution to the Green Belt (no or
weak) was a General Area divided into smaller Green Belt parcels and assessed. Smaller
parcels were only drawn around the inner extent of the Green Belt, one parcel width from

the settlement boundary outwards.

Only those smaller parcels of land were then assessed as part of Stage 2 to consider
whether a broader width of parcels (beyond the initial parcel width outwards from the

settlement boundary) needed to be defined and subsequently assessed as part of Stage 2A.

We disagree with this approach. All GA parcels should be broken down and explored as
part of the Stage 2 methodology and not just those that were lower performing against the
Green Belt purposes. It is premature to dismiss any parcel at this stage in the process, prior
to a full assessment of employment and housing need evidence base, a full and detailed site
selection process and the call for sites stage, which should all inform the plan process. We
consider that those General Areas which have been broken down into smaller parcels as
part of Stage 2 have been broken down too small. Parcels should be broken down into
larger parcels at this early stage in the process (especially when they are being considered
for strategic logistics uses which are by definition large sites and areas) and look beyond one
parcel width from the urban area. There is nothing in the national guidance or PAS guidance
which recommends that parcels should be subdivided in this way. There are many other
physical and durable features which could be used to define manageable parcels that extend

beyond just one parcel width from the urban area.

The Arup Green Belt Stage 2 Assessment is undertaken for parcels with arbitrary
boundaries that are currently unrelated to development options and do not consider
opportunities for mitigating the loss of openness. Therefore the conclusions of the Stage 2

Assessment are of limited value.



Development Plan Representation — Local Plan Review Scope & Contents Document

Whilst the Recommendations section (paragraph 6.2) of the Arup Assessment recommends
that only a further assessment of parcels in GAIO will be undertaken following the Council’s
call for sites exercise, this appears to conflict with commentary provided in paragraph 148 of
the Assessment. Paragraph 148 does not appear to dismiss a second width of parcels being
assessed around ALL parcels that formed part of the Stage 2 Assessment as work on the

Local Plan and call for sites progresses and not just those within GAI0.

We seek clarification from the Council on this point, and welcome the opportunity for the

Council to look at further widths of parcels across ALL GA’s as the Local Plan progresses.

Subsequent stages of the Green Belt Assessment must now undertake a rigorous
assessment of all land parcels to meet the Council’'s employment and housing need and that
the historic Green Belt designation and existing boundaries should not be a constraint to

identifying the most sustainable option, consistent with paragraph 84 of the Framework.

Langtree considers that assessment criteria used as part of any further stages of the Green
Belt Assessment should be focused on using the most appropriate sustainable and

deliverable sites to achieve the objectives of housing and economic growth.

A thorough and robust Green Belt Assessment should balance the Green Belt functions of
an area with the need for development in relatively ‘sustainable’ locations. Previous Green
Belt studies have shown, that areas of Green Belt that are the most sustainable locations for
development are also those that can often rank highest in terms of their Green Belt
functions. A robust Green Belt review and Assessment must therefore balance maintaining

the openness of Green Belt areas with the need for sustainable development.

Considerations set out in the Framework paragraphs 83 — 85 and the need to promote
sustainable development are as important as the five purposes of the Green Belt set out in

the Framework.

We consider that Langtree land interests at Bradley Hall Farm, within GAIO is an example
of a sustainable site located next to the M56 / M6 road corridor. Any further Stage 2A
Green Belt Assessment undertaken by the Council should include a proper assessment of
the strategic options for development to accommodate future large scale logistics
development requirements around the M56/Mé corridor and recognize that some

employment land use proposals, including logistic parks (typically B8 uses) have certain
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locational requirements that take advantage of edge of urban area locations, in close
proximity to major road networks. This approach is also consistent with paragraph 35 of the
Framework which recommends that Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the
use of sustainable transport modes for the movement of goods or people. Therefore,
developments should be located and designed where practical to accommodate the efficient

delivery of goods and supplies.

Although the five purposes set out in the Framework have been used to assess areas of
Green Belt for the purposes of the Arup Green Belt Assessment, there is no indication in
the policy that they are intended or suited to be used in this way. At present the Green
Belt Assessment performs an exercise which shows that existing areas of Green Belt
perform Green Belt functions, with some areas performing better than others. Further
stages of the Green Belt Assessment should be undertaken in parallel with other evidence
base to provide a basis to make clear judgments about the planning balance that needs to be
struck between development at sustainable locations within the Green Belt and the resulting

reductions in some areas of open land.

It is not appropriate to release a site from the Green Belt solely for the reasons it performs
fewer Green Belt functions than other areas, or because it performs certain Green Belt
functions less well than other areas. However, it should be appropriate to balance functions
of the Green Belt with the need to allocate land for development if it were a suitable and

sustainable location for development.

The Green Belt Assessment and Review of the Green Belt in Warrington should place more
emphasis on meeting identified development requirements and sustainable patterns of
development, in accordance with the policies of the NPPF; balancing these requirements
against the existing roles of the Green Belt; considering ways in which development can
mitigate the loss of open areas and enhance the remaining parts of the Green Belt through
landscaping; and forming new Green Belt boundaries that have a realistic prospect of

enduring beyond the next plan review.

The next stages of the Local Plan should look at preferred options that show strategic
development opportunities with any related areas of Green Belt that will need to change. A
Green Belt Assessment should be combined with a sustainability appraisal of strategic
development options, so that the criteria for review of the Green Belt are considered in

conjunction with wider planning criteria.
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Notwithstanding our concerns and objections to Arup’s Stage 2 approach and methodology
contained in the Green Belt Assessment, we have undertaken our own critique and
assessment of the parcels of land within GAI0 relevant to Langtree land interests based on

our own professional judgment and interpretation of the Arup methodology and approach.

The specific parcels, assessed as part of the Council’s Stage 2 process, relevant to Langtree

land interests are as follows:

o AT7
e ATS
e AT9
e ATIO

These parcels form part of the wider General Area 10 and are deemed by Arup to be one

parcel width from the settlement of Appleton Thorn.

The Arup Assessment of parcels AT7, AT8 and AT9 were assessed as making a strong
contribution to the five purposes of the Green Belt. AT 10 would create a natural infill plot
and rounding off of the Barley Castle Trading Estate, surrounded on all sites by durable and
permanent boundaries, therefore this parcel currently performs a weak contribution to the

purposes of the Green Belt. We agree with Arup’s Assessment of this land parcel.

We disagree with the Arup assessment of parcels AT7, AT8 and AT9 against the five
purposes of the Green Belt. As we have already stated, we have significant concerns with
Arup’s Stage 2 methodology, which seeks to subdivide the General Area parcels into smaller
parcels, only giving consideration to land which is defined as one parcel width from the
urban area or nearest settlement from the Green Belt. This ignores the wider site
opportunities and the ability to look at the whole of the land north of the M56 and west of
the M6 as a comprehensive development opportunity. It does not therefore look at the
most logical long term Green Belt boundaries (M56 and M6) but rather looks at fields in

isolation.

This adopts a piecemeal approach and fails to balance the Green Belt functions of an area
with the need for development in relatively ‘sustainable’ locations and the need to look at

strategic development options to meet the Council’s employment and housing needs.
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Langtree Alternative Assessment

Rather than assess the functions of each of these individual parcels identified in the Arup
Assessment we have taken a comprehensive approach and considered the contribution
made by all the land that lies east of Barley Castle Lane up to the M6, defined by Cliff Lane
to the North and the M56 to the south and which also comprises parcels AT7, AT8 and

AT9. We consider this makes a more logical land parcel to assess in Green Belt terms to

meet the opportunity for a strategic logistics site.

Purpose |

Whilst this parcel is not immediately adjacent to the Warrington urban area as defined in
the Arup Green Belt Assessment, it is located adjacent to the urbanised area created by the
existing Industrial Trading Estate. This land parcel is enclosed by durable boundaries to the
north with Cliff Road, to the east by the M6 and to the south by the M56. The land is parcel
is highly contained by the permanent boundaries created by existing roads and motorways
and will fill a large gap, rounding off the built up area of the existing Trading Estate. The
release of this land from the Green Belt and creation of new Green Belt boundaries formed
by the hard edges of the motorway would make a stronger contribution than existing

boundaries to checking unrestricted sprawl, consistent with paragraph 80 of the Framework.
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Purpose 2

This land parcel forms a less essential gap between the Warrington urban area and Lymm,
which is a settlement to the north east of this parcel, separated by the M6 motorway. The
release of this site from the Green Belt would not result in the towns merging and would
not narrow the gap between these settlements which lie to the north. In terms of
openness, we consider that there are no long distance views across the site as it is visually
contained by the large scale road infrastructure and the Industrial Estate; therefore any new
development would not impact on the perception of openness from the settlement. Long
line views across this land parcel are already compromised east to west by the Mé and
motorway services beyond and the existing Industrial Trading Estate and to the south by the
M56. Overall this parcel currently makes a weak contribution to preventing towns from

merging.

Purpose 3

We have shown that this land parcel has a limited effect on the openness of the Green Belt.
Whilst there will be encroachment of development onto countryside, this has already been
assessed in the General Area as weak. As referred to in the assessment of the parcel against
purpose |, this land is enclosed by durable boundaries to the north with Cliff Road, to the
east by the M6 and to the south by the M56. The land is parcel is highly contained by the
permanent boundaries created by existing roads and motorways. The release of this land
from the Green Belt and creation of new Green Belt boundaries formed by the hard edges
of the motorway would make a stronger contribution than existing boundaries to safeguard

the countryside from encroachment consistent with paragraph 80 of the Framework.

Purpose 4

This parcel is not adjacent to the historic town of Warrington and does not cross an
important view point of the Warrington Parish Church and hence has no effect upon the
setting and special character of historic towns. There is a designated heritage asset located
within this land parcel. Bradley Hall moated site is a Scheduled Monument that sits within
this parcel and is served from Cliff Road. Parts of this parcel will have a role in preserving
the setting and special character of this heritage asset but it does not need to be retained as
Green Belt to achieve this. We have given consideration to important views into the part of

the site occupied by the Scheduled Monument and taken advice from BWB Cultural
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Heritage Consultants, given the landscape within which it sits is an important consideration
in determining the level of harm to the monument. BWB have confirmed that the landscape
setting of the monument has been compromised by the M6 and associated infrastructure to
the east and industrial development to the west. Whilst the M56 is located to the south, the
landscape to the north and south is more open and facilitates longer distance views from the

site and to it.

The openness of the monuments setting can still be achieved if this land is removed from the
Green Belt, with a suitable green corridor to the north and south of the moat through the
land parcel to maintain key viewpoints and the openness of the moat setting. Maintaining
the monuments connection with the wider landscape to keep a sense of openness, will
enables one’s ability to interpret the monument in the landscape and reduce any impact on
its integrity. Overall this parcel makes a limited contribution to purpose 4 of the Green

Belt.
Purpose 5

The Arup Assessment highlights that there is no single correct method in assessing purpose
5 and some other Local Authority Assessments choose to screen this purpose 5 from their
Assessments. Arup have taken the decision to include this in their Assessment, taking a
pragmatic approach, given this provides a high level view of the role of the Green Belt in
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. The Arup Assessment takes a
uniform approach to the assessment of this purpose and confirms all parcels assessed make
a moderate contribution to this purpose, based on the brownfield urban capacity across the
whole Borough as defined in their SHMA. Whilst Arup have chosen to include this purpose
within their Assessment, a pragmatic approach should be taken when assessing the overall
results of the assessment and making informed decisions about the release of appropriate

land from the Green Belt.
Overall Contribution

In summary, we consider that this larger parcel which comprises land east of Barley Castle
Lane up to the M6, defined by Cliff Lane to the North and the M56 to the south performs a
weak contribution to Green Belt purposes. We consider that the boundaries to this large
land parcel as we have assessed them create more permanent and recognizable boundaries,

consistent with paragraph 85 of the Framework.
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Conclusions

In summary, we object to the initial findings and conclusions of the Stage 2 Green Belt

Assessment undertaken by Arup, on behalf of the Council.

Subsequent stages of the Green Belt Assessment must undertake a rigorous assessment of
all land parcels to meet the Council’'s employment and housing need and that the historic
Green Belt designation and existing boundaries should not be a constraint to identifying the

most sustainable option, consistent with paragraph 84 of the Framework.

The Assessment should give further consideration to paragraphs 83 — 85 of the Framework
and the need to promote sustainable development, which are as important as the five
purposes of the Green Belt set out in the Framework. A further Stage 2A Assessment

should re-assess all land parcels.

Question 7: Do you consider the three identified Strategic matters
being the appropriate initial focus of the Local Plan review?

The three strategic matters are considered appropriate, assuming this includes aligning the

housing requirement with the economic aspirations.

Question 8: Do you agree that further land will need to be
removed from the Green Belt and Safeguarded for future
development needs beyond the Plan period?

We agree that further land will need to be removed from the Green Belt and Safeguarded
for future development needs beyond the Plan period as highlighted in our response to

Question 6.

Paragraph 85 of the Framework identifies that where necessary Local Plans should provide
safeguarded land to meet longer term development needs stretching “...well beyond the

’

plan period...” and that local authorities should satisfy themselves that Green Belt
boundaries “...will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period...”.
Paragraph 157 of the Framework also advocates a |5 year time horizon for Local Plans. It
would therefore appear appropriate to ensure that the Green Belt boundaries are capable

of enduring until at least |5 years beyond the end of the plan period.
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This will provide a robust long-term Green Belt boundary but will also provide certainty for
residents and the development industry in terms of likely growth locations beyond the end
of the plan period. It is recommended that the Council carefully consider the amount of land
required to ensure that Green Belt boundaries will not be required to be further amended

upon the review of this Local Plan.

Question 9: Do you consider it appropriate to include Minerals and
Woaste and Gypsy and Traveller needs in the scope of the proposed

Local Plan review?
We have no comments in respect of Question 9.

Question 10: Do you consider the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping
Report to be appropriate?

We consider the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report to be appropriate and agree with

the four stage process it advocates.

Question |1: Do you consider the Spatial Distribution and Site

Assessment Process at Appendix 2 to be appropriate?

We consider the Spatial Distribution and Site Assessment Process at Appendix 2 to be an

appropriate process.

Question 12: Do you agree with the assessment of Local Plan

Policies at Appendix 1?
We agree with the assessment of relevant Local Plan policies at Appendix I.

Question 13: Do you consider the proposed 20 year Local Plan

period to be appropriate?

We consider this plan period to appropriate and should ensure a |5 year time horizon, post

adoption, in conformity with paragraph 157 of the Framework.
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Question 14: Having read this document, is there anything else you
feel we should include within the ‘Preferred Option’ consultation
draft, which you will be able to comment on at the next stage of

consultation?

We have no further comments in respect of Question |4 beyond those expressed in

response to earlier questions.
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