
 

 

 

 

 

   

 

  

                

                

              

            

              

   

               

             

              

               

        

  

             

            

           

              

              

            

               

           

              

               

                 

            

        

               

               

             

           

              

             

            

               

           

17th June 2019 

Dear S r/Madam 

I am wr t ng to prov de my response and object on to the Proposed Subm ss on Vers on Local Plan 

2017 – 2037 (March 2019). I prev ously prov ded my response to the opt ons appra sal stage for the 

Local Plan  n September 2017 but hav ng rev ewed the Proposed Subm ss on Vers on Local Plan, 

most of my prev ous comments have not been addressed and rema n val d for th s subm ss on. As 

such, I have amended my prev ous response and am subm tt ng  t as my response to th s Proposed 

Subm ss on Vers on. 

I would l ke to ment on that I apprec ate and acknowledge the requ rement for add t onal hous ng 

stock and I support some add t onal ( deally more affordable) development  n South Warr ngton 

where  t  s requ red on the ex st ng safe-guarded land. However, the scale of the proposals (to 

develop a Garden Suburb of 7,400 homes) and the plans to bu ld the major ty on the green-belt  s 

not des rable. Outl ned below are my concerns: 

TRAFFIC AND TRAVEL 

• Warr ngton South has good access to the motorways and the current proposals state that 

there w ll be l nks to these ex st ng motorways. However, these motorways are normally 

very congested, espec ally at peak t mes. Have H ghways England been consulted to 

determ ne whether there  s enough capac ty to cope w th such an  ncrease  n traff c (based 

on 7,400 add t onal homes  t  s l kely that th s would lead to an add t onal 29,600 AADT 

(annual average da ly traff c)? Add t onally, hav ng used both junct ons (M6 and M56) at 

peak t mes the local roads lead ng to the junct ons are normally extremely busy at these 

t mes lead ng to long queues even before you access the motorways. These roads and 

junct ons need to be cons dered to determ ne the r ab l ty to cope w th add t onal traff c and 

what affect th s w ll have on journey t mes for ex st ng res dents. The plan for an add t onal 

l nk road cutt ng through the Garden Suburb to jo n the A49 and A50 has no real benef t to 

a d congest on as the problem of traff c w th n Warr ngton (part cularly  n South Warr ngton) 

stems from the surround ng motorways be ng extremely congested and  ssues travell ng 

across the Sh p Canal  f the sw ng br dges are off. In South Warr ngton there  s l ttle other 

opt on for travel other than pr vate car (no ra l l nks and buses are slow and expens ve). 

• Follow ng on from my prev ous po nt, there are no susta nable transport opt ons  n th s part 

of Warr ngton compared w th North Warr ngton. Pol cy INF1 focusses on susta nable travel 

and transport wh ch  s fantast c, however there are no spec f c deta ls as to how th s w ll be 

ach eved. There are no tra n l nes through th s South Warr ngton so no opportun ty to add 

add t onal tra n stat ons. Should res dents need/want to use the ra l network the nearest 

stat ons are Bank Quay and Central, both located  n the already congested town centre. The 

Counc l should ensure that susta nable travel  s  ncluded w th n any development to 



               

             

           

              

             

           

             

         

              

    

              

              

            

 

             

              

             

              

              

           

            

            

         

            

               

               

            

                

             

                 

              

              

              

          

             

            

          

              

             

        

                

           

             

            

             

          

  

m n m se the rel ance on pr vate car use (though NOT by reduc ng the number of park ng 

spaces per house, th s does not work to d ssuade new res dents to d tch the car, rather 

creates messy and unsafe developments/estates due to park ng on all the surround ng 

roads) and  mprove the uptake  n publ c transport (by mak ng th s more rel able and 

affordable) and cycl ng (by  mprov ng the ex st ng cycl ng network espec ally  nto the town 

centre,  deally creat ng more segregated cycle paths to take cycles off the congested roads 

and onto ded cated cycle paths. Th s would encourage more people to take up cycl ng, 

espec ally ch ldren and more safety-consc ous/nervous adults who would never cons der 

tak ng the r b ke on our dangerous roads. An extens on to the Trans-Penn ne tra l to fac l tate 

th s would be fantast c.) 

• W th regards to susta nab l ty, are there any plans for alternat ve fuelled veh cles? W ll FAST 

electr c charg ng po nts be made ava lable to encourage the uptake of electr c veh cles? And 

how many? W ll every home have th s capab l ty to make th s truly a susta nable 

development? 

• Warr ngton appears to have pr or t sed the car over any other mode of transport and 

unfortunately hasn’t done the best job of that too cons der ng the congest on through the 

town. Th s has been further exacerbated by the open ng of the Mersey Gateway w th  ts tolls 

w th people w ll choos ng to dr ve through Warr ngton bypass ng the tolls. Traff c and travel 

through Warr ngton  s only set to get worse. Someth ng needs to be done before our travel 

 nfrastructure gr nds to a halt and makes Warr ngton town centre somewhere best avo ded 

by res dents. Perhaps cons derat on of a congest on charge through the centre w th an 

exempt on to ALL Warr ngton res dents would ass st. Th s may also help when there are 

 nc dents on the surround ng motorways where the town centre becomes a d vers on, 

although  t can barely cope w th the normal level of traff c. 

• Pol cy DC6  ncludes ment on of cycle paths, an extens ve cycle path network ( deally off the 

roads) would be of great benef t to prov de new res dents the cho ce to use the r b kes, 

whether for le sure or commut ng and enable res dents across the ent re town w th a safe 

network of cycle paths. If more paths were created off the roads th s mode of travel could 

be become more popular, or at least add t onal cycle lanes (not comb ned w th bus lanes) 

would help. If journeys to school were made safer for b ke users, there could be an uptake  n 

the number of parents and ch ldren cycl ng to school wh ch would a d congest on around 

schools and also have health related benef ts. Cycl ng on the road w th ch ldren  s cons dered 

dangerous. We should a m to take cycles off the road and onto a ded cated cycle network 

( ncorporat ng the Trans Penn ne Tra l). Add t onally, there are a number of locat ons along 

the Trans Penn ne Tra l where users have to ut l se the road network, for example at 

Bradshaw Road/Thelwall New Road. Improvements could be made to the Tra l to ensure 

that as l ttle as poss ble  s located on the road network. 

• WBC needs to pr or t se publ c transport, cycl ng and walk ng to try to ease the traff c 

congest on  ssues w th n Warr ngton, not just to a d the del very of add t onal hous ng stock 

but now(!), before a s ngle house  s bu lt. 

• In the case of the South Warr ngton proposals, the counc l are propos ng an add t onal 7,400 

houses on ma nly greenbelt land across Grappenhall and Appleton. On average  f you 

cons der 4 veh cle movements per day from each property that equates to an add t onal 

29,600 veh cle movements per day onto our already  ncred bly stretched network. That  n 

 tself  s not susta nable and already congested roads w ll become even more so and the 

current traff c problems that plague Warr ngton w ll be  ncreas ngly exacerbated. 



    

              

            

           

             

            

          

                 

               

               

                 

               

              

   

               

             

                 

                

               

            

               

           

               

             

             

              

                 

          

          

                

              

              

                

                 

               

               

   

 

              

          

           

            

          

               

         

CHARACTER AND GREEN BELT 

• Wh lst  t  s acknowledged that some add t onal hous ng  s requ red, th s should not be at the 

detr ment to the open countrys de and greenery surround ng South Warr ngton. The current 

plans are d sproport onate to what add t onal hous ng  s requ red  n South Warr ngton and 

what wouldn’t cause a detr mental effect on the ex st ng character of South Warr ngton. 

South Warr ngton compr ses a ser es of v llages w th the r own un que charm, character and 

trad t ons such as  nd v dual Walk ng Days. The proposals would dwarf these v llages and 

merge them all together. I am concerned that the greenery of South Warr ngton w ll be lost 

forever and the area w ll just become yet another area of urban sprawl. The appeal of th s 

area mak ng people want to l ve here  s the access to open greenery and the opportun ty to 

l ve  n a v llage sett ng but w th the bonus of be ng part of a larger town. The proposed Local 

Plan w ll destroy th s. More needs to be done to preserve the open character of the 

landscape w th n South Warr ngton and the  dent ty of each v llage, the current plans do not 

do th s. 

• As I ment oned  n my  ntroduct on I do th nk that there does need to be further 

development  n South Warr ngton as there  s a need for further (good qual ty but also more 

affordable) hous ng  n the area, as long as they are des gned and bu lt  n keep ng w th the 

ex st ng hous ng stock  n the area  n both dens ty and style, although w th the opportun ty to 

use some  nnovat ve 21st century des gn. However, th s hous ng should only be bu lt on the 

ex st ng safe-guarded land wh ch  s currently ear-marked for hous ng, not the greenbelt. 

• Everyth ng should be done to preserve the character of each v llage and the r trad t ons  n 

Warr ngton. Where add t onal hous ng  s proposed  n South Warr ngton ( deally on the safe-

guarded land not greenbelt), these houses should be bu lt to create a new l ttle v llage of 

the r own w th  ts own character and charm. Th s v llage should be completely segregated 

from the other v llages (us ng LARGE green spaces) to ensure  t has  ts own  dent ty and does 

not encroach on the ex st ng surround ng v llages. It should have  ts own v llage school, small 

local shops, play area and maybe a local pub to prov de a centre to l fe  n the new v llage. 

These should be des gned as small v llages to complement the ex st ng surround ng v llages 

and to safe guard the greenbelt as much as poss ble. 

• Our greenbelt should be protected! We should be proud of our greenbelt and should be 

do ng all we can to avo d bu ld ng on th s prec ous land. The res dents of Warr ngton 

cons der that the greenbelt belongs to all of us, not just the land owners or developers and 

as such,  t  s our g ft to our ch ldren and our ch ldren’s ch ldren. It should be preserved for 

generat ons to come, not sold off and concreted over all  n the name of prof t. Once the 

greenbelt  s gone  t  s gone forever. Don’t destroy someth ng that doesn’t belong solely to 

you,  t belongs to all the res dents of Warr ngton and we all should get to say what happens 

to  t. 

UTILITIES 

• Pol cy INF3 outl nes the requ rement for ut l t es and how these should be dealt w th dur ng 

development. However, more deta led  nformat on needs to be prov ded regard ng the 

potent al  mpact on the ex st ng ut l ty networks  nclud ng electr c ty, gas, water and 

wastewater. Th s  s obv ously dependent upon the s ze of the proposals but the 

requ rement for add t onal electr cal substat ons, a new wastewater treatment plant etc 

need to be cons dered. Add t onally, the locat on of any such fac l ty w ll need careful 

cons derat on to ensure m n mal  mpact on ex st ng res dents. 



              

            

  

           

            

              

           

             

                 

            

             

           

               

           

               

           

        

               

                

                   

                

             

             

            

               

                

            

                

        

 

 

  

 

• It would be env ronmentally benef c al  f Warr ngton BC requ red each house to be capable 

of generat ng the r own power, for example; ground-source heat pumps and solar panels. 

AIR QUALITY 

• Warr ngton Borough Counc l has A r Qual ty Management Areas (AQMAs) where the 

concentrat ons of n trogen d ox de (NO2) are h gher than the A r Qual ty Strategy (AQS) 

object ve of 40ug/m3 on an annual bas s. The source of these concentrat ons  s road veh cles. 

Currently the plan for the approx mately 7,400 add t onal propert es  n South Warr ngton  s 

to prov de l nks to these motorways. However, th s w ll  ncrease the number of veh cles 

w th n an AQMA (1) and have the potent al to have a s gn f cant effect on a r qual ty w th n 

th s sens t ve locat on. Add t onally, there  s l kely to be a detr mental  mpact on the a r 

qual ty at ex st ng receptors local to the scheme. Any add t onal veh cle and congest on onto 

the ex st ng network w ll  ncrease pollutant concentrat ons. Spec f cally,  f Stockton Heath  s 

used as the ma n route  nto the Town Centre. Wh lst Stockton Heath has not been declared 

as an AQMA, NO2 concentrat ons were measured at 50.5ug/m3 and 35.5ug/m3 (compared to 

an AQS object ve of 40ug/m3)  n 2015  n Stockton Heath. Any  ncrease  n traff c through th s 

area  s l kely to have detr mental consequences on local a r qual ty  n th s area and may 

result  n the declarat on of a new AQMA. 

I do hope that you w ll take m ne and other fellow Warr ngton res dents’ concerns  nto full 

cons derat on and I hope you w ll not do anyth ng to reduce the appeal of Warr ngton  nclud ng 

access to green space and v llage l fe w th n a town, to e ther those of us l v ng here or to our 

v s tors. F nally, I would l ke to end w th a quote from the ‘1969 Warr ngton New Town Consultants’ 

Proposals for the Draft Master Plan’ that a colleague shared w th me recently. Th s  s from the 

sect on of the plan wh ch outl ned the v ews of the ch ldren of Warr ngton: 

‘Th s f nal quotat on seems to sum up the major ty of the ch ldren’s v ews: “have 

 e to gro up in this to n cro ned by thick black clouds of smoke girded round 

by ten storey skyscrapers? To visit the museum to find out  hat a tree  as or 

samples of grass before the Corporation built one thousand five hundred houses 

on every green patch? Or is there a small group of people going to stop the to n 

from getting like this? I sincerely hope so.”’ 

Yours S ncerely 

Sarah Naylor 




