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From:
Sent date:
To:
Subject: Proposed Submission Version Local Plan

Attachments: 117640947.pdf 374.7 KB

Dear clive freeman.
This is your reference number - 117640947

Thank you for your feedback on Warrington's Proposed Submission Version Local Plan. Attached is a copy of
your response. Please note this does not incdude any uploaded files.

Further information about the Draft Local Plan can be found herg

-

Warrington Borough Council
New Town House
Buttermarket Street
Warrington

WA1 2NH

www.warrington.gov.uk

"


www.warrington.gov.uk

Local Plan 4
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 ID number for future reference
(pdf attachment).

Name of person completing the form: clive freeman

i T

2. What type of respondent are you? Please select all that apply.

A local resident who lives in Warrington

3. Please complete the following:

Contact details
Organisation name (if applicable)
Agent name (if applicable) clive freeman
- Address 1 |
Address 2
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.

Policy OS2 Croft

2. Does your comment relate to a specific paragraph (s) or policy sub-number (s)? Please
select one option.

If a paragraph or policy sub-number then please use the box below to list:

the whole allocation process of the site for Croft housing close to Croft primary school accessed via
Deacon's close for 75 dwellings. ie whole of 0S2.We had a competitive site north of Sandy Lane and
east of Heath lane Croft



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

T e
Legally Compliant X |
Sound x!

Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate | 9 |




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 co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible.

| do not feel happy as another competitor with the allocation process which was outsourced by WBC to
an external source who probably had litile knowledge of the Warrington area.(.especially Croft. )My
application was received on the 29th August 2017 in the 2nd phase of requests for sites and | was
assured on several occasions that my application would soon be put on the website.Mr Usher emailed
me to confirm my application on 26/9/17.There were numerous delays in the LDP process but in April
19 | phoned the planning policy department and spoke to an officer..He gave me my allocated number.
and was able to inform me that our site was not successful as it was too strongly green belt with it's 5
considerations.So my site was put on the computer only after it had been rejected. and only appeared
on the 16th or 12th April 2019

| was reassured that there would be no prejudice in not having a planning adviser and agent and noted
an application for a huge area by Peel holdings that contained a glossy document but would have fitted
probably over 1000 houses..l now feel it is likely only those with a complex planning proposal were
cansidered before others as | do not feel a para- agricultural businesses such as an equine centre
should lead to building applications. being granted as their business is regarded by many as
extremely green belt.

| totally disagree that our site is extremely strong in green belt terms.One of the officers stated the
green belt assessment would have involved viewing the site but | would state that the only cumrent
access is via the north of Sandy lane. from which the site is not visible.

The hedge to the west is too high and thick to view the site.

Most other sites are clearly visible from the road as agricultural land has low hedges and very few trees
and large accesses for agricultural vehicles.| feel that unable to access the site the assessment team
simply used google earth to view the site and did not contact me to arrange viewing.Looking on google
earth it would give the impression of being very green but most of this is self seeded scrub land

If the site had been chosen road access would be by Heath Lane.

Our application number was only allocated and given to me last month is R18/P2/002 after the
decision was made .The site has a significant amount of trees and bushes.To the south east of the
site is a lawned area which became a grass tennis court in the early 1950s and has no green belt
characteristics, to the north of that garden area are about 6 massive dangerous Manchester poplars of
which one lost a huge branch about 3 years ago. and they need to be taken down.A large area of brush
and bushes with some fruit trees have self seeded over the years in the south and middle part of the
site but are in no way scenic There is a large mound from the building of a bungalow on Sandy lane in
the 1980s. and this has remained since then

The land has not been used for any agriculture for at least 70 years and probably long before

that. There was a stable for horses only used until the early 60's.The only problem is to the north of the
site there is an avenue of mature trees which were planted probably in the 1950.s but some of these
could be kept..The site has been neglected by us for many years due to it,s size and | think most of the
sile is a mess and does not support the 5 principles of green belt in any way..

| respect the site is small and would only support about 30-35 houses but your contracted assessors
seem to have chosen just one site in all the other Warrington areas.| believe this is too simplistic for
the next 20 years

Our site would not be as visually intrusive whereas the other site chosen will be a huge loss to the
green belt as at present open fields are visible with views of the parish church in the distance on Lady
lane..School children at Croft primary will lose these views and only see a housing estate behind.

The chosen site will cause heavy traffic in the village centre south of the school whereas our site traffic
would access via Heath lane with a low hedge, for visibility.

Croft Primary school was built on green belt land in the 60's with the old school friangle being built on
south of the Memorial hall..The new school was buiit with lovely views behind it and these will be lost.
Qur site was only one house in the 1950,s but since then due to infill there now no fewer than 8
houses all on either Mustard Lane or Sandy lane.lt is also the exact northem boundary of the inset

1 feel our site would have far less impact on the green principies than the larger equine siie
proposal or perhaps there could be two sites with no build behind the school on the other site.


http:considerations.So
http:website.Mr

5. If you answered 'Yes' to any of the options in question 6 then please give details in the
box below the reasons why you support the legal compliance or soundness of the Draft
Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible.

I do not understand the question..| feel local experienced people should do the green belt
assessments with good local knowledge rather than outsourced experts probably from cities.l have
known the northem inset boundaries of Croft for many years and | feel this border has not been
considered in relation to how close our site is to it.. nor the loss of amenity and green beilt beauty seen
from behind the school for the children,parents and staff with the selected application.l do not feel our
site was visited and | suspect google earth was. Warrington borough council development conirol has
had a lot of criticism in the local paper about outsourcing and | feel there is in issue here as | do not
see our site as extremely green belt at all. Obviously everyone wants to support best
practice,transparency,compliance,reflection etc in all fields and professions

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 non-compliance with the duty
to co-operate is incapable of madification 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.

To show me evidence that the site was physically viewed from inside the area as it is not visible
externally due to the high hedge on Heath Lane Croft. and no visibility from Sandy LaneF
m believe
assessment on green belt scoring is due to the amount of seit se vegetation and bushes due to
our failure to maintain the field. This looks to be very green on google earth but is in fact land that we
have just neglected it and not mowed or pruned. Basically | am not confidant it was assessed fairly and
it was excluded on the first reduction.| as also not happy that my 2017 application was not on computer
until after it was rejected..How many sites chosen were on the first draft on computer..If the council did
not put the later applications on the public website how did the assessment team access the
applications.| want to support my appeal with photographs but am unable too unless | put these on my

application now.Apparently | cannot send these in later by hand yet WBC has not updated it.s website
with new applications but expects those wishing to consult to be computer compliant

7. I 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, | wish to participate at the oral examination (I understand details from Part A will be used for contact
purposes)

I you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to
be necessary:

I feel | can put across my arguments better at a hearing and | would like to support it with photographic
evidence which | cannot do with this on line form as | havn't got the computer skills to do s0.The main
point is that 1 do not agree that our site is strongly green belt. The wild nature of some of the site has
been due to total lack of agricultural use and lack of time to maintain the rampant growth of bushes and
vegetation.lt is far less agricultural than the majority of other applications.

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). [f 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.

Comments/file description


http:vegetation.It

You have just completed a Representation Form for Policy OS2 Croft. What would you
like to do now? Please select one option.

Complete the rest of the survey (Part C)

Customer ‘About You’ Questionnaire




Attachments: image001.png 1012 B
image002.png 1.1 KB
Site Guidance Note.pdf 707.8 KB
WRBC -LP Call for site Form (2016).pdf 227.3 KB

Clive,

Eurther to our conversation, I've attached the form that would need filling in to submit a site for consideration in the
Local Plan process. If you can return this with a location map ASAP to the email address above, we will register it for
consideration. I've also attached 2 guidance note as well.

The current consultation can be accessed at the link below:
https://www.warrin _gov.uk/l] anreview

The consultation event tomorrow is at Culcheth Library from 3pm to 8pm
Any queries, let us know.
Kind regards

Planning Policy & Programmes Team

DISCLAIMER
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Sant date:

Toz

Subject: Local Plan Review - M(Mhsus)

Attachments: image00l.png 1012 B
image002.png 1.1 KB

Dear Dr Freeman,

ImwﬁmhthWaMW“&u&mthhmmm
msrecelmdmﬁ"hgmﬂ.
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Regards

Kevin Usher
Senior Planning Policy Officer

Planning Policy and Programmes

Warrington Borough Coundl

Economic Regeneration, Growth & Environment
New Town House

Buttermarket Street

WARRINGTON

WA1 2NH
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= ‘Call for Sites’

Warrington Borough Council Local Plan Review

Call for Sites Registration Form

October 2016

Please note this ‘Call for Sites’ is for five or more dwellings or economic development
on sites of 0.25 ha (or 500sqgm of floor space) and above, Gypsy, Traveller and Show
People and Minerals and Waste sites.

The identification of sites does not imply that the Council considers that the site is suitable for
development, either now or in the future. It cannot be taken as representing either an intention to
allocate these sites, or as a material consideration in the determination of a planning application.

Potential sites that have been identified will be further tested through the Plan-making process,
including through the Spatial Distribution and Site Assessment Process, Sustainability
Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment, several stages of public participation and
independent examination.

Please also note that all the responses and information received as part of the ‘Call for Sites’ will be
published and made available for public viewing as part of the open and transparent Plan making
process.




NOTE: Please read the accompanying guidance note here before completing this form and complete a
separate form for each site that you are submitting to the Council.

Please return your completed form and any accompanying supporting
material to Planning Policy, Warrington Borough Council no later than
5.00pm on Monday 05" December 2016.

By e-mail: I[df @warrington.gov.uk

By post: Planning Policy, Warrington Borough Council, New Town House, Buttermarket Street,
Warrington, WA1 2NH

Should you require further advice and guidance on completing this form, please contact the
Planning Policy Team by telephone on 01925 442841 or by e-mail to Idf@warrington.gov.uk



(1) Your Details

Please provide your contact details and those of your agent (if applicable). Where provided, we will use your
Agent’s delails as our primary contact.

Your details Your Agent’s details
Name Dr Clive Freeman None
Position Owner
Organisation

Address

Town

Postcode

Telephone

Email address

(2) Site Details

Please provide the details of the site you are suggesting. If you are suggesting more than one site, please use a

separafe form.

Name of site /other names

it's known by Land east of Heath Lane and North of Sandy Lane.Croft

Address

Town | Warrington

v D

Ordnance Survey el =
Grid Reference Easting : JO5A44 N S0 1

Site area (hectares) 0.975 Hectares

Net developable area 0.975 Hectares

(hectares) o e

What is your interest in the | Owner Lessee |:|

site? (please tick one) Prospective Purchaser |:| Neighbour ﬁ
Other _D Please state: i

Please Note: It is essential that you provide a map showing the site’s location and
detailed boundaries for each submission.




(3a) Proposed future use(s)

Please indicate the preferred use that you would like the site to be considered for. Please also indicate any other
uses you would consider acceptable. If you wish the site to be considered for a mix of uses, please tick all uses that

apply.
. .| Gypsy & 2 : i
Residential Teavollers Employment | Retail LeEu'e Oth_er
Preferred future use |:| |:| D D

Alternative future use(s)

[l

[]

[]

LI

[]

Potential Capacity

houses:

or flats:

Number of
Pitches:

SqM

SqM

SqgM

SgM

Employment Use Class (E.g. B1)

* If “Other”, please indicate which

use(s):

Potential
Density

Has any design, viability, master planning work or
other studies been undertaken for any proposed use?

=

(3b) Proposed future use(s) - Minerals and Waste

Details:
For residential use




(4) Site Ownership

Please record the site ownership details. If there are more than three owners, please record the fourth owner, efc.
on a separate sheet. Please indicate the extent of individual landholding(s) on the site map.

If you do not know who owns the site, please state so below.

Owner 1 Owner 2 Owner 3
Name Dr Clive Freeman

Address

Town

Posicode

Or: | do not know who owns the site

Has the owner (or each owner) indicated support for proposed redevelopment?
Please also record these details for the 4™ and subsequent owners (where necessary).

Yes v

[

v
No
- m|

Don't know

Are there any no
Restrictive
Covenants &
Ransom Strips
affecting the site?

(5) Market Interest

Please choose the most appropriate category below to indicate what level of market interest there is in the site:

Any comments

Site is owned by a developer
Site under option to a developer

Enquiries received

Site is being marketed

None

Not known ]:]

This site was proposed for residential use in the Warrington unitary development plan in 2002
but was rejected as there was no need for greenfield sites in North Warrington. This site is very
close to the northem border of the inset village of Croft and due to the small size it would not
impact greatly on the highways,schools or health facilities. The land has not been used for
agricultural purposes for more than 70 years and has only?ised for family recreation and
occasionally for horses in the 1950's and 1960's.Access vgbuld be from Heath lane

There is good access to the M6,M62 and M56.The site has many mature trees some of which
could be retained for Landscaping. Potentially it could be used for affordable housing as
property prices are high inthe area.

e —




(6) Site Condition

Please record the current use(s) of the site (or for vacant sites, the previous use, if known) and the neighbouring

land uses.

Current use(s)

Not in Agricultural use for over 70 years.Recreational only

Neighbouring Uses

Iifvacant | Previous use(s)

Date last used

Agriculture in 1940,s

What proportion of the site is made up of buildings, and what proportion is (open) land?

Proportion covered by buildings [0 % | Proportion not covered by buildings | 100 %

If there are buildings on the site, please answer the following questions:

How many buildings are there on the site? | |buildings
What proportion of the buildings are currently in use? % in use: %

% derelict: %

% vacant: %

Are any existing buildings on the site proposed to be converted?

For the parts of the site not covered by buildings, please answer these questions:

What proportion of the land is currently in active use? 0 %
What proportion is greenfield (not previously developed)? 100 % (A)*
What proportion is previously developed and cleared? 0 % (B)*
What proportion is previously developed but not cleared? 0 % (C)*
(e.g. demolition spoil, etc.)

* A plus B plus C should add to 100%.

Please provide any additional comments on a separate sheet if necessary.




(7) Constraints to Development

Please tell us about any known constraints that will affect development for the proposed use, details of what action
is required, how long it will take and what progress has been made.

Please use a separate sheet where necessary to provide details. If using separate sheets, it would be helpful to
make reference there to the particular constraint, e.g (7)(e) — Drainage.

m) Other (Please

_ Confirmed by
Yes, . Action technical study
No or Nature and severity of needed, or by service
Don't constraint * timescales provider?
know and progress | yes  No
a) Land contamination [:I D
no
b) Land stability I:I D
c) Mains water supply I:l I:I
d) Mains sewerage D I:l
no
e) Drainage, flood risk D I:I
f) Tree Preservation ™
i =i
g) Electricity supply [:l I:l
h) Gas supply D I:]
i) Telecommunications D l:l
j) Highways Y
k) Ownership, leases |™
O Bl 1
I) Ransom strips, 2
covenants I:, D
no
£

provide details)




(8) Site Availability
Please indicate when the site may be available

Excluding planning policy constraints, when do you believe this site could be available for
development?

(Note: to be “immediately available”, a site must be cleared, unless being considered for

Immediately YES >
conversions.)

If not immediately, please state when it could be available:

If the site is not available immediately, please explain why — e.g. the main constraint(s) or
delaying factor(s) and actions necessary to remove these:

(9) Any Other Information

Please tell us anything else of relevance regarding this site if not already covered above that will ensure that it
contributes positively to the achievement of sustainable development. Please use a separate sheet/s if necessary.

Yes 4th owner
e is happy for this site to be put forward.

Planning Policy— Warrington Borough Council,
New Town House, Buttermarket Street, Warrington, WA1 2NH

Idf arrington.gov.uk
01925 442841

This form is available in other formats or languages on request.




l2 WARRINGTON
Borough Council

Councillor R Bowden
Leader of the Council

Leader’s office
West Annexe
Town Hall
Warrington
WAL 1UH

26 March 2019

Dear

On Monday 25 March 2019, Warrington Borough Council approved the ‘Proposed Submission
Version’, or draft, Local Plan for public consuliation, in accordance with Regulation 19 of The Town
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. All councils are expected to
produce and agree a Local Plan.

Our Local Plan will be hugely influential in shaping Warrington’s future. Everyone who lives and
works here will be affected by the Plan and what it sets out to achieve — which is delivering the
homes, jobs, transport infrastructure and community facilities Warrington needs over the next 20
years. That's why it’s vital you have your say, and we are committed to giving you every
opportunity to do so.

Alongside the Local Plan we are also developing our draft Fourth Local Transport Plan (LTP4). This
sets out our vision for Warrington to be a thriving, attractive and well-connected place with
effective, high quality walking, cycling, public transport and road networks. The development of
LTP4 has been undertaken in parallel with the development of the Local Plan, as it provides us
with the opportunity to embed a much more sustainable transport system into Warrington's
growth plans.

We want to hear your views on both of these important plans.

A nine-week period of public consultation for both the Local Plan and LTP4 will begin on Monday 15
April, ending on Monday 17 June. It will give everyone in Warrington the opportunity to have their
say on the plans.

The Proposed Submission Version Local Plan and accompanying documents - including the online
response form and a statement of the representations procedure - are available to view and
download at warrington.gov.uk/yourlocalplan

The draft LTP4 plan - including the online response form - is available to view and download at
warrington.gov.uk/LTP4

102468
Warrington.gov.uk



Alternatively, a copy of the documents can be viewed, during opening hours, at:

e All libraries within the Borough
¢ The Contact Centre, Horsemarket Street, WA1 1XL
s New Town House Reception, Buttermarket Street, WA1 2NH

There will also be six public consultation events, beginning in May, which will give you the chance
to get information, view plans and have your questions answered.

The drop-in events will all take place at The Halliwell Jones Stadium, Mike Gregory Way, WAZ 7NE.
We have decided to hold these events at one, large, central location in the town centre, so that we
can sufficiently accommodate the large numbers of people who are expected to attend.

The dates of the Local Plan/LTP4 public consultation events are as follows:

Wednesday 8 May (2pm until 8pm)
Tuesday 14 May (2pm until 8pm)
Thursday 16 May (2pm until 8pm)
Monday 20 May (2pm until 8pm)
Wednesday 22 May (2pm until 8pm)
Saturday 8 June (11am until 4pm)

Yours sincerely,

Councillor Russ Bowden
Leader, Warrington Borough Council

Warrington.gov.uk
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From:

Sent date:

To:

Subject: NTLS WBC Local Plan Information
Dear Dr Freeman,

Further to our telephone conversation, please see below.

We are now consulting for a nine week period (15 April 2019 — 17" june 2019) and inviting
representations on our Proposed Submission Version Local Plan.

This is available to view from the link below and the sites that have been allocated in Culcheth are available
to view from page 216 onwards.

https://www.warrington.g 20107 79/draft-local-plan

The reference number given to your site is R18/P2/002 and as discussed, this has not been selected as a
potential development site in the Plan.

As part of the site selection process, the results of the Council’s Green Belt Assessment concluded that your
site made a ‘strong contribution’ to the 5 purposes of the Green Beit. Given this, the site was sieved out at
the first stage of the site selection process and was not considered further as a-potential development site.
This is set out at paragraph 4.2 of the Development Options and Site Assessment Technical Report, available
from the link below.

The Green Belt Assessment of your site is available on Page 2 of the additional sites assessments-Settlement
document, available from the link below.

If you are going to make a formal representation about the omission of your site or the contents of the Plan, the
easiest way is to complete the online form, available from the link below.

David Acton
Senior Planning Policy Officer

Planning Policy & Programmes
Growth Directorate
Warrington Borough Council



https://www.wa,rrington.ggy.uk/downloads/download/387Q/green--bett-assessment
https://www.warrington.goy.uk/downfoads/download/3868/deyelopment-optioQSilnd-site-assessmew

5/29/2019

From:
Sent date:
To:
Subject: WEC Proposed Submission Version Local Plan (Ste Ref: R18/P2/002 - Land at Sandy Ln, Croft)
Attachments: image00l.png 1012 B
image002.png 1.1 KB

Dear Dr Freeman,
Further to your query from the recent Local Plan Consultation Event regarding the above matter.

The Green Belt Assessment for the site can be viewed in the Councal’s website via the fuilmmng link:

The Individual Site Assessments fur sites around Croft are contained the Site Assessment Proformas Document
(Pages368-395): hitp: p

A copy of the plan for the Proposed Site Allocation for Croft can be found on the Local Plan Consultation Display
Boards, which can be accessed via the following link: hitps://www.warrington.gov.uk/localplan.

Regards

Planning Policy and Programmes Team
Growth Directorate

Warrington Borough Council

New Town House

Buttermarket Street

WARRINGTON

WAL 2NH

v 01925 442826

warrington.gov.uk
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DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of Warrington Borough
Council. Warrington Borough Council employees and Elected Members are expressly requested, to not make any defeamatory,
threatening or obscene statemnents and to not infringe any legal right (induding copyright) by e-mail communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, desbroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may contain viruses, Warrington Borough Council therefore does not
accept liability for any errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise as a resuit of e-mail transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential and/or legally
privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If an addressing or transmission error has misdirected this e-mail, please
notify the sender; and then delete the original. If you are not the intended recipient you should not use, disclose, distribute,
copy, pri print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough Council may be required to disdose this e-
mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. All information is handled in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and outgoing e-mail. You should therefore
be aware that the content of any e-mail may be examined if deemed appropriate.
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From:
Sent date:
To:
Subject: Proposed Submission Version Local Plan
Attachments: 117640947.pdf 374.7 KB

Dear clive freeman.
This is your reference number - 117640947

Thank you for your feedback on Warrington's Proposed Submission Version Local Plan. Attached is a copy of
your response. Please note this does not include any uploaded files.

Further information about the Draft Local Pian can be found here
Warrington Borough Council  ~

New Town House

Buitermarket Street

Warrington

WA1 2NH

www.warrington.gov.uk
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mn


www.warrington.gov.uk

From:
Sent date:
To:
Subject: FW: WBC Proposed Submission Version Local Plan (Ste Ref: R18/P2/002 - Land at Sandy Ln, Croft)
Attachments: image001.png 1012 B

image002.png 1.1 KB

GB_Extra_Assessments_Final_July_2017 R18-095.pdf 1.6 MB

Hi Dr Freeman,
Further to our conversation earlier this morning regarding the site that is proposed %o b aliecstec = Toft

There are 3 reference numbers for the site that reflect the stages of the Local Plan prorass tnat information was
submitted. These are as follows:

s 3155

= R18/095

e R18/P2/056

In terms of the Green Belt Assessment for the site this was undertaken under the Reference RIE/0SS The
assessment is contained in the G i 1l for =B /3
2017

dated july

| have extracted the R18/095 assessment and attached this for your information.
Regards

Kevin Usher
Senior Planning Policy Officer

Planning Policy and Programmes
Growth Directorate

Warrington Borough Council
New Town House

Buttermarket Street
WARRINGTON

WAL 2NH

From: Local Plan

Sent: 28 May 2019 12:20

To

Subject: WBC Proposed Submission Version Local Pian (Ste Ref: R18/P2/002 - Land at Sandy Ln, Croft)

Dear Dr Freeman,
Further to your query from the recent Local Plan Consultation Event regarding the above matter.

The Green Belt Assessment for the site can be viewed in the Coum:ai’s website via the followmg link:

The Individual Site Assessments for sites around Croft are contained the Site Assessment Proformas Document
(Pages368-395): https://www.warrington.gov.u nloads/file i sment-proformas

hitpsJ/bimail. bt com/cp/ps/main/indesxdimail
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https://www.warrington.gov.ukldownloads/file/19093/site--assessment-moformas

5/29/2019

A copy of the plan for the Proposed Site Allocation for Croft can be found on the Local Plan Consultation Display
Bdards, which can be accessed via the following link: https://www.warrington.gov.uk/localplan.

Regards

Planning Policy and Programmes Team
Growth Directorate

Warrington Borough Council

New Town House

Buttermarket Street

WARRINGTON

WA1 2NH

localplan@warrington.gov.uk
01925 442826
Phone

warrington.gov.uk

ek e e e A e ok A R ok ok K e kR kR R kR kK L2t * k¥ Aok kR kR Rk Rk R Rk Rk ok

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of Warrington Borough
Council. Warrington Borough Council employees and Elected Members are expressly requested, to not make any defamatory,
threatening or obscene statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright) by e-mail communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may contain viruses. Warrington Borough Council therefore does not
accept liability for any errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential and/or legally
privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If an addressing or transmission error has misdirected this e-mail, please
notify the sender; and then delete the original. If you are not the intended recipient you should not use, disclose, distribute,
copy, print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough Council may be required to disclose this e-
mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. All information is handled in line with the Data
Protection Act 2018.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and outgoing e-mail. You should therefore
be aware that the content of any e-mail may be examined if deemed appropriate.

VIRUSES: The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of viruses. Warrington Borough
Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. Although precautions have been
taken to ensure that no viruses are present within this e-mail, Warrington Borecugh Council cannot accept responsibility for
any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or any attachments.
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Re Warrington Proposed submission version Local plan. Response 117640947
email response submitted 25/05/2019.This document is a more comprehensive correspondence.
Dr Clive AM Freeman

My representation relates to the green belt selection assessments for the village of Croft ( classified as
0S2) as well as poor administration by the strategic planning department from Summer 2017 when my
application to be considered was taken to the department on 29/08/2017 .I heard nothing initially but
phoned up and was sent an Email confirming receipt. of the site application. on 26/09/2017.

My application was in the 2** batch as before applications had to be in by 5/12/16 until there

were several delays to the LDP process .1 believe for the second phase these then needed to be in for a
September date. in 2017

I was strongly reassured in two areas on at least 2 occasions on phoning the strategic planning
department, One was that my application would soon go on the website and on the site map for Croft so

I could see it was being considered with the others equally, The other area I was very concerned about
was the question of whether I should seek representation as fairly soon I saw the site maps and the
other representations. but not mine Many of these had glossy presentations from agents and planning
advisors ( eg A presentation for a massive area west of Croft village by Peel holdings.)

I was reassured that my family's application for':'the area north of Sandy Lane and bordered by Heath
lane to the west and to existing housing off Mustard lane on the east.” would be considered fairly
unrepresented. but now I have severe doubts.

In mid April 2019 I phoned the department to query why my application was still not on the site map
for Croft which was coloured pink . I think this was on the 16" or 17" of April 2019 and I spoke to
David Acton. one of the senior planning officers. He informed me that my site number was
R18/P2/002 and was now on the site map which it had not been the previous day.(This map was now
blue) This was the first time I had been given a number. 20 months after my application and only after
my application had been rejected.

He emailed me on 17/04/2019 at 1700 hr confirming to me that the selection process had occurred and
that we had been sieved out at the first stage. I was rather shocked by this as I had applied in 2002 in
the previous UDP call for sites process and attended an appeal hearing at Warrington town hall.. At
that time no green belt sites were needed and the two large sites proposed by the council on Lady lane
and the Battle field site were not needed as no green belt allocation was needed for the 15 year
plan(UDP) in the Croft area. up to 2018. .

I was told my site was too green belt and was likely to be encroached by further development and that
it was very strong in the 5 areas of green belt assessment despite the fact that the only difference with
my site and the Heath croft Stud was in interpretation in the, To assist in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment section 3

I have studied both my green belt assessment and the green belt assessment for Heatheroft stud which
has 3 numbers 3155 ,R18/095 and R18/P2/056.1 can only assume Heathcroft stud and their
representatives for Bellway homes (How planning consultants) had been in constant communication



with the department to be allocated 3 site numbers. while 1had none.
On looking at the website all I could find up to mid April 2019 were the old Croft map and the first
phase of applications.

The officers have all been very friendly and understanding at the three consultation meetings [ have
attended and several telephone conversations but the website is very poor and I was only able to access
important documents after being sent links in emails and this is how I found out about the outsourced
Green belt assessments. The documents have no page numbers and are 100'.s of pages long and it took
me hours to find the complex assessment for Heathcroft stud with no chance of printing it without
using numerous cartridges and trees of paper...The eight columns of the green belt assessments
document would not print without missing out 3 columns (whether portrait or landscape)

Also in the on line consultation document there is a severe error which somehow was still left on form
Local plan 4. It asks if you answered Yes to any part of question 6 to explain why. There is no question
6 they appear to have meant Question 3.

Warrington Borough has had a lot of criticism recently in the local paper(Guardian) in relation to the
planning department. The senior planning officer resigned this year(planning control) and there has
been high staff turnover and there has been criticism over high levels of outsourcing work. Some years
ago the planning department destroyed or lost all records before the early 1990's meaning if asked
questions before that time about a breach of condition for instance they wall just state that it is
permitted development as they have no records., I do not know whether it is normal policy in long term
strategic planning to outsource the greenbelt assessments but when this happens all the local
knowledge of the area of the local strategic planning team is not used.

Later on I discuss the Inset village map of Croft from 1984 showing Heath farm included in the
inset village area probably being added at that stage( site of Deacon close).This is a document that the
strategic planning department probably do no have. This is why I do not have confidence in the Green
belt assessments outsourced to a Manchester company as they have no local knowledge of the area. at
all

Looking at the green belt assessments of my site (002) and HeathCroft stud (095)and reading the
Heathcroft Stud presentation by How planning on behalf of Bellway on about page 24 under heading
planning policy and guidance (3.0)it states that Croft Heath stud had been assessed as making a weak
contribution to the green belt. on an assessment performed on behalf of WBC by an outsourced
Manchester planning company.(ARUP)

This means that the process to me is not fit for purpose or transparent when a large national building
company(Bellway) has had a green belt assessment result given to them before my application had
even been submitted.

The large 43page presentation by How planning and Bellway was sent to the planning authority on the
29" September 2017, 1 was informed on the 17" April 2019 about our application and it's failure at the
same time. My green belt assessment appears to have been done almost 20 months later and I suspect it
never stood a chance. On the 19® of April 2019 I was away for 4 weeks in Spain and on my return
have had only 4 weeks to research everything and make my response.

I have no confidence in the greenbelt assessments by the outsourced company and will later give my
reasons for this. I have had no time to consider employing a planning advisor to compete with a large
building company with their planning advisors.

I have a strong knowledge of the Croft area and when one of the officers emailed about my application
for Culcheth on 17/4/19 it did not bode well. It may be a simple mistake by the officer but when he is
emailing me about my site rejection it would helpful if he knew which village I had made my

ailjcation for. as Culcheth is over 2 miles awai.



I am
aware of most developments in the Croft area over the last 68 years.

Having summarised my situation I would now like to expand my arguments under several key
areas

1)A description and history of Land north of Sandy Lane and East of Heath lane with
photographic evidence ( R13P2002)

2) A discussion about the greenbelt assessment of R18P2002 and R18/095 how I totally disagree
with them

3)A description and history of the Heathcroft stud site and the surrounding area with
photographic evidence..Including the 1984 inset village of Croft showing progressive
development north and East of Heath farm since that time. Heath farm is now the area above
Abbey close and all of Deacon close east of Mustard lane

A discussion about the greenbelt assessment of Heathcroft stud and some areas of the
Bellway/How presentation document (R18/095) submitted on 29/09/2017 to WBC.

Discussion about the old and 2018/2019 NPPF guidance about brownfield sites in greenbelt and
the definition of brownfield sites.

4) Summary and conclusions from all the above

my presentation is in 2 files number one(the blue file contains this introduction and section 2.The

ellow file two contains section 3.b files contain pho hs and supporting documents.



Representation re Croft site R18/P2/002 Dr Clive Freeman

I) A description and history of site R18/P2/002 Land north of Sandy Lane and East of
Heath lane.

This site is approximately 0.97 Hectares and would take approximately 30-35 houses. We have stated
we would include affordable housing and possibly bungalows

All considerations about transport,schools etc are the same as the Heathcroft stud(0095) except that
our proposal would require a road access in the middle or north of the site off Heath lane Increased
traffic would be half that of the 0095 site. with less concentration of fuel emissions

This field was purchased in 1951

B} Iand extended across all of Sandy lane on the south side and up Heath lane about 200 m- and
up Mustard lane about 150 metres.

In the 1960's-1980's the north side of Sandy Lane and extending to Mustard Lane on the east up to
Gresley House and one house on the corner of Heath Lane was developed by infill to go from 1-7
houses on the original site. There is thus no land for any development south or East or west of the site

This gives a strong border on the whole of Sandy Lane. due to the 6 houses with no further space. The
current narrow entrance to the site is in the centre of Sandy lane but this would not be suitable as
Sandy lane is used as a rat run to the M6, Just behind these houses is the northern border of the inset
village delineating the green belt.( please see Inset village Map Croft 1984.)

Heath Lane is a solid hard border blocking any further development on the west side. On the East side
there is no possibility of further encroachment due to Mustard lane and the border with Gresley house
and it's garden on Mustard lane making this a hard boundary.
On the northern border there is a large house on Heath lane with a garden behind it. There is then a
large field on the northern border of our site before another Equestrian centre called Strides Equestrian
(Sirocco).
The entrance to this is on Mustard lane on a bad bend making this field difficult to develop. I thus feel
that our northern border is also strong.
In the 1950's the South East corner of the site was converted into a grass Tennis court and this has been
a lawn since then and is the only part of the site that has been maintained for the last 68 years.
The rest of the site is mainly an overgrown jungle.

To the north of the Tennis court(Lawn) is a line of 5 huge Manchester poplars which are not
safe as a large branch came down in a storm about 2 years ago.
The rest of the site has no impression of openness at all. and it is not visible in any direction due to the
high hedge on Heath lane and the avenue of Lombardy poplars on the north boundary. In the 50's and
60's the field was used for 2 horses and there was a stable that was demolished due to it's poor state.
There are some self seeded trees and bushes of different species and an avenue of trees to the north of
the site which are mainly Lombardy poplars.
There has been no agricultural use for over 70 years apart from asking local farmers to cut the grass
from time to time in the 60,s and 70's..It has been used for running dogs but very little recently.
This site is basically desolate except for the tennis court area.
I cannot disagree more strongly with the green belt assessment. It is not open and is not visible from
any road access point due to the height of the hedge on Heath lane.

There is only access from Sandy lane [ Yy 2~ obscured pathway off Mustard



Lanc. [
I have stated that I do not believe the assessment company accessed the site. _

no one has shown anyone around the site
In my opinion I feel that the site was assessed by Google Earth unless they were using drones.

In the south west of the site is a huge mound of earth covered by vegetation. This was from
construction of &bungalow on Sandy lane .This mound has remained since the mid eigthies.
Basically this site has been neglected by us for over 35 years.

This may give the impression of a lot of vegetation from a satellite picture but most of this is self
seeding bushes and trees with the overgrown field centrally.

An old caravan from the 70,s has been swallowed by vegetation over the years.and is now within the
trees.

This site is very enclosed as it is contained by Mustard lane and Heath lane diverging to either side of
the site. There is no openness of the site with Hard boundaries on 3 sides and a long avenue of trees to
the north. The site is full of overgrown vegetation and bushes. The only controlled area of the

site( about 20 % of the site) is the Tennis court area(Lawn) in the south east.

I find it very difficult to see how this site is prone to encroachment because it is contained by 3 Hard
boundaries.( please compare to 095)

Please compare this to Heathcroft stud which is an area which has been encroached since the 1960's.
This wasth st o Heath farm owned by the [
relatives of the Heath croft stud manager..
In the 60's first of all the old Croft primary school was demolished This is at the
triangle apex where Heath lane and Mustard lane commence. Then Croft Heath( where the school
playground was) was developed with about ten houses despite being a pleasant green area. that should
have been preserved..The only remains of the school is a double garage. now.

Croft Primary new school was build on a field belonging to Heath farm in the 60's which was
where Deacons close is. now.
A petrol station (Birchalls) near the top of Lord St was demolished and then the estate of Abbey close
and Deacons close was built probably in the eighties, on the site of Heath farm.
There has thus been consistent encroachment to the east of Mustard lane and Lord st over the last 60
years. and this is planned to continue with the Heathcroft stud application.
I will show with photographs how concealed and ““unopen” our site is. I do not feel in anyway the site
would be prone to encroachment as on Mustard lane with Heath farm being developed with the
essential primary school and a large building estate. on the site of Heath farm




2) Discussion about the Green belt assessment of the Land north of sandy lane and east of
Heath lane site R18/002 and Heathcroft stud 095
This site has been assessed as having a strong contribution to green belt using the five assessment
tools
These are
a) 1To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas

b)2 To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

¢)3To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

d)4to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

€)5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.

On looking at the assessment in purpose a)l there is no contribution in either in 002 or in 095 so these
cancel out

In purpose b)2) there is a weak contribution to both sites connecting towns together so both these
cancel out.

In purpose C)3) it has been assessed that our site is strong in preventing encroachment of the
countryside. In stating this it implies the site will prevent future development due to it's strong
boundaries to the west on Heath lane only. It implies that the southern boundary and eastern
boundaries are weak and would encourage development to the south and east of the site but this is not
possible as I have explained previously as all the boundaries are fully developed on Sandy lane and
Mustard lane. So there could be no development between the eastern and southern boundaries and the
hard borders of Sandy lane and Mustard lane..The only possible development would be at Gresley
house on Mustard lane north east of our site if they applied for infill for their tennis court.

I cannot understand where this building could take place. so I don't feel our site was adequately
assessed or even accessed. physically.
This leaves only the northern border of the site. I do not believe this border would be a great threat as
a new green belt northern boundary could be formed.
North of the site is a large residence on Heath lane going east to about 25 % of our border with the
garden. Next is a large field and to the north east the house Sirocco which also has another equestrian
centre.( Strides Equestrian). This is on a sharp bend on Mustard lane and I feel encroachment into this
field is unlikely. Again [ do not feel my site was assessed properly as they surely should have seen
there was no land to develop to the east and south of the proposed site on a site visit..

Concerning Heathcroft Stud (095)

If this renowned and fully active( not derelict) equestrian centre (Heathcroft stud),. which has been a
planning gain for the area is converted to a large building estate (under the claim that it is partially a
brownfield site) is successful then there will be incentives for many other land owners to establish
equestrian businesses and later attempt to gain planning permission for housing arguing they are a
brownfield site.



I do not believe our site has a strong to moderate degree of openness..The trees to the north prevent any
open views. The large earth mound looks like a building site( south of site).The uncontrolled
vegetation gives the site a dark impression and the site looks smaller than it is due to excessive trees
from self seeding,It is not possible to take a photogragh showing more than about 100 m without
including trees or vegetation and only in west to east or vice versa direction

The lawned area is shaded by the very large Manchester poplars which are potentially dangerous with
the large fallen branch in the past.

This is in total contrast to the huge expansive views from Heath lane,Lady lane and Deacons close
of the large fields over many Hectares towards Croft parish church where there is a total degree
of openness..

If our site were developed it would strongly resist further encroachment due to the lack of further land
available. There is only one moderately weak border to the north but.to the north and east of Heathcroft
stud there are hundreds of open scenic Hectares which will be further encroached on as all the land
south of the site around Deacons close and Abbey close has been which was Heath farm previously
Apart from the essential major building which is not ugly the equestrian centre is extremely rural and
pleasing to the eye,The paddocks are just like open fields .

d) 4To preserve the setting and special character of historic,towns.

In this purpose both sites cancel out with no contribution but this is not the case with the only factor
mentioned by the assessment team assessing green belt. This is on all the Croft sites,It states that';”
the site is not adjacent to a historic town. The site does not cross an important viewpoint of the
parish church”This is certainly the case for 002 our site However looking at the site line for
Heathcroft standing in front of the playground of Croft primary school there is a clear view of
the spire of this listed building. This view will be far more obvious from October to March when
the trees in the distance would be bare. and probably most of the church will be visible. This view
of the parish church across the open countryside from several parts of Mustard lane almost
reminds one of Constable”s Salisbury cathedral but on a lesser scale.

I thus feel that Heathcroft stud should have a contribution towards this purpose as it removes an
important scenic view thus affecting the openness of the scenic landscape. I have photographs to
support this opinion.

¢)5To assist in regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land,
In this purpose both sites are assessed in having a moderate contribution and so this purpose
cancels out.

But.I feel our site although not a brownfield site has been left derelict for many years. It is not
industrial but has been ignored and neglected despite being close to the village centre.l thus feel this
could be considered as needing recycling as land for housing. under this purpose. This has caused
excessive vegetation and small tree overgrowth and a large earth mound has been present for over 35
years .untouched. The only maintained area is the Lawn in the south east of the site. There are no
brownfield sites in Croft to my Knowledge and if planners feel they can change an active Equestrian
business in the country to a building estate just because it has a large building for training and stabling
horses and a large paddock with shale covering for exercising horses then there will be a precedent for
every Equestrian business to sell up and convert their sites for building.

Planing permission when given for the large Equestrian building and paddocks should have had



conditions imposed.

Most people would agree Equestrian centres are not agricultural since horses have not been used in
agriculture for many years but they would expect these businesses to be allowed to be established in the
countryside as they are the nearest use next to agriculture and have hardly any detrimental factors that
would cause loss of amenity to local residents.

Bellway have tried to imply the reduction of vehicle movements would be positive but a few less
Horse boxes a day are not HGVs and would be replaced by up 130 car and van movements twice a day.
I do not regard Large horse boxes as HGVs and they certainly will not be delivering horses frequently.

I thus feel our site gives a stronger contribution in this purpose as our vacant overgrown field has had
no agricultural use for over 70 years and it will not set a precedent by selection But by turning an
active and popular Equestrian site into a housing estate by calling it partially a brownfield site when it
is not derelict would set a precedent for future applications, This business is active and the site is not
derelict. and it contributes greatly to the rural village of Croft

Overall assessment

In the overall assessment our site 002 is classified as having a strong contribution in protecting the
green belt and I have argued against this. There are 3 hard durable borders with no risk of development
on these fronts. Development to the north is unlikely and certainly far less likely than further ongoing
encroachment north and east of the Heathcroft stud site up Mustard lane to the north and to the east
across the highly open fields towards Croft parish church on Lady Lane. This site has a much higher
degree of openness than our site with extensive views of fields on two sides with extremely weak
borders which have been breached several times since the 1960's starting with the new Croft parish
school. on a Heath farm field.

I cannot understand how our site has been classified as extremely open as it has no extensive views in
any direction In summary. the overall assessment of our site does not resonate in any respect with me.
Whereas the Heathcroft stud site has widely open views to the north and east and only has a durable
boundary on the west side with Mustard lane houses on Deacon close and Croft Parish school.

It has a beautiful public pathway to the south of the site along the length of the Stud and this is covered
with trees and bushes making a lovely tree tunnel.,The character of this pathway to Croft parish church
south of the site across the fields will be lost with the development as these trees may block light into
some of the houses. The brook along the eastern border and running towards Lady lane is tiny and
unlikely to block any significant development. The path can be seen on the inset village map
provided(1984) If development to the south occurred it would badly affect this pathway to Croft parish
church and Lady Lane

,There could also be further development to the south to join up with Bettysfield road or even Eaves
brow. .This means it has weak borders on 3 sides.

The Heathcroft stud site is also scenic in itself with tidily fenced fields with thoroughbred horses and
very extensive open views to the north and East

I cannot understand how it (095) has been classified as a weak contribution to green belt with a
moderate to weak degree of openness due to the built form when the majority of the site has beautiful
extensive views of open fields which will be lost .This degree of openness is clearly visible on distant
views of the site from Lady Lane( close to Parish church) and Mustard lane in the Bellway/How
document .

It would not be possible to take views like this of our site(002) as there is no degree of openness.

I do not understand the assessment in the Heathcroft site safeguarding/encroachment purpose
C) when it states that“ “the existing land use is in part open countryside(REPEAT OPEN
COUNTRYSIDE) with a section in use by Heathcroft stud which is an equestrian centre. This



also provides beneficial uses in terms of outdoor uses in terms of outdoor sports and recreation.
The site is flat with low levels of vegetation however has between 20-30 % built form with low
line views in some places albeit restricted in others by the built form. Thus the site makes a
moderate-weak degree of openness Overall the site supports a moderate contribution to
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment as it has moderate-weak degree of openness
however has non durable boundaries and therefore has a moderate role in safeguarding the
countryside”

I have difficulty in understanding this. or their conclusions using this methodology. The large
buildings in the south of the site are presumably the stabling and Livery areas as well as indoor training
areas but they in themselves do not take away the openness of the whole site with extensive views and
openness on the eastern and northern boundaries

It has three very extensive weak boundaries that can be encroached with the southern boundary
bordering a scenic public footpath. I do not believe the footpath protects the southern boundary as
developers will build south of it leaving the path intact but with loss of it's arched tunnel vegetation
Despite all this it is regarded as weak-moderate openness and only a moderate role in
safeguarding.

I have explained the longstanding 60 year encroachment of the east of Mustard lane and Lord st with
the demolition of Heath farm house and the fields turned into Croft primary school as well as Deacon
close and Abbey close and demolition of the petrol station off Lord st..Houses could be built south of
the path I also do not understand the text about recreation with outdoor sports. .I assume that
sometimes there may have been Gymkanas on the site from time to time but it would be mainly for
individual training for horses and riders so if it is turned into a building estate what benefit is this.?It is
in fact a negative reason as this loss of recreation and outdoor equestrian sports will be lost at
the expense of housing that could be built elsewhere.

In summary the councils view is that our site has a strong contribution due to purpose C3 which I
dispute.( as above) I also feel we have no contribution to purpese (D)4 with no view of the church
whereas 095 has a view of the church from Mustard lane which will improve in the winter. with
no foliage

I also feel in ES our field has been derelict for many years with no agricultural use, or
maintenance. It is thus in need of recycling.My photographs will support the poor maintenance of
the field so I feel there is some contribution to ES Our site is not urban but I wonder if the
neglect and dereliction of our site is a factor which is of relevance. This is in contrast to the active
site at Heathcroft stud with the fields used for horses and the equestrian buildings in full use and
all well maintained.

**%+*Nb [ have been confused by the nomenclature so I am using 2 types.The council uses 1-5 for the
purposes of greenbelt whereas the new NPPF uses a) to ). Apparently this is only in the new version
see 13 par 134.
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Representation re Site R18/P2/002 representation number 117640947 .Dr Clive Freeman
addendum re Green belt assessment methodology

Further to my representation I have recently studied the Green belt assessment document. I have argued
that our site has three strong( Durable ) boundaries on the west (Heath Lane )on the south (Sandy lane)
and from the east on (Mustard lane ) and that our site is very unusual in having three roads in close
proximity.

Heath lane is directly on the western border

Sandy Lane is separated from our site (002)by a lane of confluent properties with no possibility of
further build as these properties have been built here in the eighties and nineties via infill permission

. Our site border is confluent with 4 of these properties .as well as this is the existing northemn inset
boundary of Croft. Which is directly behind all these properties.

On Mustard Lane there are three properﬁesmm lane
and Sandy lane then there is a detached house and then ey house, The border with Gresley
house is totally confluent with our Eastern border. and some of the adjacent property( south of Gresley
house)

There are no building opportunities along these roads with the possible exception of Gresley house
applying for infill where their Tennis court is to the north of the house but this would not come under
Strategic planning but a routine planning application which may or may not be considered.

I thus feel that both these borders South and East should be considered as Durable borders as I feel
these borders can be considered as “ A strongly established regular or consistent built form"

These properties are bounded by Fences, and very mature hedges in the case of the boundary with
Gresley house to the East of our site.

I feel the combination of the northern Inset boundary and the lack of any residual land makes these
borders very strong. and compliant with 3.5.2 Boundary definition Par 61 in the Green belt document.
Within this pack is the Inset boundary map (1984 portion of it) and a map of the relevent properties on
Sandy Lane and Mustard Lane and the one property of Heath lane on the corner with Sandy Lane.
The northern border would remain partially weak but 25% of it has a property on Heath Lane with a
large garden behind but there would be be change in the greenbelt boundary. If we were successful.

I respectfully request my green belt assessment is reviewed to consider my points and changed to
three durable .boundaries.

Again [ would state that Heathcroft Stud (095) has three incredibly weak borders to the North,East and
South which will result in further extensions in future..It is stated that the scenic pathway is a hard
border in the Green belt assessment“”The boundaries between the site and the settlement the west
are non durable consisting of the the rear gardens of residential properties on Deacon elose and a
tree lined boundary with the playing field at Croft primary school to the west The boundaries
between . the site and the countryside are of mixed durability the southern boundary is a hedge
lined made footpath which is durable.. The northern boundary is a field boundary with
intermittent tree line which is not durable and the eastern boundary is an unmarked field
boundary which is not durable.These non- durable boundaries are not able to prevent
encroachment beyond the site if the site were developed.”

1 can see in paragragh 61 that a mature hedgerow can be considered a hard border but not private or
unmade roads.It does not mention public foot paths but I would say that the next obvious connection

in 7 15 years will be in connecting abbey drive to Bettysfield road across the field and the path will be
left in the middle or restarted to the east. It is very likely that the path between Lord st and the current
start of the path from Abbey close next to Heathcroft was lost with the Abbey close/ Deacon close
development after demolition of the lovely Heath farmhouse (Heath farm) so I do not see this
stopping encroachment south.to Bettysfield Rd In the line that the north and east boundaries are of


http:south.to
http:roads.It

mixed durability it is difficult to understand this as I have taken photographs from the east which is
mainly just a picket fence..

Thus in my opinion Heathcroft has 4 weak borders not three But even if you discount the south there
are hundreds of acres of land to the east to Lady lane and to the north up Mustard lane,

With my arguments about the blatant openness of Heathcroft both internally and externally I cannot
understand using the methodology that Heathcroft stud was assessed as a weak contribution to Green
belt especially being such an eminent Equestrian centre it fits in so well with the rural setting.
Contrast this again with our site which cannot have any extent of development on 3 sides and to the
north has an avenue of mature poplar trees and a very well establisted Hawthorn hedge which I see in
Paragraph61 *”’ Mature hedgerow or contiguous fence line” as durable so I now feel that our site
should be classified as Durable to the north just as Heathcroft has with the public foot path to the
south.

In our assessment it states”The northern boundary is comprised of a mix of field boundaries and edge
of residential properties which are less durable and will if the site were developed would .

not prevent encroachment;;

This is not the case on Heath lane (West)there is one large house with garden extending about 80
metres along the northern border. The houses mentioned are a row of 3 cottages next to Gresley house
on Mustard lane and there gardens tdo not connect with our site at all, There is also a thick Hawthorn
hedge that has not been clipped for many years. Along the majority of the northern boundary.

I enclose the relevant sheets from the Green belt assessment document
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LPA and Docuiment Status Approach Overview Comments
Rotherham Core Strategy A total of 127 logical parcels | The Review takes the existing
{adopted September 2014) were identified for the inner Green Belt boundary,
purposss of asscssment based | which was defined by the
Green Belt Review (April on character areas. Each UDP, as the start point for
2012) individual parcel was set to be | assessment and coversthe ~
of similar character, to have a | whole Green Belt
similar impact on the openness
of the Green Belt and
wherever possible to be clearly
defined by durable, significant
and strong physical boundaries
that are capable of
- withstending the passage of
time. Parcel identification was
informed by Rotherham’s
Character
Assessment (2010).
Cheshire West and Cheshire The Stage 1 study divided the | The area was broken down
Local Plan (adopted January Green Belt around the urban | into manageable parcels and
2015) area of Chester into ten then assessed against the five
manageable parcels based purposes. The pufpose of the
P upon common features and study was to focus on the
g’:ﬁ)ﬂm‘ggﬁ‘&” characteristics. The parcels | Green Belt around the urban
were then assessed against an | area of Chester only and not
asscssmeut criteriabased on | the whole of the Green Belt
the purposes of Green Belt.
Stage 2 focused on a technical
site assessments of these arcas
looking at site constraints.

3.35.2

Boundary Definition

The assessments reviewed all make reference to paragraph 85 of the NPPF and
emphasise the importance of using physical features that are recognisable and
permanent in defining boundaries. The methodologies are consistent in suggesting
that strong boundaries are created by: infrastructure such as motorways, main
roads and rail: and natural features such as watercourses, rivers or streams. In
addition to this, a number of assessments include development ifiat has a strongly
established, regular or consistent built form; prominent topographical features;
protected woodland; and ownership boundaries marked by physical features such
as mature hedgerow or contiguous fence line. Weaker boundaries are defined by
pnvzteorummdemuh,powwhnesmddeve]qmanwnhwuk,meguhr
inconsistent or intermediate boundaries.

Table 2: Approaches to boundary definition elsewhere

Bath and North The parcels were already defined through the Core

East Somerset Strategy SA, however as part of the assessment the

Council Core Strategy following features are considered to be potential

(adopted in July 2014) barriers which could provide a permanent Green Belt
boundary: road, railway, and large watercourse.

Green Belt Assessment Stage 1

(April 2013), Stage 2

(September 2013)

| Eirenl | 71 Ohrdnae WA
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Faresd Regeet
LPA and Decument States Definition Overview
(adopted December 2014) considered to include:
Green Belt Review (une 2013) | ® Roads
*  Railway lines
s Rivers or streams
e Prominent physical features such as ridgelines
s Relative position of existing built

Rotherham Core Strategy
(adopted September 2014)
Green Belt Review (April
2012)

Strong boundaries are defined as a motorway; public and
made roads; a railway line; river; stream, canal or other
wm;lnmmlphymulfeamrm(e.g.tmhne),

In defining the Green Belt boundary, Rotherham
also sought to apply general “operational criteria”:
Areas such as playing fields and open lanes which
have no environmental or physical links to the open
urban centres are preserved and fulfil an important
function as “Green Wedges™.

Cheshire West and Chester
Local Plan (adopted January
2015)

Green Belt Review Stage
1 (201 1) and Stage 2 (July
2013)

This is focased around the urban area of Chester. The most
evident durable physical boundsry is considered to be the
road network. In addition to this, physical features
(embankments) and canals are deemed to be another
defensible boundary. Where there are fewer robust
defensible boundaries, mature hedgerows and similar
physical features are used to define parcels. Overall the
focus was on splitting the area info logical parcels that,
where possible, had clearly evident hard boumdsries such as
the road, rail or waterway neiwork and were of a
manageable size for offices to undertake the site sorvey.
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4 Methodology

4.1 Overview

As identified previously, there is no single ‘correct’ method for undertaking Green
Belt Assessments thus this methodology has been informed by national policy,
guidance and good practice, as identified in the preceding section. The
methodology is considerably detailed in order to ensure transparency in approach
and consistency in application. The inclusion of the rationale behind each element
of the method is intended to provide clarity and aid consistent application. The
methodology was agreed in advance with WBC.

4.2 Summary of Approach

In order to cover the whole extent of the Warrington Green Belt, a two stage
approach was applied, this is summarised below and is illustrated in Figure 6.

Stage 1 — General Area Assessment

Stage 1 involved dividing the entire Warrington Green Belt into large parcels
(‘General Areas) which were then assessed against the five purposes of Green
Belt. The General Areas were defined using recognisable and permanent
boundaries. Further details on the approach to boundary definition are provided in
Section 4.3.2.

Stage 2 - Green Belt Parcel Assessment

Stage 2 involved defining smaller Green Belt parcels around settlements on the
edge or inset from the Warrington Green Belt and assessing these parcels for their
contribution to the five purposes of Green Beit.

In relation to those General Areas which did not encompass any of WBC'’s inset
settlements and/or were not adjacent to the settiement boundary, the findings from
the Stage 1 Assessment were used to determine whether these General Areas
should be divided into parcels. Where the General Area made a lesser contribution
to Green Belt purposes (categorised as ‘no’ or “weak’ contribution), it was divided
into smaller Green Belt parcels and assessed.

Stage 2A

In relation to those General Areas which performed poorly in Stage 1 (categorised
as ‘no’ or “‘weak’ contribution), this stage provided the opportunity to consider
whether a broader width of parcels (beyond the iitial parcel width outwards from

the settlement boundary) needed to be defined and assessed to provide a finer
grain understanding of the General Areas’ contribution to Green Belt purposes.

1 il § 21 Owdnbamr 3R Dema
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Assess Genemal Arcas
against the five
purposes of Green Belt

Ly
Define parcels within Gemesal
Areas assessed as “weak” or
“no’ contribution (where no
inset settlements)

parcels need i be defined in
Genesal Areas assessed a8
“weal” or "me’ contAbution

Assess all parcels
sgainst the five
pirposes of Green Belt

Figure 6: Overview of methodology
4.3 Stage 1 Methodology

4.3.1 General Area Overview

The PAS Guidance from February 2015 emphasises that Green Belt is a strategic
issue. It notes that an assessment of the “...whole of the Green Belf” should be
undertaken. The use of General Areas therefore represents a holistic approach
which helps to take into account strategic thinking and acknowledges the
cumulative effect of smaller parcels to Green Belt purposes. It also provides an
assessment for more rural areas of the borough including villages ‘washed over’
by the Green Belt.

4.3.2 General Area Boundary Definition

To ensure coverage of the whole of the Warrington Green Belt, the Green Belt
was divided into General Areas using the most recognisable boundaries with the
most permanence in order to encompass large areas. In accordance with paragraph
85 of the NPPF, local planning authorities should define boundaries clearly,
“...using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.” An element of professional judgement was used in deciding how
boundaries should be defined linked to the purpose of identifying General Areas.
The good practice review set out in Section 3 demonstrates that a number of
authorities have identified motorways, A roads, waterways, and operational or

1 Firsal § 71 Oietnber Wil Dren 4



70.

71.

72.

Final Report

safeguarded railway lines as representing strong ‘permanent’ boundaries. Whilst
other natural and man-made elements can also create strong boundaries, it was
decided that these elements represented the most recognisable and permanent
physical features with which to divide the whole of the Green Belt.

The General Areas were therefore defined by motorway boundaries (consisting of
the M6, M62 and M56), A roads, main waterways (the River Mersey, St Helens
Canal and the Manchester Ship Canal) and railway lines (the West Coast Main
Line and Liverpool to Manchester Line) via a desk top exercise. The settlement
inset boundary was used to define the inner extent of the Green Belt and the WBC
administrative boundary was used to define the outer extent. The inner extent of
the Green Belt reflects the boundary defined in the adopted Local Plan Core
Strategy (July 2014) and the GIS layer for this was provided by WBC.

The map at Appendix A (Map GA1) demonstrates the division of the Warrington
Green Belt using these boundaries. This resulted in a number of
disproportionately small General Areas which were more akin to parcels and
therefore did not accord with the purpose of undertaking a General Area
assessment. As a result of this, professional judgement was applied and a number
of these ‘small’ General Areas (150ha or less) were merged together. The size
threshold of 150ha was considered to maintain the strategic emphasis on this part
of the review. In merging these General Areas, the following rules were applied:

#  The “small’ General Area should not be merged across motorway
boundaries given the permanence of such boundaries.

e  The ‘small’ General Area should not be merged across the Manchester Ship
Canal given its permanence and role separating the north and south of the
borough.

. Subject to the above, the ‘small’ General Area should be merged with the
smallest adjacent General Area.

e  The ‘small’ General Area should only be merged once unless the merged
General Area is still below 150ha, in which case it can be merged again.
The exception to this is where the General Area makes an important
contribution to one of the purposes in its own right and professional
judgement should be applied.

The table at Appendix A identifies which General Areas on Map GA1 were

merged and the justification for this. The resultant General Area division is shown

on Map GA2 below. These were reviewed with WBC and were agreed to

represent a sensible division of the Warmmington Green Belt.
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Figure 7: General Area Division (Ref: Map GA2)

4.3.3

A desk based assessment of these General Areas was then undertaken to
determine the contribution each area makes to the five purposes of Green Belt, as
set out in the NPPF. This utilised the GIS datasets provided by WBC and the
Green Belt Purpose Assessment Framework agreed with WBC. The Green Belt
Purpose Assessment Framework sets out the methodology for applying the five
purposes of Green Belt. This was applied in assessing the Stage 1 General Areas
and the Stage 2 Parcels to ensure a consistent approach was taken. The
Assessment Framework is set out in Section 4.4.3 below.

General Area Assessment

4.4 Stage 2 Methodology

4.4.1 Parcel Boundary Definition

Following the Stage 1 Assessment, all areas of the Green Belt adjacent to WBC’s
inset settlements (as set out in Policy CC 1 of the adopted Local Plan Core
Strategy)' were divided into smaller Green Belt parcels. The settlement inset
boundary was used to define the inner extent of the Green Belt and parcels were
always drawn from the settlement boundary outwards. Only one width of parcels
was defined outwards. Stage 2A provided the opportunity for a further width of
parcels to be defined in certain circumstances (see below).

' Appleton Thom, Grappenhall Heys, Burtonwood, Hollins Green, Croft, Lymm, Culcheth,
Oughtrington, Glazebury, Winwick
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In relation to those areas of the Green Belt which were not adjacent to the
settlement boundary (either WBC’s settlements or settlements within
neighbouring authorities), the results from the General Area assessment were
referred to in order to determine whether it was necessary to define parcels in
these areas. If the General Area assessment had concluded that these General -
Areas made a “weak contribution’ or “no contribution’ to Green Belt purposes, the
General Area was divided into parcels. The reason for this was to provide a catch
all approach to ensure all areas of the Green Belt were fully assessed particularly
where there were lower performing against Green Belt purposes.

A desk based analysis was applied in the first instance, with site visits used as a
sense check and in order to confirm these boundaries. Only existing boundaries
were used. Boundaries relating to proposed development or infrastructure were
not included.

Table 3 shows how parcel boundaries were defined and reflects Paragraph 85
NPPF requiring the use of “...physical features which are readily recognisable
and likely to be permanent.” Durable features were used in the first instance with
parcels drawn from the settlement outwards to the nearest durable feature, Where
this resulted in large expanses of countryside which was more akin to General
Avreas, features lacking durability were utilised in order to enable division of the
Green Belt into manageable parcels. This required an element of professional
judgement.

Table 3: Boundary Definition

‘Durable Infrastructure:
Features
e Motorway
m: “kﬂ!! tnhe! s Roads (A roads, B roads and unclassified ‘made’ roads)
permanent) e Railway line (in use or safeguarded)
e Existing development with clear established boundaries (e.g. a
hard or contiguous building line)

Natural:

s Water bodies and water courses (reservoirs, lakes,
meres, rivers, streams and canals)

¢ Protected woodland (TPO) or hedges or ancient woodland
¢ Prominent landform (e.g, ridgelme)

Combination of a mumber of boundaries below

Features lacking Infrastracture:

durability s Privatc/unmade roads or tracks

(Soft boundaries * Existing development with imregular boundaries

which are ¢ Disused railway line

recognisable but have e Footpath accompanied by other physical features (e.g. wall,
lesser permancace) fence, hedge)
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Natural:
* Watercourses (brook, drainage ditch, culverted
watercourse)accompanied by other physical features
» Field boundary accompanied by other natural features
(e.g. tree line, hedge line)

In relation to parcels which extended up to the WBC administrative boundary and
the administrative boundary was not marked by durable features, parcels were
drawn beyond the boundary to the nearest durable feature in the neighbouring
authority.

Where settlements of neighbouring authorities abutted the Warrington Green Belt
and there was substantial existing development immediately adjacent to the Green
Belt,pamelsweredmwnﬁomtheouterGreenBeltbmmdnryinwardstoﬂw
nearest durable feature. This was undertaken in the interests of Duty to Co-operate
and due to the risk of cross boundary sprawl and encroachment from the
neighbouring authority into the Warrington Green Belt.

Prior to being finalised, the parcels and the boundaries used were reviewed with
neighbouring authorities and agreed under Duty to Co-operate arrangements.

4.4.2 Stage 2A Further Division of General Areas
The outcome from the Stage 1 General Area Assessment fed directly into this

stage. Those General Areas which were assessed as making a ‘no’ or ‘weak’

contribution to Green Belt purposes were reviewed in further detail in order to
consider whether a second width of parcels (beyond the initial parcel width
outwards) needed to be defined and assessed.

4473 Parcel Assessment

Overview

In undertaking the parcel assessment it was necessary to interpret the five
purposes of Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF given that there is
no single ‘correct’ method as to how they should be applied.

. “to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

. to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another’

e io assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

s to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

e to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.”
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For each purpose a number of criteria were developed requiring quantitative and
qualitative responses and an element of professional judgement. Methods of data
collection (e.g. desk based analysis or site based analysis) have been documented
against each purpose. A qualitative scoring system was developed for each
purpose and for the overall assessment, consisting of a scale of the parcel’s
contribution to the Green Belt purpose, these are shown and defined in Table 4
below:

Table 4: Qualitative scoring system to be applied against each purpose and overall

Level of Contribution io Green Belt Purposes

Ng  the parcel makes no contribution 1o Gigen Bell purpose

Moderste — on the whole the parcel contributes to a few of the Green Belt purpose however
does not fulfil all elements

Strong — on the whole the parcel contributes to the purpose in a strong and undeniable way,
whereby removal of the parcel from the Green Belt would detrimentally undermine this purpose

As each of the five purposes set out in the NPPF is considered to be equally
important, no weighting or aggregation of scores across the purposes was
undertaken. An element of professional judgement was utilised in applying the
scoring system however the “Key Questions to Consider” for each purpose was
intended to break down the purpose in the interests of ensuring a transparent and
consistent approach. This is set out in detail below including definitions applying
to the purpose and to the approach. Furthermore the rationale for the score applied
and the justification against the criteria were recorded as part of the assessment.

Prior to undertaking any parcel assessments, all assessors were fully briefed on
the methodology in order to ensure comprehensive understanding of the approach
and consistency in assessments. Furthermore, prior to the assessors commencing
the site visits, an initial batch of site visits and assessments were undertaken by an
Arup assessor accompanied by WBC officers to provide a quality control check
and to ensure there was consistent thinking and agreement in the application of
the methodology.

Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up
areas
Definitions for Purpese 1

Sprawl — “spreading out of building form over a large area in an untidy or irregular way™
(Oxford English Dictionary)

Large built-up areas — this has been defined as the Warrington urban area and does not include any
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R18/095

No contribution: The site is
not adjacent to the Warrington
urban area and therefore does
not contribute to this purpose

Weak contribution: The site forms a
less essential gap between the
Warrington urban area and Lowton
whereby development of the site
would slightly reduce the actual gap
but not the perceived gap between the
towns and it would not result in them
merging, Overall, the site makes a
wesk contribution to preventing
towns from merging.

Moderate contribution: The boundaries between the site and the
settlement to the west are non-durable consisting of the rear
gardens of residential properties on Deacon Close with
fences/hedges and a tree lined boundary with the playing field at
Croft Primary School to the west. The boundaries between the
site and the countryside are of mixed durability, the southem
boundary is a hedge lined made footpath which is durable, the
northem boundary is a field boundary with intermiftent tree line
which is not durable and the eastern boundary is an unmarked
field boundary which is not durable. These non-durable
boundaries are not able to prevent encroachment beyond the site
if the site were developed. The existing land use is in part open
countryside, with a section of the site in use by Heathcroft Stud
which is an equestrian centre, This also provides beneficial uses
in terms of outdoor sports and recreation. The site is flat, with
low levels of vegetation however has between 20 and 30% built
form with low line views in some places albeit restricted in
others by the built form. Thus the site supports a moderate-weak
degree of openness. Overall, the site makes a moderate
contribution to safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
as it has a moderate-weak degree of openness however has non-
dureble boundaries and therefore has a moderate role in
safeguarding the countryside

No contribution: The site is
not adjacent to a historic town.
The site does not cross an
important viewpoint of the
Parish Church.

R18/096

No contribution: The site is
not adjacent to the Warrington
urban area and therefore does
not contribute to this purpose

No contribution: The site does not
contribute to preventing towns from
merging.

Weak contribution: The site is not connected to any settlements,
The site is within the washed over village of Little Town and is
fully enclosed by existing development within the Green Belt
consisting of a church to the west of the site and residential
properties to the north, east and south. The site is not connected
to the open countryside The northern boundary is Mustard Lane
and the eastemn boundary is Lady Lane. These are durable
boundaries able to prevent encroachment beyond the site if the
site were developed. The western boundary consists of tree line
and the southern boundary is a mix of a tree and hedge line
which marks the limit of the site. These are not durable
boundaries and would not be able to prevent encroachment
beyond the site however there is limited potential for
encroachment given the surrounding existing development. The
existing land use is open countryside, and the site does not
appear to be in an active use. There is no built form within the
site and it is generally flat with a slight slope towards Lady
Lane, There is dense vegetation on the site and therefore there
are no open views and the site supports a moderate degree of
openness. Overall the site makes a weak contribution to
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment due to its lack
of connection with the open countryside as it is fully enclosed
by existing development within the Green Belt.

No contribution: The site is
not adjacent to a historic town
The site does not cross an
important viewpoint of the
Parish Church.

(A

2 ()

Bale )

(D

Moderate The site makes a moderate contribution to Wca}c_ \
contribution: The two purposes, a weak contribution to one, contribution
Mid Mersey and no contribution to two. In line with the
Housing Market methodology, the site has been judged to
Arece has 2.08% make a weak overall contribution. The site
brownfield urban supports a moderate-weak degreeof
capacity for potential | openness due to the built form however it
development, has non-dufable boundaries and therefore
therefore the site makes & moderate contribution to
makes a moderate safeguarding the countryside from
contribution to this | encroachment. The site makes a moderate
purpose. contribution to assisting in urban &
regeneration and a weak contribution to
preventing towns form merging.
Moderate The parcel makes a moderate contribution to Wealf '
contribution: The one purpose, a weak contribution to one contribution
Mid Mersey purpose, and no contribution to three. In line
Housing Market with the methodology, the site has been
Area has 2.08% judged to make a weak overall contribution.
brownfield urban The site supports a moderate degree of
capacity for potential | openness however it is not connected to the
development, open countryside given it is fully enclosed
therefore the site by existing development within the Green
makes a moderate Belt therefore it makes a weak contributim:.
contribution to this to safeguarding from encroachment. The site
purpose. makes a moderate contribution to dssisting in

urban regeneration.

CE
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Oldfield Road which are durable and would be able tw prevent
encroachment if the site were developed. The existing land
use consists of open countryside including agricultural use
and dense vegetation. In addition the site consists of Statham
Lodge to the north which is a hotel and conference centre.
There are generally low levels of vegetation on the site apart
from an area of dense vegetation through the centre of the site.
There is less than 10% built form on the site and the site
slopes down towards the north. The site supports no long line
views and overall supports a strong- moderate degree of
openness. Overall the site makes a strong contribution to
safeguarding from encroachment due to its mix of durable and
less durable boundaries with the countryside and its strong-
moderate degree of openness.

R18/P2/002

No contribution: The site
is not adjacent to the
Warrington urban area
and therefore does not
contribute to this purpose

Weak contribution: The site forms a
less essential gap between the
Warrington urban area and Lowton
whereby development of the site would
slightly reduce the actual gap but not
the perceived gap between the towns
and it would not result in them
merging. Overall, the site makes a
weak contribution to preventing towns
from merging.

Strong contribution: The site is connected to the settlement
along its eastern and southern boundaries. These boundaries
are comprised of the rear of residential development which is
less durable and may not prevent encroachment if the site
were developed. The site is connected to the countryside
along two of its boundaries. The western boundary consists of
the Health Lane which is durable and would be able to prevent
encroachment if the site were developed. The northern
boundary is comprised of a mix of field boundaries and edge
of residential development which are less durable and would
not prevent encroachment if the site were developed. The
existing land use consists of a small field which some dense
tree vegetation. There some dense vegetation in the site and
along the northern and western boundaries, There is less than
10% built form on the site and the site appears to have a
relatively flat topography. The site supports no long line
views due to the dense vegetation and overall supports a
strong-moderate degree of openness, Overall the site makes a
strong contribution to safeguarding from encroachment due to
its mix of durable and less durable boundaries with the
countryside and its strong-moderate degree of openness.

No contribution: The site is

not adjacent to a historic town,

The site does not cross an
important viewpoint of the
Parish Church.

R18/P2/003

No contribution: The site
is not adjacent to the
Warrington urban area
and therefore does not
contribute to this purpose

Weak contribution: The site forms a
less essential gap between the
Warrington urban area and Lowton
whereby development of the site would
slightly reduce the actual gap but not
the perceived gap between the towns
and it would not result in them
merging. Overall, the site makes a
weak contribution to preventing towns
from merging.

Strong contribution: The site is not directly connected to the
settlement, The site is well connected to the countryside on all
sides, with mainly less durable boundaries. Heath Lane forms
a durable boundary along the sites western boundary which
would be able to prevent encroachment if the site were
developed. The remaining boundaries are less durable and
consist of hedge lined field boundary to the northern boundary
and a fence along the eastern and southern boundaries. These
less durable boundaries would not be able to prevent
encroachment if the site were developed. The existing land
use consists of open countryside. There are low levels of
vegetation on the site. The site supports limited long line

In addi'tion, the site makes a weak
contribution to preventing towns from
merging.

Moderate
contribution: The
Mid Mersey Housing
Market Area has
2,08% brownfield
urban capacity for
potential
development,
therefore the site
makes a moderate
contribution to this
purpose.

The site makes a strong contribution to
one purpose, a moderate contribution to
one, a weak contribution to one, and no
contribution to two. In line with the
methodology, professional judgement
has therefore been applied to evaluate the
overall contribution. The site has been
judged to make a strong overall
contribution as it supports a strong-
moderate degree of openness and there
are less durable boundaries with the
settlement and countryside therefore the
site has a strong role in preventing
encroachment into the open countryside.
The site therefore makes a strong
contribution to fulfilling the fundamental
aim of the Green Belt under paragraph
79 of the NPPF in protecting the
openness of the Green Belt.

Strong
contribution

No contribution: The site is
not adjacent to a historic town.
The site does not cross an
important viewpoint of the
Parish Church.

Moderate
contribution: The
Mid Mersey Housing
Market Area has
2.08% brownfield
urban capacity for
potential
development,
therefore the site
makes a moderate
contribution to this

N

2UR )

2.1

purpose.

The site makes a strong contribution to
one purpose, a moderate contribution to
one, a weak contribution to one and no
contribution to two purposes. In line with
the methodology, professional judgement
has been applied to evaluate the overall
contribution, The site has been judged to
make a strong overall contribution as it is
completely connected to the countryside,
it supports a strong degree of openness
and there are less durable boundaries

between the site and the countryside

Strong
contribution
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gﬂescﬁpﬁon of and history of Heathcroft stud site and the surrounding area with photographic
evidence. Including the inset village of Croft map (1984) showing progressive development north
and East of Heath Farm since that time. Heath Farm is now the area above Abbey Close and all
of Deacon close east of Mustard Lane

Definition of brownficld site and NPPF guidance

Comments on Bellway homes/How planners document September 17

Summary of document ( all sections)

As discussed previously Heatheroft stud is a large equestrian business running since 1977 specialising
in Livery,Sales. Training and breeding of borses( Stud). Livery means renting stabling for horses. This
includes stabling,feeding ;Mucking out,turned , Tack cleaned,worked and grooming It also includes
vetinary care and shoeing. Customers can ride their horses when they want and presumably may be
able to keep their horse boxes on site..

The website claims that there is a waiting list for Livery. There are 56 stables. at the Heathcrofi stud.

It does not appear to be a business in recession and I have heard rumours that royalty have purchased a
horse/horses from the Stud in the past .I also heard a rumour that Luciano Pavarotti, previously a keen
horseman had considered purchasing a horse from Heathcroft stud some year ago I feel it has an
excellent reputation in equestrian circles and it has part of the rural character of the village for many
years.

I assume the large equestrian building was purpose built for the business and had not been built for
Agricultural reasons. in the past. prior to the equestrian business .Permission will have been given to
convert the land to an equestrian centre with stabling and exercise areas and being a green belt
application there should have been conditions to prevent fiture conversion to building land.

This equestrian business in the greenbelt is a planning gain and probably even increases the value of
the local houses and it cannot be considered as a derelict brownfield site.

1 have contacted the parish council by phone and was told there have been no complaints about the
business in terms of noise,, smell,large horse boxes entering/ exiting the site or any other disturbance.
I cannot see that this business can be truly regarded as a brown field site. in application terms

It is not derelict ,has been a sustainable use of greenbelt land and has up to now prevented the slow
continual encroachment of development to the east and north on Mustard lane,

This started with the demolition of the old primary school at the junction of Mustard and Heath lane.in
the 1960’s which was an essential development.

The scenic Croft Heath with the old school playground and air raid shelter was unwisely converted
into a small housing estate in the 60's as well.

Croft new primary school was built on a Heath farm field in the 60's with it's playing fields, off
Mustard lane opposite the new memorial hall.

In the 60's to 70's the petrol station east of Lord st was demolished and Abbey close was built followed
by Deacon Close which is on the site of Heath Farm which was demolished.This was a lovely old
Farmhouse

Heath farm used to be owned by the -mt was later bought by the -relatives of the
Heathcroft stud owner. Presumably it was not listed.

Thus over the last 60 or so years there has been gradual encroachment up Mustard lane. which is not
noticed by Strategic planners due to the long time scale and possible destruction of records..

In the last planning process for the UDP for Warrington in 2002 -2003 when I registered the site for
consideration no green belt land was required but 2 sites were proposed by the UDP namely the
Battlefield site and some site off Lady lane. There appeared to be no mention of these sites only 16
years later.

[ have read the document produced by Bellway and How planners who had the benefit of their green



belt assessment about 20 months before my site was given a green belt assessment( or at least a
published one)

They have strongly stressed their assessment as weak in green belt terms but have stated the site is
partially brownfield

1 believe that both green belt assessments are not sound and I was disadvantaged by the late assessment
of my site and have stated my reasoning for this

I do not understand how an active equestrian business in greenbelt can apply for this site to be
classified as land for development. in respect of the equestrian business proportion of the site .It is not
classified as a true brownfield as it is not derelict .Our site is truly derelict but is not brownfield.

A definition of a brownfield site is previously developed land that has the potential to be
redeveloped.

It is often( but not always) land that has been used for industrial and commercial purposes and is
now derelict and possibly contaminated. In the USA a brownfield site always refers to industrial
land that has been abandoned and this is also contaminated with low levels of hazardous waste
and pollutants.

Under the revised NPPF authorities have a responsibility to search for sustainable brownfield
sites that have opportunities for development in the green belt.

The old NPPF confirmed that redevelopment of previously developed sites was not inappropriate
and therefore did not require very special circumstances as justification provided it “ would not
have a greater impact on the openness of the green belt and the purpose of including land within
it than the existing development.(paragraph 89)

Addressing this test principally required an applicant or appellant to demonstrate that a
combination of footprint,volume,height and spread of the proposed development was no worse
than the impact of the existing buildings with the overall conclusion judgement call by the
decision maker.

The revised NPPF loosens this test by stating that redevelopment is not inappropriate where the
proposal would not have a greater impact on the openness of the green belt than existing
development or would not cause substantial harm to openness and would contribute to meeting
an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local planning authority(par145)

Considering the above it would appear that 60-65 houses on the Heathcroft stud site would be a greater
effect on the openness of the site than the existing equestrian buildings and paddock areas which only
represent about 20% of the site .I do not feel that this justifies promoting the site as brownfield as it is
in no way derelict and most of the site where the horses graze is green fields with fencing. that is easily
removed. In relation to affordable housing this can be available on all sites and is not specific to this
site. In summary I do not feel this is a proper brownfield site and should not be given any priority
because of the presumption to utilise sustainable brown field sites. in green belt.

A true brownfield site was developed some years ago in Croft on Lady lane.. This was a derelict
wartime camp of the Fleet air arm training establishment part of HMS Gosling .

This consisted of old wartime barracks. It is now a moderate sized housing estate.

Issues related to the document submission by Bellway Homes and How planners. In september
2017.in relation to the Heathcroft stud site (096)



I would like to contest Bellway and How's claim that their site does not perform the purpose and
function of the green belt as required by the NPPF and should be released from green belt
I do not agree that their site would be a logical extension to existing settlements in Croft and would
protect the purpose and function of green belt as over the last 50-60 years there has been gradual
encroachment up Mustard Lane and off Lord St as discussed previously at length. I understand that the
owner of Heathcroft stud was related to the owner of Heath farm which was demolished and taken out
of greenbell to form Deacon close and Abbey close and this is just the next phase of the same farmland
being developed

I do not believe this is the golden thread of sustainable development as it will result in further
encroachment in future years whereas my proposed site is compact and enclosed and has no significant
openness and will not lead to encroachment.

My site (002) has 3 very strong and durable boundaries having roads on 3 sides (Heath lane Sandy
Lane and Mustard lane)

We would provide affordable housing and conform to all other recommendations eg provision of play
area etc just as the Heathcroft stud site.

In relation to traffic movements I do not believe Bellway's comments about reducing traffic would be
beneficial. I cannot see this site producing huge amounts of HGV movements, Most horse boxes are
vans or small to medium sized lorries and they would not be entering and exiting frequently. There
have been no traffic comments made to the parish council. over the years The traffic caused by 65
houses with deliveries will be far greater and involve up to 120 cars twice daily as well as school runs
and internet deliveries. This will produce greater N20 emissions and large particle emissions with
diesel cars behind Croft parish school and playgrounds, more so than the current horse boxes..

Our site would comply with all the conditions and paragraphs of the NPPF

paragraph 14. Sustainable development in social ,economic and environmental dimensions together.
Paragraph 7 14 and 29-41 in relation to green belt release,paragraph 83 and 84 in relation to special
circumstances. And Paragraph 113

Green belt assessment. In the Bellway/How document in relation to purpose 3 page 17.

It states “ the boundary between the larger parcel of land which includes the site and the
countryside consist of Mustard lane to the north and Lady lane to the east which are durable
boundaries which could prevent encroachment beyond the parcel if it were developed. The
development of the site would create a new strengthened long term green belt boundary and
would align. with the established residential area of Croft. Therefore the site will make a weak
contribution to this purpose.

I am extremely concerned about this paragraph which does not make sense. at all. This
document was written after they had had their green belt assessment which they knew about in
Summer 2017 1 did not know abhout mine until April 2019 and in writing not until late May 19.At
the level of Heatheroft Stud Mustard Lane is travelling slightly north east and not north It
thus mainly west of the site. At Sirroco farm 300 m north towards Culcheth it bends around
more to the north east such that at Little town(St Lewis's Croft catholic church and school Jone


http:Heathcro.ft

turns into Lady lane it is east of Heathcroft stud and my site. Little town(St Lewis's Crofi
catholic church and school Jone tarns into Lady lane it is east of Heatheroft stud and my site.

To describe Mustard lane of being north of the site is grossly inaccurate as it is not protecting the
northern site border at all. and so there is no durable bounday to the north with over 0.5 km fo
the junction of Mustard lane with Lady lane this leaves 100's of Hectares unprotected. in the
north

Mustard Lane only protects from the west of the site ..Lady lane to the east is over 0.5 km away
and thus gives no protection at all.(I suggest that Bellway and How planners invest in compasses)
These roads to the north and east may be durable but are no use at preventing encroachment
from this site as they are over 500 metres away. The only durable border is to the west. on
Mustard lane. There is no durable border to the south as a developer would negotiate to preserve
the public foot path south of the site boundary. before building south of it to join this area up
with the Bettysfield rd. area.

It then goes on to talk about a strengthened new green belt boundary which will apparently
solve everything

I am very concerned about the councils failure to realise the weakmness of the boundaries of this
site or accept that it is extremely open and scenic. including the fields to the east with
thoroughbred horses grazing in them and open fields to the north and East

Green belt assessment purpose 4).Will not impact on the special character of historic towns.
Croft Page 17

In this purpose the comment was “ Croft is not an historic town and the parish is not within a
conservation area. The development of the site would also not impact upon the character of any
listed building. Therefore the site makes no contribution to this purpose.”

Croft parish church is a grade two listed building and is te the east of the site on Lady lane. On
standing in front of the Croft primary school playground the spire is clearly visible but in the
summer only the spire is visible. Without deciduous cover this beautiful view will be much more
obvious. and most of the church might be visible .This development will totally occlude this scenic
view which can also be visible from the school playing fields. I will enclose photographs of this
view. Thus there is a contribution to this purpose

The summary 8.0 it states it wonld not undermine the core principles of the green belt yet it fails
in it.'s brownfield assessment as the use of this partial brownfield site will have a far greater
impact on openness than the original site with many horses in open rural fields. The demolition
will be required of the very active equestrian site buildings which are far less invasive than the
60-65 houses which will be clearly visible from Mustard lane(west )Jand Lady lane(east).

These weak boundaries will not protect the green belt from further encroachment on three sides.
(North South and East.}

The site is extremely open with extensive views to the north and East with the parish church
clearly visible over 0.5 km away. which will be lost with 7his development.

Summary of total document

I feel T have produced enough evidence to show that my application was not processed efficently
or transparently causing my chances of being successful to deteriorate



It was not put on the Croft site plan until 2019.after my application in August 2017.

I was thus put at a severe disadvantage with the competing site that was chosen receiving vital
information almost 20 months earlier..This site had 3 application numbers and was obviously in
constant contact with the department.

I do not feel my site was accurately assessed as the report does not appear to respect the hidden
and non open character of our site and claims all 3 durable boundaries are weak despite no land
being available between the site and Sandy lane,Heath lane and Mustard lane. It is very unusual
to have a site with 3 roads bordering it. I do not believe our site is strong as a green belt site. It
has been basically derelict for S0 years with no agricultural use for over 70 years.

I do not feel the green belt assessment of the Heatheroft site is sound or accurate as it does not
respect the obvious openness of the site so clearly seen in pictures produced by Bellway of views
from Heath lane and Lady lane from a long distance away. It does not agree the site has 3 weak
boundaries on the north/east and south. It is assumed by Bellway that by making 2 new green
belt boundary that this will prevent future encroachment which has not helped in the past. on
land east of Lord St and Heath lane. I do not agree that Heathcroft stud performs weakly as a
green belt site. It contributes a lot to the green belt using agricultural fields .for grazing and
exercising horses It is an active and popular equestrian business also employing several people.
Gaining housing permission for this equestrian site will cause a precedent for other Equestrian
businesses to apply for housing developments in green belt.

Croft church is clearly visible from Mustard lane at the school playing fields level and building
on this site will remove this view.Purpose 4D

In view of my opinions about these two sites I would respectfully ask to inspector to arrange for
repeats of the two green belt assessments considering all my arguments and reconsider our site. 1
understand our site is a little further north than the Heathcroft stud site but it is just above the
old Inset Croft village northern border. It's main strengths are the enclosed character of the site
bounded by three roads with sirong boundaries to prevent encroachment ( Purpose 3C) There is
no impression of openness and the site is not visible from outside as well as being mainly derelict
and not used for any recreational purposes with no agricultural use for over 70 years..( purpose
5E)

Another aspect of this document is that in photographing both my own site as well as Heathcroft
stud at no stage did I go on the site of Heatheroft and all the photography that has shown the
openness of the site both within the site and externally was using public access. On my own site
the only pictures taken without access were the external boundary phofographs.

We understand that this site does not meet the total need for housing in Croft( 60-65 homes) but
the officers state this is not a requirement so another site would need selection as well

Many of the other sites are either around the main Croft housing estates east of Lord St or off
Heath lane or Mustard lane and many of these will have unprotected borders. Two other sites
were considered by the anthority but had access problems

In the event of my response being beneficial I can state our site would be available as soon as possible
as it has not had any significant use for many years. I understand the other site would need time to
close down or transfer the Equestrian business from the Settlement proforma document.

Thank you for your time and I apologise for the length of my documents
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13.Protecting Green Belt land

133.

134.

135.

136.

The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim
of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open;
the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their
permanence.

Green Belt serves five purposes:

a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one anocther;

c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

d) to preserve the setiing and special character of historic towns; and

e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.

The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established. New
Green Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for example
when planning for larger scale development such as new settlements or major
urban extensions. Any proposals for new Green Belts should be set out in strategic
policies, which should:

a) demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies
would not be adequate;

b) set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the adoption of
this exceptional measure necessary;

c) show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable
development;

d) demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with strategic
policies for adjoining areas; and

e) show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the Framework.

Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional
circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating
of plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they
can endure beyond the plan period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt
boundaries has been established through strategic pdlicies, detailed amendments
to those boundaries may be made through non-strategic policies, including
neighbourhood plans.
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This Statement assesses the site interms o
contribution to the Green Belt and provides

Adescription of the site and its surroundings including a review of the site's
existing use:

An overview of planning policy and guidance;

Statement demonstrates that the site does not perform the purposes and
functions of the Green Belt as required by the National Planning Policy Fram
(NPPF). An outline of the proposed alteration to the Green Belt is also provid

‘ * The case for the release of the site from the Green Belt. In particular the

An analysis of the economic, social and environmental benefits that the prop
housing scheme will deliver including a review of key technicat consideratio,

An assessment of the site's deliverability; and

A Vision for the development including Bellway Homes' masterplan propose
for the site

Bellway Homes is one of the most successful house builders in the UK It sold €
homes in 2016 with 32% sold to first time buyers and 16% sold as affordable hor
Bellway Homes has been awarded five star status by the Home Builders Feder
the highest accolade a new homes developer can receive, with more than nine
ten customers saying they would recommend Bellway to a friend.

L &

Bellway is committed to playing an important role in addressing housing shorta

+

) Smim;,--sm_w i, 10 T '_ -y | nationally and has increased the number of homes it builds by 27% since 2014

67% since 2012
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PHOTO VIEWPOINT 4 View northwest from entrance to Christ Church, Croft, on Lady Lane






8106
274

8100 6o

-

;302 e i

l‘I

\

— 2

£ £ 5%

lllllll






