
Paul Mercer 

Ref: The Local Plan 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am writing to object to the Local Plan. 

The following are my main reasons for objecting to the plan. 

Economic Growth 

I am concerned that the economic growth targets are unrealistic. 
I am very concerned that targets have been set by those with a vested interest, and that their predictions 
are much higher than official government figures. 
The proposed levels of growth have never been achieved before in WaITington. 
Sustainability is more important than over ambitious growth . 

There is no clear strntegy on the number and type of jobs the proposed developments would bring, or if 
the jobs would be offered to W~mington residents. 
Some jobs would be in cons1Iuction but obviously, not all these would be long term. 
However, it is likely that some jobs would be as warehouse operatives. 
It is likely that most houses in the plan would be unaffordable for warehouse operatives, meaning that 
employees would need to commute from other areas. 
It is also likely that many warehouse operative jobs will soon be lost due to automation. 

The planned number of housing is also much higher than government housing targets for the area. 

I am concerned that much of the proposed housing will be unaffordable for younger and future 
generations of most WaITington families. This would potentially force them to stay with their parents or 
move out of the WaITington area. 
Some of those able to afford the houses would move in from other areas. This would not provide any 
solutions for the people ofWaITington. 

I believe that no case can be made for the release of Green Belt before brownfield sites are considered. 

The above demonstl'ates that the plan is NOT SOUND, nor is it DELIVERABLE. 

Infrastructure 

Before any growth can take place, an adequate infrastrncture should be in place. 



   

  
 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 

    

  

Th   xisting road infrastructur  in Warrington struggl s to cop  with th  curr nt situation. 

I am conc rn d that th   m rg ncy s rvic s could b  aff ct d by  xc ssiv  traffic in th  town. 

Th Warrington W st rn Link (WWL) will not solv  th  traffic probl ms in Warrington. 
If anything, it will mak  matt rs wors  as th  road would op n up land for furth r d v lopm nt 
r sulting in  v n mor  traffic and pollution. 
Th WWL will also b  us d by many as an alt rnativ  to th  toll d M rs y Gat way. 

Th r  ar  no cl ar plans of oth r canal crossings, just sugg stions which ar  unfund d. 

Plans for n w roads, particularly in South Warrington, ar  vagu . 

How v r, infrastructur  is not just about roads. It is about a s nsibl  approach to th  location of 
hospitals, h alth c ntr s, ambulanc  stations, fir  stations, polic  stations, schools, shops, pow r 
g n ration, s w rag , wast  faciliti s,  tc. 

It is not cl ar how such faciliti s would b  fund d or wh n th y would b  built. 

Th  cost to d liv r a suitabl  infrastructur  to cop  with th  amount of propos d d v lopm nt would b  
prohibitiv . 
It is unlik ly th  d v lop rs would fully fund such infrastructur . Th r for , I am v ry conc rn d that 
Warrington would hav   xc ssiv  d v lopm nt but no infrastructur  to cop ... 
...or an infrastructur  that would b  mor  b n ficial to th  d v lop rs than th  r sid nts of Warrington, 
y t fund d by th  tax pay r. This is not acc ptabl . 

Th  abov  d monstrat s that th  plan is NOT SOUND, nor is it DELIVERABLE. 

Air Quality & Environment 

Warrington is alr ady on  of th  most highly pollut d ar as in th  UK. 

Many gr  n ar as s rv  as pollution barri rs. 
Air quality would b  r duc d if our gr  n spac s ar  d v lop d. 

Warrington Borough Council has a duty to cr at  a plan that will h lp r duc  curr nt pollution l v ls 
and prot ct Warrington's r sid nts from furth r incr as s in pollution. 
I agr   this is not an  asy task. How v r, th  plan as it is will most lik ly mak  matt rs wors . 

Parts of Warrington ar  oft n gridlock d. It is cl ar th r  hav  not b  n any r alistic traffic ass ssm nts 
und rtak n. 
Th  plan is v ry poor and will r sult in furth r r lianc  on th  car. This will obviously hav  a 
d trim ntal  ff ct on th  air quality in and around th  town. 

If som  of th  propos d industrial d v lopm nts go ah ad, this will r sult in a significant numb r of 
H avy Goods V hicl  (HGV)  mov m nts in and around th  town. This will caus  furth r traffic 
probl ms and air pollution. 



 
 

 

 

 

     

 

I am conc rn d about th  loss of wildlif  habitat. 
For many sp ci s, this has not b  n consid r d in any d tail. 

If local r cr ational ar as ar  tak n away, p opl  will trav l by car to oth r ar as r sulting in mor  
traffic and pollution. 

Loss of r cr ational ar as oft n has d trim ntal  ff cts on h alth and w ll b ing, both physical and 
m ntal. Not only is this bad for individuals aff ct d by this, it is also a furth r drain on th  h alth 
s rvic s. 

Th  distinctiv  charact r of th  ar a would b  lost for v r if this plan is approv d. 

Th  abov  d monstrat s that th  plan is NOT SOUND, nor is it DELIVERABLE. 

Green Belt 

Th  fiv  main purpos s of Gr  n B lt in th  National Planning Policy Fram work ar ; 

...to ch ck th  unr strict d sprawl of larg  built-up ar as. 

...to pr v nt n ighbouring towns m rging into on  anoth r. 

...to assist in saf guarding th  countrysid  from  ncroachm nt. 

...to pr s rv  th  s tting and sp cial charact r of historic towns. 

...to assist in urban r g n ration, by  ncouraging th  r cycling of d r lict and oth r urban land. 

Th  plan do s not m  t th  main crit ria for r l asing land from th  Gr  n B lt. 

Th  abov  d monstrat s that th  plan is NOT SOUND, nor is it DELIVERABLE. 

Fiddl r's F rry Pow r Station is du  to clos  in 2020. This hug  ar a of Brownfi ld sit  should b  
consid r d b for  th  loss of any Gr  n B lt land. 

Thank you for taking th  tim  to r ad my obj ctions. 

Pl as  acknowl dg  r c ipt of this  mail. 

Yours sinc r ly, 

Paul M rc r 




