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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION
Background

1.1.1 AECOM has been commissioned by Warrington Council to undertake a sustainability
appraisal (SA) in support of the Warrington Local Plan Review (the ‘Plan’).
1.1.2 The new Local Plan will set out the amount of housing and employment land that
needs to be planned for, where and where not it will be acceptable in principle, and
policies for assessing planning applications. The review focuses primarily upon three
strategic issues:
•

The provision of land and level of housing development that can be
accommodated within Warrington, taking into account Objectively Assessed
Needs (OAN);

•

The provision of land for economic development and a growing local economy,
taking into account Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN); and

•

Ensuring the timely delivery of new and improved physical and social
infrastructure required to meet the needs of new development and mitigate the
impacts on existing communities.

1.1.3 The Council is in the process of identifying the preferred approach for the delivery of
housing, and as such has commissioned a number of supporting studies. The SA is
one such piece of evidence and has helped to inform the preferred approach to the
Plan.
1.1.4 This interim SA Report reports on the findings of the sustainability appraisal process
at this point in time. It includes:
•

A summary of the SA Scope

•

Consideration of alternative approaches to the key issues of housing
growth and distribution

•

Appraisal of reasonable site options

1.1.5 It should be noted that this interim SA Report does not constitute an ‘SA Report’ as
defined by the SEA Regulations (i.e. the SA Report that should be prepared and
consulted upon alongside the draft Local Plan at Regulation 19 stage of the Planning
Regulations). Rather, this interim SA report documents the current stages of SA that
have been undertaken to help influence the plan-making process. It is not a legal
obligation to consult upon interim SA findings, but it is helpful to aid in decision
making, as well as achieving effective and transparent consultation.
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1.2

The Local Plan

1.2.1 The new Local Plan will set out how the Borough and the places within it should
develop. The strategic objectives for the new Plan are set out in the table below.

W1 To enable the transition of Warrington from a New Town to a New City through
the ongoing regeneration of Inner Warrington, the delivery of strategic and local
infrastructure, the strengthening of existing neighbourhoods and the creation of new
sustainable neighbourhoods whilst:
•

delivering a minimum of 22,260 new homes (equating to 1,113 per year)
between 2017 and 2037, and

•

supporting Warrington’s ongoing economic success by providing 381
Hectares of employment land between 2017 and 2037.

W2 To facilitate the sensitive release of Green Belt land to meet Warrington’s long
term housing and employment needs, whilst ensuring the revised Green Belt
boundaries maintain the permanence of Warrington’s Green Belt in the long term.
W3 To strengthen and expand the role of Warrington Town Centre as a regional
employment, retail, leisure, cultural and transport hub, whilst transforming the
quality of the public realm and making the Town Centre a place where people want
to live.
W4 To provide new infrastructure to support Warrington’s growth, reduce
congestion and promote sustainable transport options, whilst reducing the need to
travel and encouraging active lifestyles.
W5 To secure high quality design which reinforces the character and local
distinctiveness of Warrington’s urban area, its countryside, its unique pattern of
green spaces and its constituent settlements whilst protecting, enhancing and
embracing the borough's built and natural assets.
W6 To minimise the impact of development on the environment through the prudent
use of resources and ensuring development is energy efficient, safe and resilient to
climate change and makes a positive contribution to improving Warrington’s air
quality.

2
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2

SCOPING

2.1

Background

2.1.1

The Scoping stage of the SA process is used to establish the key issues that should
be the focus of the appraisal, as well as the assessment methodologies.

2.1.2

A Scoping Report was prepared and published for consultation in October 2016.
Following consideration of the comments received, the scope of the SA has been
determined and has provided the baseline position against which appraisals have
been undertaken.

2.1.3

It should be noted that the scope of the SA is fluid and will be updated throughout the
plan making process in light of new evidence. The scope of the SA will be presented
in full within the final SA Report (representing an update to the Scoping Report).

2.2

Key issues

2.2.1

The key issues identified through the scoping process so far are summarised in table
2.1 below.
Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping
Pockets of Deprivation - Deprivation across the borough as a whole is below
regional and national averages, though there has been a slight worsening in overall
deprivation from 2010-2015. There are stark inequalities, with high levels of
multiple deprivation, concentrated mainly in the inner areas of Warrington. Bewsey
and Whitecross, Fairfield and Howley, Orford, Poplars and Hulme, Poulton North
and Latchford East all have SOAs in the 10% most deprived in England.
There are also specific pockets of deprivation in the ‘Education, Training and Skills’
and Employment’ domains; particularly in the inner areas of Warrington.
Employment needs - The 2016 Economic Development Needs Assessment
identifies a need for an additional 381 hectares of employment land over the next 20
years.
Economic Growth - There is a need to continue to promote sustainable economic
growth and to support aspirations to transform Warrington from a new town to a
‘New City’, with corresponding economic growth.
Town centres - There is a need to promote the vitality and viability of town centres.
Fear of Crime and Antisocial behaviour - Levels of crime within the borough have
fallen steadily over the last 5 years and are similar to regional and national
averages. However, household surveys show fear of crime at night is higher than
national figures, and substantially higher in more deprived neighbourhoods
Pockets of Health Deprivation - Health deprivation relative to other boroughs has
worsened since 2010, with approximately 32% of the local population living in areas
which are ranked amongst the most health-deprived in the country. Inner areas of
the borough are affected most severely, but there are pockets across all Warrington
neighbourhoods that are ranked amongst the 20% most deprived nationally.
Green Infrastructure - Green infrastructure provides multi-functional benefits for
4

Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping
health and wellbeing and should be protected and enhanced.
Obesity rates - amongst adults are rising and currently exceed the average for
England, contributing to actual and forecast increases in a number health
conditions. All potential to influence the built environment to maximise opportunities
for physical activity, active travel and healthy eating should be fully exploited.
Access to Primary Care - The NHS Strategic Estates Plan has identified that there
are areas within the borough that currently have insufficient capacity to
accommodate new residents, and will become increasingly more constrained over
the plan period with further development.
Accessibility of Employment - Travel to work by public transport / walking / cycling
figures for Warrington are lower than regional or national average. Use of car is
higher and the problem is exacerbated by the New Town Development pattern.
Increasing car use and dependency - National trend exacerbated by New Town
car dependency.
Rising traffic volumes and traffic congestion.
High levels of commuting into and out of the Borough.
Housing delivery - There is a pattern of solid housing completions over the last 5
years, with the majority taking place on brownfield land.
Housing needs - The 2016 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
established that the full objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing in Warrington
was 839 new homes per annum up until 2037, increasing to 984 homes per annum
to ensure the number of new homes balanced with the Council’s economic growth
ambitions. The SHMA Update 2017 has subsequently confirmed a higher figure for
the OAN of 955 homes per annum rising to 1,113 to ensure balance with the
Council’s growth ambitions.
There remains a shortage of Affordable Housing - As Identified in the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment 2016. Affordable housing needs to reflect local need
and increase choice in terms of tenure, in-keeping with the local Housing Strategy.
To address the impact of an ageing population here is a need to ensure there are
sufficient homes that are accessible, adaptable and support care in the community
and independent living despite changing requirements caused by age, disability or
illness.
There remains a shortage of Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Show people
accommodation - As identified in the Cheshire Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment 2014
Pollution, air quality and climate change - Two AQMAs are designated within the
Borough. One is related to the motorway network; the other is focussed on the inner
ring road network around the town centre and the strategic road network (A49,
A5056 and A5061).
Quality of land and waterways in the Borough - A legacy of the towns industrial
past, there are a large number of potentially contaminated sites within the Borough
and a significant length of Warrington's rivers are graded as having poor chemical
and biological quality.
Soil quality - Warrington contains considerable areas of Agricultural Land classified
5

Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping
as Grade 2 and 3a (i.e. Best and Most Versatile). The release of Green Belt land
could potentially affect such areas.
Mineral resources - There is a need to protect mineral resources and supporting
infrastructure from sterilisation.
Protection and enhancement of the historic Environment – There is a significant
number of historic assets in the Borough & a number of buildings / monuments have
been identified as being in vulnerable or deteriorating condition.
Landscape character – There is a need to preserve and enhance the character of
Warrington’s countryside, whilst recognising the need to release Green Belt land.
Protection & Enhancement of Biodiversity and geodiversity Assets – There are
significant nature conservation and wider green infrastructure assets in the borough
that need to be protected, enhanced and made more resilient.
Flood protection in the borough – Areas within the Borough are identified on the
Environment Agency’s Indicative Floodplain maps.
Renewable energy and energy efficiency – There is a need for a more pro-active
approach to energy production and usage.
Amount of waste entering land fill – There are European and National targets for
waste reduction and an increase in reuse, recycling and composting.
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2.3

SA Framework

2.3.1

Table 2.2 sets out the eighteen SA objectives that have been established as a result
of the scoping process. The SA objectives have been grouped into eight SA Themes
to present the findings more succinctly and avoid duplication (where objectives are
very similar or complimentary). Each objective is supported by a list of sub-criteria
and indicators for each SA Objective.

Table 2.2: The SA Framework (topics, objectives and supporting questions)
SA Theme

SA objectives

Sub criteria / supporting questions
- Will the level and distribution of housing support the local
workforce?

1. Strengthen the
local economy and
ensure sustainable
economic growth

- Will the development provide a range of jobs appropriate to the
skills present in local communities to help ensure those
communities derive maximum economic benefit.
- Will new employment be supported by a workforce in a wider
travel to work area?
- Will the infrastructure support sustainable modes of travel to
new employment sites

Economy
and
regeneration

- Will development support small local businesses as well as
larger businesses
2. Improve the
education and skills
of the population
overall

3. Reduce poverty,
deprivation and
social exclusion and
secure economic
inclusion

Health and
Wellbeing

- Will local schools be able to cope with the proposed level and
distribution of housing?
- Will new employment growth and types help to support skills
development and aspirations for local population, particularly
those in areas of greatest need?
- Will access to education be equitable for different social
groups?
- To what extent will the level and distribution of housing help to
regenerate deprived areas and meet the needs of minority
groups?
- To what extent will new employment growth benefit deprived
communities and minority groups?
- Will new employment provide an appropriate balance to utilise
local skill sets
- Will new housing and employment have good access to open
space and active transport options?

5. Improve physical
and mental health
and reduce health
inequalities

- Will local health services be able to cope with proposed levels
of housing?

7. Reduce crime,
disorder and the fear
of crime

- Will development be designed to reduce crime and the fear of
crime?

8. Enable groups to
contribute to decision
making and
encourage a sense
of community identity
and welfare.

- Will new development have good access to a range of
services; including community facilities, shops and local
amenities.

- Will new housing have good access to open space, sport and
recreational facilities on foot and by public transport
- Will there be opportunities for local communities to be involved
in the planning and design of developments
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SA Theme

SA objectives

Sub criteria / supporting questions
- How will the levels and distribution of housing and employment
affect community cohesion?

10. Provide, protect
or enhance leisure
opportunities,
recreation facilities,
green infrastructure
and access to the
countryside

- Will the development encourage mixed use of buildings and
space in order to stimulate the creation of social networks and
interaction between different social groups?

4. Reduce the need
to travel, especially
by car, improve
choice and the use of
more sustainable
modes

- Will new housing and employment be close to public transport
links, or be capable of supporting / delivering new services?

Accessibility
9. Protect and
enhance accessibility
for all the essential
services and
facilities.

- How will development help to protect and enhance a network
of multi-functional green infrastructure that encourages active
travel and recreation?
- Will the development include provision for adequate usable
open space including areas for equipped play.

- Will new housing development be within walking distance of
essential services such as schools and health facilities?
- Do these essential services have capacity? Are buildings fit for
purpose and able to accommodate increased population?
- Will the new development support or facilitate the integration of
a range of services in a single location (neighbourhood hub) to
increase accessibility and reduce the need to travel.
- Will new housing and employment be in areas that are likely to
encourage car usage?
- Will new development increase congestion on key routes?
- Is the infrastructure in place/planned to minimise impact of
increased population on traffic issues?
- Will the future use of footpaths and cycleways be maximised
by ensuring connectivity and useability?
- Is new housing likely to be affordable given the viability of
available land?
- Will there be enough homes of the right size, type and tenure
to meet identified needs of all social groups?

Housing

6. Ensure access to
good quality,
sustainable,
affordable housing

- Does the new housing meet likely future needs in terms of
occupants, given the ageing population.
- Will homes be accessible and easily adaptable in order to
enable current and future occupants to remain in their homes
as their needs change?
- Is housing likely to be of a high quality design?
- Will housing be designed in a way to help reduce noise
pollution, energy waste, fuel poverty and flood damage risk.
- Will construction allow passive cooling and adequate air
exchange to reduce overheating risk and promote good indoor
air quality?
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SA Theme

SA objectives
14. Protect, manage
and improve local
environmental quality
including land, air
and controlled waters
and reduce the risk
of flooding.

Natural
Resources

16. Ensure the
sustainable and
prudent use and
management of
natural resources
including the
promotion of natural
resources including
the promotion of
sustainable drainage
and water
conservation.
11. Protect and
where possible
enhance the
significance of
historic assets and
their setting.

Built and
natural
heritage

12. Protect and
improve the quality
and character of
places, landscapes,
townscapes and
wider countryside
whilst maintaining
and strengthening
local distinctiveness
and sense of place.
19. Ensure high
quality and
sustainable design
for buildings, spaces
and the public realm
that is appropriate to
the locality.

Sub criteria / supporting questions

- Will new development contribute to air quality problems,
particularly within Warrington’s two AQMAs.
- Can waste water treatment plants cope with proposed levels of
housing and employment growth?
- Could there be a loss of Grade 1, 2 or 3 agricultural land?
- What effect will the level of development proposed have on
surface water run-off?
- Could development need to be allocated in areas at risk of
flooding?
- Could development sterilise potential or known reserves of
minerals?

- How will new development affect designated and locally
important heritage assets and their settings?
- How will development affect the historic environment?

- Will development alter the character of landscapes and the
countryside?
- Will development affect the tranquillity of areas?
- Will new development affect the function of the Green Belt and
strategic green infrastructure networks?

- Is development likely to be of a high quality design?
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SA Theme

SA objectives

Sub criteria / supporting questions

- To what extent are different levels of housing and employment
development likely to affect biodiversity?

Biodiversity
and
Geodversity

13. Protect, maintain
and enhance
biodiversity and
geodiversity.

- To what extent does new development development provide
opportunities to enhance green infrastructure (including
benefits for wildlife).
- To what extent can potential effects on wildlife be mitigated at
strategic sites?
- Will there be a net gain in biodiversity?
- What effect will development have upon Geodiversity?

15. Limit, mitigate
and adapt to the
impacts of climate
change.

Climate
Change and
resource
use

17. Increase energy
efficiency and
production of
renewable energy.
18. Minimise waste
and maximise reuse,
recovery and
recycling.

- To what extent can household waste be managed locally?
- Does development present opportunities to establish
decentralised energy networks?
- Could development ‘sterilise’ areas that are suitable for wind
energy?
- Are there opportunities to enhance green infrastructure
networks?
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CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

3
3.1

Introduction

3.1.1

A critical stage of the SA process is the consideration of alternative approaches and
options for delivering the objectives of the Plan.

3.1.2

Appraisal of reasonable alternatives allows for a fair comparison of different policy
approaches and site allocations to be undertaken. The findings of appraisal can then
help to inform decisions about the preferred Plan approaches.

3.1.3

An important aspect of an effective SA is to help stakeholders (i.e. businesses,
communities, developers, statutory bodies) understand the benefits, constraints and
opportunities associated with different policy approaches / site options.

3.1.4

The Regulations 1 are not prescriptive, stating only that the SA Report should present
an appraisal of the plan and reasonable alternatives taking into account the
objectives and geographical scope of the plan or programme.

3.1.5

Alternatives have been explored for the following Plan elements:

3.1.6

1

-

The spatial strategy (housing growth and distribution)

-

Alternative options for the main development locations for housing and
employment in the Warrington urban area

-

Appraisal of broad employment areas

-

Site options for housing development in the Warrington urban area

The following chapters deal with the alternative approaches that have been identified
and assessed for each of the Plan elements listed above. Each of these chapters
answer the following questions:
•

Background - This sets out the reasons alternatives have been considered.

•

The reasonable alternatives – This describes the alternatives that have been
considered and which are considered to be reasonable.

•

What is the preferred approach and why has it been selected? - An
explanation is provided as to why the preferred approach has been selected
and why others have been rejected.

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004

12
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4
4.1

ALTERNATIVES APPRAISAL: SPATIAL STRATEGY
Introduction

4.1.1 Setting the strategy for the amount and distribution of development is a crucial
element of the plan-making process. The Warrington Local Plan Review in particular
is focused on identifying land for homes, employment and ensuring the delivery of
supporting infrastructure. The need to maintain the current Plan approach of
unlocking regeneration opportunities in inner Warrington is also important.
4.1.2 A robust approach to Plan making should involve testing different approaches as to
how these plan objectives can be achieved. Therefore, there is a need to examine
the evidence behind housing and employment needs and understand the implications
of meeting such needs in a range of different (but reasonable) ways.
4.1.3 Figure 4.1 below sets out an overview of the process undertaken in the identification
and selection of a preferred spatial strategy; demonstrating how key pieces of
evidence fed into the process as well as key stages of the SA.
4.1.4 This section of the SA Report sets out a more detailed discussion of the alternatives
identification and assessment tasks that have been undertaken as part of the SA.
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4.2

Consideration of high level alternatives for the spatial strategy
Growth options

4.2.1 The Council has identified three reasonable scenarios for housing growth, each
reflecting different approach as to how job growth could be accounted for.
4.2.2 The starting point was the OAN as calculated in the SHMA Update 2017. This
establishes a need of 955 homes per annum.
4.2.3

To reflect economic aspirations to support higher jobs growth in line with the
Cheshire and Warrington devolution bid, an uplift to 1,113 jobs per annum is
identified. This was the basis for the Council’s preferred approach in the initial Plan
consultation. The devolution bid figure has now been embedded in the Cheshire and
Warrington Local Enterprise Partnership’s Strategic Economic Plan and this level of
growth remains the Council’s preferred option.

4.2.4 The updated SHMA has also assessed the housing requirement which would arise if
the historic levels of job growth are maintained over the entire plan period. This would
generate an even higher growth rate; equating to a housing need of 1,332 homes per
annum.
4.2.5 Although the Council do not consider the higher and lower jobs growth targets as the
most reflective of current economic conditions in Warrington, it accepts that there are
uncertainties in forecasting future jobs growth, and that it is appropriate to test the
impacts of a higher and lower job growth rate as ‘reasonable alternatives’ through the
Sustainability Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment (SA/SEA) process
4.2.6 Table 4.1 below sets out how each of these housing targets translates into land
requirements.
Table 4.1:

A. OAN

B.
Devolution
Bid

C. Higher
growth level

955 pa

1,113pa

1,332pa

Housing Target 2017 to 2037

19,100

22,260

26,640

Flexibility at 5%

955

1,113

1,332

Backlog (from 2015 against OAN)

847

847

847

Total Requirement

20,902

24,220

28,819

Total Capacity within urban area

15,429

15,429

15,429

Green Belt requirement

5,473

8,791

13,390

High level distribution options
4.2.7 Following an assessment of land supply and urban capacity, it is clear that meeting
housing and employment land needs will require the release of Green Belt land. The
amount that would be required differs under each of the growth scenarios.
15

4.2.8 In order to understand the broad implications of each growth scenario, the Council
identified three broad alternatives for how housing needs could be distributed across
the district. For each of the high level options, it was presumed that employment
growth would be delivered broadly in-line with the requirements set out in the EDNA
and an understanding of the strategic opportunities for growth in specific sectors.
4.2.9 It was important at this stage to understand and consider the ‘Call for sites’
submissions, particularly the broad locations of these to gain an understanding as to
where future development could potentially be located. It was apparent from this
exercise that there would be spatial options to assess adjacent to the main urban
area and around the outlying settlements.
4.2.10 In order to help inform the options identification and appraisal process the Council
prepared ‘area profiles’ for each of the main urban area of Warrington (central, north,
south, east and west) and for each of the outlying settlements. These profiles
identified the broad constraints, opportunities and infrastructure capacity in each of
the profile areas. This helped to identify where growth of a particular scale would not
be reasonable, and would not need to be taken forward in the SA process.
4.2.11 Most notably, the potential for very large settlement extensions to Lymm and/or
Culcheth were considered to be unreasonable for the following reasons:
• poor performance against Plan objectives – in particular, the majority of growth
would occur away from the main urban area of Warrington.
• the scale of impact on the character of the existing settlements
4.2.12 Informed by the settlement profiles and an understanding of opportunities through the
call for sites exercise, three high-level spatial options were established as reasonable
alternatives.
•

Option 1 - Green Belt release only in proximity to the main Warrington urban
area;

•

Option 2 - Majority of Green Belt release adjacent to main urban area with
incremental growth in outlying settlements; and

•

Option 3 - Settlement extension in one or more settlement with remainder of
growth adjacent to the main urban area.

4.2.13 The requirement to maximise urban capacity is a constant for each of the options.
The difference is their approach to the allocation of Green Belt land for housing. From
the number of potential development sites submitted, all three options would be
numerically capable of accommodating the level of future development in the
borough.
Combining growth and distribution alternatives
4.2.14 In order to give the appraisal context and meaning, the three growth scenarios were
combined with each of the three high-level spatial options. This allowed for a broad
understanding of effects to be identified for each of the spatial options, and how
these effects would differ should the level of growth be higher or lower.
4.2.15 This combination resulted in nine discrete options that have been tested in the SA
(see table 4.2 below).
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Table 4.2: High level spatial alternatives
A.

Meet OAHN needs
(GB Requirement
5,473

B.

Economic aspirations /
Devolution Bid (GB
Requirement 8,791)

C.

Past employment
trends / Higher
growth (GB
Requirement 13,390)

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements

C2. Incremental growth in
settlements

A3. Increased dispersal of
development

B3. Increased dispersal of
development

C3. Increased dispersal of
development

Summary of findings
4.2.16 With regards to the scale of growth, scenario A which would deliver the OAN is
predicted to have the least negative effects upon environmental factors including
landscape, agricultural land, natural resources, biodiversity and built heritage.
4.2.17 The effects against these factors increase with the scale of growth, with mostly minor
negative effects recorded for scenario B (Devolution Bid) and moderate to major
effects for scenario C (Higher growth rate). In particular, the higher growth rate
would lead to significant effects upon agricultural land and landscape, regardless of
distribution.
4.2.18 Conversely, scenario A would have the least positive effects with regards to
economic and social factors. Broadly speaking, the options within scenario A would
not generate more than a minor positive effect with regards to health and wellbeing,
housing and accessibility. As the scale of growth increases as for scenario B and C,
the positive effects upon the economy, housing and health are more pronounced.
Whilst scenario C has broadly greater positive effects compared to the same
distribution options in Scenario B, the differences are not substantial for housing or
economy, but more pronounced for health and wellbeing.
However, whist
accessibility improves for scenario B and C, the higher scale of growth under
scenario C could lead to more pronounced negative effects associated with pressure
on the road network.
4.2.19 On balance, growth scenario B performs the most favourably against the full range of
criteria. It would have more pronounced positive effects upon social and economic
factors that scenario A does not achieve; and whilst the environmental effects are
more pronounced they are mostly minor in nature, and ought to be possible to
manage.
4.2.20 Compared to Scenario C, the social and economic effects are not quite as great for
Scenario B. However, the environmental effects for Scenario C are more significant,
and could be difficult to mitigate. Furthermore, negative effects upon accessibility
arise at a higher level of growth.
4.2.21 With regards to distribution, the effects of the distribution options are fairly similar
(relative to the scale of growth). The main differences relate to the following
sustainability factors:
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4.2.22 For built environment, landscape and biodiversity the effects of greater dispersal are
likely to be more negative compared to a focus on the urban area or incremental
growth.
Furthermore, whilst a dispersal approach could be beneficial for housing
delivery, it would be less likely to support economic growth (i.e. the New City
Concept) and would generate more accessibility issues.
4.2.23 With regards to social and economic factors an incremental approach to growth
performs more favourably than a focus on the urban area alone, mainly because the
urban focus could have negative effects upon the local economies, housing provision
and facilities for the outlying settlements.
Council’s rationale for selecting the preferred option
4.2.24 The Council confirmed Option B2 - focusing Green Belt release adjacent to the main
urban area of Warrington, with incremental growth in the outlying settlements - as the
preferred option. The scale of growth would be in-line with the devolution bid, with a
total requirement of 24,220 dwellings over the plan period; 8791 of which would need
to be delivered on Green Belt land.
4.2.25 Option 2 enables the majority of growth to be delivered adjacent to the main urban
area, contributing positively to the Plan Objectives. It performs stronger than
Objective 1 in that it also enables incremental housing growth in the outlying
settlements to support local services and widen local housing choice without
compromising their character. This will also assist in overall Plan delivery by
promoting a larger number of smaller sites which are likely to be deliverable early in
the Plan period.
4.2.26 Option 3 does not perform as strong as the scale of growth will begin to impact on the
character of one or more of the outlying settlements and a greater proportion of
growth is being moved away from the main urban area where is can most positively
contribute to the Warrington New City concept.
4.2.27 With regard to the scale of growth, the SA/SEA confirmed that whilst positive
economic benefits generally increase in line with higher levels of growth, the highest
growth scenario risks having significant environmental impacts. The SA/SEA process
therefore reaffirmed the Council’s approach to base its development needs on the
devolution growth bid.
4.3

Consideration of main development locations alternatives for the spatial
strategy

4.3.1 Having established the preferred broad spatial option, the next stage was to identify
and assess reasonable options for the location of development (i.e. how growth at
the edge of the urban area could be distributed).
4.3.2 From the call for sites exercise, it was established that incremental growth adjacent
to the outlying settlements would be capable of accommodating a minimum of 1,000
dwellings. This leaves the reminder of approximately 8,000 dwellings to be
accommodated adjacent to the main urban area in order to meet the overall housing
requirement under the preferred approach.
4.3.3 The Council utilised the area profiles to establish approaches to the distribution of
development (around the urban area) that could accommodate approximately 8000
dwellings. As a result of this process five reasonable options were identified that
have been tested in the SA.
18

Option 1 - A Garden City Suburb to the south east of the Warrington main urban
area of approximately 8,000 homes.
Option 2 - A Garden City Suburb of approximately 6,000 homes & an urban
extension to the south west of Warrington of up to 2,000 homes.
Option 3 - A Garden City Suburb of approximately 6,000 homes & an urban
extension to the west of Warrington of up to 2,500 homes.
Option 4 - A Garden City Suburb of approximately 4,000 homes & an urban
extension to the south west of Warrington of up to 2,000 homes & urban extension to
west of Warrington of up to 2,500 homes.
Option 5 - A dispersed pattern of Green Belt release immediately adjacent to the
main urban area
Unreasonable options
4.3.4

The Call for Sites exercise identified a number of development sites to the north and
east of the borough. However, through undertaking the area profile assessments
and more detailed site assessment work, these areas were not considered to be
reasonable development options for urban extensions. The sites in the east are
subject to a number of environmental constraints, including the location of Peat,
Rixton Moss Local Wildlife Site and part of the area being within Flood Zone 3. The
sites in the north raised environmental concerns given their proximity to the M62 and
would effectively result in the urban area merging with Winwick, impacting on the
character of the settlement.

4.3.5 The individual sites in these areas are however considered as potential development
locations under the dispersed pattern of Green Belt release (i.e. as part of Option 5).
Summary of appraisal findings
4.3.6 Options 1, 2, 3 and 4 perform similarly overall, which is not surprising given that each
involves large scale development to the south east of the urban area and urban
extension(s) to the west or central areas (for options 2, 3 and 4). Each is predicted to
have positive effects upon the economy and housing, due to the delivery of new
homes which will help to provide for housing need, create jobs, and stimulate local
spending. However, the positive effects are most pronounced for options 1 and 2,
which are considered more likely to contribute to the New City concept and to secure
strategic infrastructure improvements to support the developments and the wider
area.
4.3.7 Each option is predicted to have similar negative effects upon agricultural land, with
Grade 2 and 3 land being lost regardless of location. The effects in terms of flooding
are also similar, given that none of the areas are substantially affected by flood risk,
and the use of natural resources is also likely to be the same regardless of locational
differences.
4.3.8 The alternatives differ in terms of health and wellbeing, with options 1, 2 and 3 having
a more pronounced positive effect on health (compared to alternatives 4 and 5) due
to the fact that the Garden City suburb would generate the critical mass to support
new health facilities. There are also differences with regards to accessibility, with
options 1, 2 and 3 generating a more positive effect due to the enhancements to
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transport infrastructure that would be required, as well as establishing accessible
local centres / a neighbourhood hub.
4.3.9 For each option however, an increase in development could put pressure on
transport networks, which is recorded as a potential negative effect for each option.
The effects are predicted to be most prominent for option 1, as the greatest amount
of development would be located in one location, and there would be a need for
substantial infrastructure investment. Having said this, it is acknowledged that new
infrastructure could be secured to support strategic growth under all of the options,
and this could help to mitigate and tackle potential congestion issues, as well as
improving public transport links. This is especially the case for the alternatives that
involve the south-east Garden City Suburb and the South West Warrington Urban
Extension (which could benefit more from the Warrington Western Link Road).
4.3.10 With regards to the built environment, each option could have negative effects, as
there are listed heritage assets either on or adjacent to the development locations.
However, growth to the west would affect land demonstrating historic field patterns
too. There will also be effects upon landscape character regardless of location as the
scale of growth is substantial. Option 3 however is predicted to have the potential for
the greatest negative effects as it involves an extension to the west which would lead
to the loss of strong Green Belt land, as well as more widespread effects on
landscape to the south east (due to the scale of the Garden City suburb). For each
of the options there may be potential for enhancement for landscape and biodiversity
to the south eastern extension, but it is uncertain at this stage the extent to which this
might occur. Furthermore, option 1 could have more pronounced negative effects on
biodiversity given that it would involve further expansion into the countryside in areas
which contain local wildlife sites and BAP habitats.
4.3.11 Option 5 performs most differently on more of the sustainability factors compared to
options 1, 2, 3 and 4. With this alternative, it should be possible to avoid as much
loss of agricultural land of Grade 2 classification (though it would still be Grade 3).
The effects on built heritage and landscape character should also be of a lesser
magnitude given that the scale of growth (in any one location) would be much less
than options1, 2, 3 and 4. However, the main difference between this alternative and
the others is that it performs much more poorly with regards to accessibility and
health and wellbeing. The more dispersed development is, the poorer it performs in
this regard.
4.3.12 Given the location of sites, the scale of growth and the infrastructure constraints in
the main urban area, for this option to be reasonable, it is likely that there would still
need to be at least one larger concentration of sites which would effectively still result
in an urban extension as part of this option,. The remaining development needs
would be delivered in a more dispersed manner, which would be less likely to support
health facilities for new communities and strategic improvements to green
infrastructure. It would also be less likely to secure supporting road infrastructure
upgrades in these areas.
Rationale for selecting the preferred option
4.3.13 The Council concluded that overall, Option 2 - A Garden City Suburb of
approximately 6,000 homes and an urban extension to the south west of Warrington
of up to 2,000 homes - performed best when assessed against the strategic Plan
Objectives and when tested through SA/SEA. It should be noted that the
performance of this option strengthens significantly if the western link is developed
through the south west urban extension area, providing a more direct link to the
Waterfront Development area.
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4.3.14 Whilst Option 1 performed well against Plan objectives, there are deliverability and
infrastructure risks regarding concentrating such a high level of development in one
location.
4.3.15 The Options containing the western urban extension did not perform well against the
Green Belt objectives given the relative strong performance of the Green Belt in the
west of the borough, both at General Area and individual parcel / development site
level. The western component also raised issues from an infrastructure delivery
perspective given the relatively fragmented nature of available sites.
4.3.16 The main concern with Option 5 was the ability to ensure infrastructure delivery,
particularly for larger infrastructure requirements including a new secondary school,
with the risk of worsening the already severe congestion within the main urban area.
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5
5.1

ALTERNATIVES APPRAISAL: EMPLOYMENT
Introduction

5.1.1 In order to contribute to the achievement of economic growth aspirations, it is
important that the Local Plan identifies the need for employment land and an
appropriate distribution strategy for meeting such needs.
5.1.2 It is crucial that housing and employment needs are well balanced, and for the plan to
promote a strategy that supports good accessibility to job opportunities for
communities.
5.1.3 This section discusses how the Council has considered the evidence, and explored
potential alternatives relating to Warrington’s spatial strategy for employment.
5.2

Consideration of alternatives
Employment land needs

5.2.1 The principal piece of evidence for identifying employment land needs is set out in
the Council’s Employment Development Needs Assessment (EDNA) (2016). Though
the methods used in the study have been challenged by representors, the Council is
confident that the approaches are robust and reflect national policy guidance (i.e.
needs are based upon past take-up rates and forecasted employment/population
change). The study identified a need for 381 ha of employment land through to 2037.
Taking into account the realistic supply identified in the EDNA and some additional
supply identified in the City Centre masterplan, the following employment land
requirement figures have been identified,
Table 5.1 – Employment Land Requirement
Employment Land Requirement
Supply within the existing urban area
Green Belt requirement

381 ha
129 ha
252 ha

Employment land distribution
5.2.2 Having confirmed the capacity of the urban area for future employment development,
the Council has considered options for approximately 252 ha of land which will be
required to be released from the Green Belt in order to meet the boroughs future
employment land needs.
5.2.3 The Council first considered the call for sites submissions which proposed future
employment development, both as employment sites in their own right, taking into
account the site size and locational requirements for future need set out in the EDNA,
and in the context of the spatial options for housing development.
5.2.4 The process indicated three broad employment locations adjacent to the main urban
area which may be able to contribute to Warrington’s employment land need. The
broad locations and total amount of land are set out in table 5.2 below.
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Table 5.2 – Broad locations for employment land
Potential employment locations
Land at M56 Junction 9 (Total provided is based on consolidation of a number of
individual sites into a strategic employment location, as shown in the South East
Urban Area Development Concept).

Total in
Ha
117

Land at Warrington Waterfront
• Port Warrington
• Wider land within waterfront

75
25

Land adjacent to Omega
• Call for sites
• Westward extension (within St Helens)

43
30
Total
290

5.2.5 Development at these three broad locations could potentially exceed the Green Belt
requirement of 252ha.
5.2.6 The Council considers that each of these locations are (in principle) appropriate for
the delivery of identified employment needs. They also meet the locational
requirements for employment land outlined in the EDNA. As such, these sites were
identified as key components in the development of the spatial strategy.
5.2.7 Each of these broad employment areas has been appraised against the SA
Framework, with the findings presented in full at Appendix D.
5.2.8 Whilst there are numerous mixed-use development site options which have been put
forward as part of the call for site exercise, these are more suitable for smaller
employment sites, and do not possess the same locational and strategic advantages
that the three broad locations do. Therefore, the strategic approach does not focus
on the delivery of smaller scale employment sites across the borough. However,
these sites will be considered in detail ahead of the publication of the submission
draft of the Local Plan to ensure the Council has sufficient land to meet its needs,
including any requirement for potential safeguarding.

The preferred approach
5.2.9 Having reviewed the broad development sites in the context of the EDNA and the
wider development options, the Council is proposing Land at Warrington Waterfront
and the Land at M56 Junction 9 for inclusion in the Preferred Development Option.
These sites will meet the majority of Warrington’s employment land requirement.
5.2.10 The SA also informed this process through an appraisal of each of the three broad
employment sites identified above.
5.2.11 The Council has also accepted the principle of a western extension to Omega
proposed in the emerging St Helens Local Plan, as being able to contribute to
meeting Warrington’s employment land needs. This is however dependent on
demonstrating that the development can be accommodated by the improvements to
Junction 8 of the M62 which are being undertaken to facilitate the development of the
Omega site based on its current extent. A further extension to Omega could also be
provided to the north of the existing employment location through a call of site
submission. However, given the uncertainties of the status of the St Helens Plan and
the capacity constraints of M62 Junction 8, the Council will consider whether further
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expansion of the Omega is a possibility ahead of the publication of the submission
version of the Plan.
5.2.12 Other than the site specific options, there are not considered to be any further
strategic alternatives to the delivery of employment land. The Council considered the
following option but discarded it as unreasonable for the outline reasons below.
Delivery of the employment land requirements through a greater focus on smaller site
options
The Council considers this approach to be unreasonable because it would not deliver
the required employment land needs both in terms of the quantity, and also the
qualitative (locational) requirements for sites to be able to accommodate the specific
employment needs identified in the EDNA.
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Appraisal findings:
Site Options

06

25

6
6.1

APPRAISAL FINDINGS: SITE OPTIONS
Introduction

6.1.1 The Council considers that there is a need to allocate strategic sites for employment
and housing land development in the Plan. This should help to increase confidence
and certainty that housing and employment needs will be met in the Plan period.
6.1.2 A key element of the spatial strategy is to maximise brownfield redevelopment, but
this does not satisfy the overall demand for land identified in the evidence.
Therefore, there has been a need to consider Green Belt sites and whether they can
make a contribution to these needs without having unacceptable effects on the Green
Belt.
The site options
6.1.3 In order to inform the plan making process (in particular in the assessment of the
main development area options) all of the ‘call for sites’ and SHLAA Green Belt sites
adjacent to the main urban area have been appraised through the SA.
6.1.4 Whilst these are individual site options (and have been appraised as such),
understanding their characteristics, constraints and opportunities is considered to be
helpful in understanding the potential effects of the strategic options. However, it is
also important to acknowledge that the issues identified at a site specific level do not
necessarily reflect the effects that would occur with strategic growth in a particular
location. For example, site specific issues (such as poor access to a school) could
possibly be dealt with through the infrastructure improvements that would likely
accompany strategic growth (i.e. development at multiple sites).
6.1.5 Each site option has been appraised against a site appraisal framework as set out in
Appendix A. The findings of the appraisal are summarised below in a series of
matrices. Detailed proformas for each site option, including a map of the site location
and boundaries are contained within Technical Appendix A.
6.1.6 An appraisal of site options for the ‘outlying settlements’ will be undertaken ahead of
the preparation of the submission draft of the Local Plan. These will inform any sites
allocations that may be made in these areas and will be presented in the final SA
Report.
6.2

Summary of site appraisal findings

6.2.1 Tables 6.1 and 6.2 below illustrate the scores for each site option against the site
appraisal criteria.
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

AECOM ID
19
31
62
73
82
83
85
154
195
219
23
75
Site ID
R18/001
R18/013
R18/044
R18/057
R18/066
R18/067
R18/069
R18/138
1630
2415
R18/005
R18/059
Site Name
Stocks Lane/ Laburnum Lane
Stocks Lane/ Friends Lane
Land at Penketh Hall Farm
Long Meadow, Chapel Road
Land at Joy Lane, Burtonwood
Land at Penketh Hall Farm
Land at Gullivers World
Stocks Lane, Penketh
Penketh Hall Farm Site C
Laburnum Farm
Land off Walton Street, Moore
Stonecroft, Chester Road, Walton
Urban location
West
West
West
West
West
West
West
West
West
West
Central
Central

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Table 6.1: Housing site options
Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

89
103
119
120
124
137
138
140
141
149
152
153
181
33
37
R18/073
R18/087
R18/103
R18/104
R18/108
R18/121
R18/122
R18/124
R18/125
R18/133
R18/136
R18/137
1563
R18/015
R18/019
Land rear of Alcan factory
Land off Stanley Street
Spectra Park
Disused Railway Line, Latchford
Land at Walton Lea Road
Arpley Meadows
Black Bear Bridge
Common Lane, Latchford
Land at High Walton
Port Warrington
Land at Thelwall Lane East
Land at Thelwall Lane West
Arpley Meadows (southern former landing stage)
Ramswood Nursery
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 4690)
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
East
East

?
?

?
?
?

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
93
150
151
254
R18/020
R18/021A
R18/021B
R18/022
R18/023
R18/024
R18/025
R18/026
R18/027
R18/028
R18/030
R18/077
R18/134
R18/135
2863
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 4449)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 6919)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 8160)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 8979)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 8939)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 9624)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 1833)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 5636)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 6318)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 5371)
Sites east of Jctn 21 M6 (Site 3174)
Land south of Birchwood train station
Rixton New Hall
Statham Meadows
Sandycroft
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East
East

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

63
64
156
157
202
231
20
21
27
28
30
35
52
53
61
R18/045
R18/046
R18/140
R18/141
1810
2590
R18/002
R18/003
R18/009
R18/010
R18/012
R18/017
R18/034
R18/035
R18/043
Land N of Townsfield Lane, Winwick
Land S of Townsfield Lane, Winwick
Land north of Arbury Court, Winwick
Land west of Delph Farm, Winwick
Greenlea House
Land west of Delph Fm/ Hollins Park
Land at Fir Tree Close/M56
Birch Tree Farm
Land off Hatton Lane,Stretton (Site1)
Land off Hatton Lane,Stretton (Site2)
Land at Warrington Sports Club
Thelwall Heys
Land south of Stockport Road
Dingle Farm, Dingle Lane, Appleton
Land at Barleycastle Lane, Appleton
North
North
North
North
North
North
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

163
65
158
77
78
91
94
104
107
116
118
121
122
126
128
R18/047
R18/048
R18/050
R18/061
R18/062
R18/075
R18/078
R18/088
R18/091
R18/100
R18/102
R18/105
R18/106
R18/110
R18/112
Land at Carr House Farm
Land at Arley Road, Stretton
Land at Pewterspear Green
Land N of Barleycastle Lane
57 Camsley Lane, Lymm
Land north of Hall Lane
Land south of Hatton Lane
Land adjacent to M56, Stretton
Land at Stretton Road
ADS Recycling, Camsley Lane
Land east of Houghs Lane
Land south of Westbourne road
Land at Bradley Hall Farm, Cliff Road
Land north of Grappenhall Lane
Land north of Knutsford Road
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

130
132
139
147
268
269
276
275
279
277
270
274
273
282
278
R18/114
R18/116
R18/123
R18/131
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
Land SW of Arley Road
Land south of Lymm Road, Thelwall
Cliff Lane Aqueduct
Land off London Road, Stockton Heath
R18/139A
R18/139B
R18/139C
R18/139D
R18/139E
R18/139F
R18/139G
R18/139H
R18/139I
R18/139J
R18/139K
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

283
284
281
280
271
272
159
164
165
166
170
178
185
186
189
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/139
R18/142
R18/146
R18/147
R18/148
1511
1536
1613
1618
1623
R18/139L
R18/139M
R18/139N
R18/139O
R18/139P
R18/139Q
Land at Reddish Hall Farm, Grappenhall
Land south of Grappenhall Heys
Land south of Barleycastle Lane
Land at Barleycastle Farm
Land West of Orchard House
Curtilage of Persian Cottage
Barondale Grange
Land south east of Dean’s Lane, Thelwall
Land West of Highfield Stables
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

190
191
192
193
194
199
260
211
212
214
220
223
227
257
240
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1738
1866
2177
2208
2262
2470
2514
2550
2564
2620
Land South of Highfield Stables
Land North of Highfield Stables
Land south of 128, Weaste Lane
Land north of Weaste Lane
Land to rear of 27-47 Weaste Lane
Fosters Croft
Greater Shepcroft Farm
Grappenhall Hall Residential School
New House Farm Cottages, Hatton
Lock up garages off Bower Crescent
The Old Rectory Nursing Home
Red Barn Farm
Factory Cottage
Dennow Farm
Dorothy Cottages, Stretton Road
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South
South

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
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Unlikely to have a major impact on
trends

Promotes sustainable growth

241
242
244
248
251
256
2629
2639
2668
2722
2844
2878
Dennow Cottages, Firs Lane
Hatton Hall, Warrington Road
Land adjacent to South View
Land at Hillside Farm
The Vicarage
Ceurdon Cottage
South
South
South
South
South
South

Mitigation may be required/ unavoidable
impacts

BNH1. Proximity to designated heritage assets
BNH2. Effect upon heritage assets
BNH3.Capacity for landscape to accommodate
BG1. Impact on European Site/ SPA/ SAC
BG2.Potential impact on a SSSI
BG3. Potential impact on Local Wildlife Site
BG4. Potential impact on TPOs
RU1. Use of previously developed land
RU2. Access to HWRC

NR3. Loss of High Quality Agricultural Land
NR4. Groundwater Source Protection Zone
NR5. Site within identified flood zone
RU3. Potential to safeguard/ sterilise minerals

ACC5. Distance to GP service/ health centre
HO1. Will development meet housing need
NR1. Potential impacts on air quality
NR2. Remediation of contaminated land

ACC1. Access to nearest primary school
ACC2. Access to nearest secondary school
ACC3. How well served is the site by a bus
ACC4. How accessible is site to train Station

EC1. Loss of employment land
EC2. Distance to Principal Road Network
EC3. How close to key employment sites
HW1. Supported by community facilities
HW2. Access to local natural greenspace
HW3. Access to formal play space

Mitigation likely to be required/
unavoidable impacts

/
/
/
/
/
/
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Next Steps

07
36

7
7.1

NEXT STEPS
Next steps

7.1.1 The Council has identified a preferred approach for the scale and distribution of
development.
7.1.2 This interim SA Report has been prepared to document the SA process that has
been undertaken to inform the preferred approach, including an assessment of
reasonable alternatives (where appropriate).
7.1.3 Following the consultation period on the preferred approach, the Council will work
towards the publication of a draft Local Plan. This will take account of consultation
feedback, the findings of the SA (as set out in this interim report) and any new
evidence.
7.1.4 A full SA Report will be prepared to support the publication version of the Local Plan.
This will involve updating the interim SA Report as necessary; appraisal of sites in
the outlying settlements. appraising the Local Plan ‘as a whole’ including all its
policies, and establishing potential monitoring measures. Further mitigation or
enhancement measures will also need to be considered.
7.1.5 The timetable moving towards Adoption of the Local Plan is set out in Table 7.1
below. At each of these stages, it may be necessary to undertake additional iterations
of SA to account for changes/modifications to the Plan.
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APPENDIX A: THE SITE APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK
SA objectives

Criteria

Significant
positive
effects likely

Positive
effects likely

Housing
and jobs

Employment
development
proposed

Not allocated
for
employment

Jobs

<1mile

<3miles

Use

Significant
negative effects
likely

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

Yes – low quality
employment site

Yes – High quality
employment site

Creation of employment land will help to encourage
investment and job creation. Loss of employment land
may not necessarily affect the economy negatively.
Low quality / high quality as defined in the Employment
Land Review

>3miles

>4miles

It is assumed that sites with good access to the principal
road network will be more attractive to developers.

-

The location of development is not considered likely to
have an effect on the level of skills and education. New
development would be expected to contribute to new
school places (if possible) However, accessibility to a
school can have an effect on whether pupils can attend
the schools they want and can get there in a sustainable,
healthy way. Therefore, criteria ACC1 and ACC2 are
relevant for this SA objective.

Negative
effects likely

Economy and regeneration

Strengthen the local
economy and ensure
sustainable economic
growth

EC1: Would site
development lead to the loss
of employment land?

EC2: Distance to Principal
Road Network by vehicle.

Improve the education
and skills of the
population overall

Reduce poverty,
deprivation and social
exclusion and secure
economic inclusion

Not applicable

EC3: How close is the site to
key employment sites?

-

Housing

-

<1200m away

-

1.2km – 3km
away

-

3km – 5km

>5km away

It is assumed that access to a job will help to reduce
levels of deprivation. The closer job opportunities are
likely to be more accessible to communities that do not
have access to a car.

Health and Wellbeing
Improve physical and
mental health and
reduce health
inequalities

Not applicable.

-

-

-

-

-

A range of factors influence health and wellbeing. The
location of a site is unlikely to have a major effect, unless
this impairs access to health facilities, open space and
jobs. These factors are already covered by other
aspects of the framework such as accessibility.
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SA objectives

Reduce crime,
disorder and the fear
of crime

Enable groups to
contribute to decision
making and encourage
a sense of community
identity and welfare.

Provide, protect or
enhance leisure
opportunities,
recreation facilities,
green infrastructure
and access to the
countryside

Criteria

Not applicable.

HW2: Is the area supported
by community facilities?
(Village halls, places of
worship, community centres)

Use

Significant
positive
effects likely

-

-

Housing

New facilities
could be
delivered (only
applicable for
large scale
development
that creates
critical mass)

Positive
effects likely

Negative
effects likely

-

Community
facilities within
1200m

Significant
negative effects
likely

-

Community
facilities within
1200m-2000m

-

Loss of community
facilities.
No community
facilities within
2000m

HW 3: Access to local
natural greenspace
(ANGST). To what extent
do the sites meet the
following ANGST 2
standards?
1.

2.

Natural greenspace at
least 2 hectares in size,
no more than 300
metres from home;

Housing

Standards met
for both
criteria.

Standards met
for 1 criteria
only

Standards not
met for either
criteria.

N/A

The location of a site is not likely to have a major effect
on crime and the fear of crime. Scheme layout and
design can have an effect, but this would be addressed
for individual planning proposals.
Access to a community facility is considered positive in
terms of enabling groups to meet, build identities and
engage in decision making. It is recognised that physical
access to facilities does not necessarily encourage
community development. Qualitative data will also be
sought about the usage, condition and capacity of
facilities

A negative impact is scored where standards are not
met as it would require further consideration of mitigation
measures. In some instances development could
enhance provision, but this is not assumed at this stage.
ANGST is considered a useful measure of the
sustainability of locations.

At least one accessible
20 hectare greenspace
site within two kilometre
of home.

<200m /
HW4: Access to formal play
space

2

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

housing

On site
facilities

<400m

<800m

>800m

Play spaces provide opportunities for child and adult
interaction. Such sites should be accessible within a
short walk, hence the lower thresholds. It should be
acknowledged that lack of facilities may actually not be
an issue of new development contributes to or creates
on site facilities.

Natural England (2010) Nature Nearby: Accessible Natural Greenspace Standards (available online) at: http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/40004?category=47004
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SA objectives

Criteria

Use

Significant
positive
effects likely

Housing

0-5min walk (0400m) / Site
development
will provide
new school

5 - 12.5 min
walk
(400m-1000m)

<1200m away

12km – 3km
away

Positive
effects likely

Negative
effects likely

Significant
negative effects
likely

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

Accessibility
ACC1: How accessible is the
site to the nearest primary
school on foot?

Reduce the need to
travel, especially by car,
improve choice and the
use of more sustainable
modes
Protect and enhance
accessibility for all the
essential services and
facilities.

ACC2: How accessible is the
site to the nearest Secondary
school?

Housing

ACC3: How well served is the
site by a bus service?

Housing
and jobs

Regular bus
service within
200m

Low frequency
bus service
within 200m
Regular bus
service within
200m-400m

ACC4: How accessible is the
site to the nearest train
station?

Housing
and jobs

<1200m away

12km – 3km
away

ACC5: What is the overall
distance to a GP service or
health centre?

Housing

<1200m away

1.2km – 3km
away

12.5 - 25min walk
(1000 - 2000m)

3km-5km

> 25 min walk
(2000m)

>5km away

2000m is considered to be a maximum ‘reasonable walking
distance’ 3 which could encourage less car use or shorter
journeys by other forms of transport. Distance is measured
from site boundary.
The capacity of nearby primary schools will also need to be
taken into account and further evidence will be sought to
establish whether schools are capable of accommodating
growth, and if not whether expansion would be possible.
1200m is considered an acceptable walking distance to
secondary schools2

Low frequency
bus service within
200m-400m
Regular bus
service within
400m-800m

Low frequency bus
service more than
400m away
Regular bus service
more than 800m
away

The Manual for Streets suggests that ‘walkable
neighbourhoods’ will typically have access to a range of
services and facilities within 800m 4.
Inclusive mobility: A Guide to best practice on access to
pedestrian and transport infrastructure (DfT, 2005) – suggests
that 400m is a desirable distance, and this is reflected in the
Warrington Planning Obligations SPD.
‘Regular’ is considered to be a stop which is serviced 3 times
in one hour (i.e. every 20mins). Low frequency is considered
to be a stop which is serviced less than 3 times in one hour.

3km-5km

>5km away

<1200m is considered a reasonable walking distance 5.

3km – 5km

>5km away

It is assumed that closer facilities will enable communities to
better access healthcare, particularly those without access to
a car. If information is available about the capacity of GP
facilities, this will need to be factored into the appraisal. If
there is limited capacity at a nearby GP for example, then the
reality might be that the nearest GP is much further away.

3

CIHT (2000) Providing for Journeys on Foot
Department for Transport (2007) The Manual for Streets
5
CIHT (2000) Providing for Journeys on Foot
4
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SA objectives

Criteria

Use

Significant
positive
effects likely

Positive
effects likely

Negative
effects likely

Significant
negative effects
likely

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

Housing

Ensure access to good
quality, sustainable,
affordable housing

HO1: To what extent will the
development help to meet
housing needs?
Deliverability and scale

Site is available
for
development
within the next
5 years
Or
Housing

Site is available
for
development
within the plan
period and will
deliver over 750
dwellings and a
high amount of
affordable
homes

Site is available
for
development
within the plan
period

Site is potentially
available for
development over
the plan period
There may be
issues with the
delivery of
affordable
housing)

Provision of a higher level of development would contribute
more significantly to the Borough’s housing targets and
would achieve economies of scale. As per policy SN2 in the
Adopted Local Plan, affordable housing targets will be higher
on sites on Greenfield and outside of inner Warrington.

Site not available for
development (i.e.
screened out)

It is important to recognise that availability may change over
time.
This assessment does not consider viability.

NB: At the time the urban sites were assessed
against the site appraisal framework, data relating to
the deliverability / phasing of the housing site
options was not available. A score against this
criterion has therefore not been provided within the
interim SA Report.

Natural Resources
Ensure the sustainable
and prudent use and
management of natural
resources including the
promotion of natural
resources including the
promotion of
sustainable drainage and
water conservation.
Protect, manage and
improve local
environmental quality
including land, air and
controlled waters and
reduce the risk of
flooding.

An Air quality Assessment is generally requested for
proposals within 75m of an AQMA.

NR1: What are the potential
impacts on air quality?

Housing

-

Development
more than 1km
from AQMA

Housing
development
within 1km of an
AQMA

Development within
75m of AQMA

There may be the potential for cumulative effects if more
than one site is proposed in any area. These factors will need
to be taken into account when strategic options are being
assessed.
It is recognized that development in areas that are not
currently AQMAs could worsen air quality in these areas. If
possible a qualitative assessment of the effects on air quality
in general will be undertaken to supplement this objective
assessment.
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SA objectives

Significant
positive
effects likely

Positive
effects likely

Housing
and Jobs

Site is
potentially
contaminated
and could be
remediated.

Site is not
thought to be
contaminated

Site is potentially
contaminated but
may be difficult to
remediate.

-

Most contaminated land is unlikely to be remediated without
development funding. The presence of contamination could
therefore be viewed positively where viability is not adversely
affected.

NR3: Would allocation of the
site result in the loss of High
Quality Agricultural Land?

Housing
and Jobs

Does not
contain any
agricultural land
grade 1-3b

Contains less
than 10hectares
of agricultural
land 1-3

Contains more
than 10 hectares
of agricultural
land class 1-2 or a
total of 20
hectares1-3

Contains more than
20 hectares of
agricultural land
class 1-2

Although there is little guidance, the loss of 20 hectares
triggers consultation with DEFRA/Natural England, which can
be considered significant.

NR4: Does the site fall within a
Groundwater Source
Protection Zone, as identified
by the Environment Agency?

Housing
and Jobs

-

Falls outside

Site falls within
Zone 2 or 3

Site falls within zone
1 (inner protection
zone)

Potential for negative impacts in zones 1-3. However, type of
use would be important and mitigation would be possible.

Criteria

NR2: Could development of the
site lead to the remediation of
land potentially affected by
contamination?

NR5: Is the site (or part of)
within an identified flood
zone?

RU3: Is there potential for
safeguarded or identified
mineral reserves to be
sterilised?

Use

Housing
and Jobs

Housing
and Jobs

-

-

Negative
effects likely

Significant
negative effects
likely

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

Site
predominantly
within flood
zone 1 (>70%)

Contains areas of
flood zone 2/3
(>30%)

Site contains large
areas within flood
zone 2/3 (>80%)

Provided that a site is not wholly within a flood zone 2/3 it
should be possible to avoid and/or mitigate impacts.
However, proximity to zone 1 is preferable as it reduces the
risk and potential cost of mitigation. Sites wholly within
zones 2 and 3 should be sieved out. However, for those sites
where it is considered mitigation could still be implemented a
‘red’ categorization is given.

Not within
identified areas
/ no effects

Within
safeguarded /
identified areas of
importance, but
unlikely to be a
significant issues /
losses

Within safeguarded
/ identified areas of
importance

This will be reliant upon availability of data.
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SA objectives

Criteria

Significant
positive
effects likely

Significant
negative effects
likely

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

Site contains or is
within 50m from:

The criteria combine a consideration of various heritage
features to avoid potential duplication. E.g. an asset could be
listed, in a consideration area and also a SAM.

Positive
effects likely

Negative
effects likely

Opportunity to
protect and / or
enhance
heritage assets

No heritage
assets within or
adjacent (50m)
to the sites

Site contains or is
within 50m from:
Grade II heritage
features
Conservation area
Registered park
or garden

Opportunity to
enhance
heritage the
historic
environment

The historic
environment is
unlikely to
change from its
baseline
position

Development
could have
negative effects
on the historic
environment but
mitigation ought
to be possible

Development likely
to have significant
effects upon the
historic
environment that
cannot be mitigated

A qualitative assessment of sites will be undertaken if
possible. This would involve a more holistic assessment of
the potential effects of development on the historic
environment, which cannot be achieved through a proximity
based criteria alone.

Housing
and jobs

High

Medium-high
Medium.

Medium-low

Low

Relies upon the findings of Landscape Character Assessments
and capacity studies.

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Use

Built and natural heritage
BNH1: Proximity to designated
heritage assets
•
•
•
Protect and enhance
places and buildings of
historic cultural and
archaeological value.

•

Conservation Area
Nationally listed buildings
Scheduled Ancient
Monuments
Registered Park or Garden.

Housing
and jobs

BNH2: Effects upon the
significance and setting of
heritage assets / the historic
environment.

Protect and improve the
quality and character of
places, landscapes,
townscapes and wider
countryside whilst
maintaining and
strengthening local
distinctiveness and
sense of place.
Ensure high quality and
sustainable design for
buildings, spaces and the
public realm that is
appropriate to the
locality.

BNH3: Capacity of the
landscape to accommodate
development, while respecting
its character.

Not applicable

Grade 1 and II*
heritage assets,
Registered park or
garden

Proximity to heritage assets does not necessarily mean that
impacts will occur, but it is assumed that they may be more
likely ad this provides an objective mechanism for identifying
potential issues. Will seek to supplement this with a
qualitative assessment as outlined below.

n/a
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SA objectives

Use

Significant
positive
effects likely

Positive
effects likely

Negative
effects likely

Significant
negative effects
likely

BG1: Could allocation of the
site have a potential impact on
a European Site SSSI, SPA or
SAC?

Housing
and jobs

-

Outside
catchment area

Within catchment
area

Within 400m

BG1: Could allocation of the
site have a potential impact on
a SSSI

Housing
and jobs

>400m

<400m

Within or adjacent
to a designated site
(<50m from site
boundary)

<200m
No priority
habitats or
species
recorded

Contains or is
adjacent to (50m)
a local wildlife site
/ priority habitats
or species have
been recorded
within 50m of the
site. Suitable for
biodiversity
offsetting.

Contains a locally
important site not
suitable for
biodiversity
offsetting

No TPOs on site

TPOs present that
could potentially
be protected (i.e.
confined to
boundaries)

Multiple TPOs that
would be difficult to
protect (i.e.
scattered
throughout)

n/a

n/a

n/a

Criteria

Rationale, assumptions and limitations

Biodiversity and Geodversity

Protect, maintain and
enhance biodiversity
and geodiversity.

BG2: Could allocation of the
site have a potential adverse
impact on designated Local
Wildlife Sites, Local Nature
Reserve, RIGs, Potential
Wildlife Sites or any other site
of wildlife or geodiversity value
such as Ancient Woodland
(including where BAP species
and habitats have been
recorded)?

BG3: What is the potential
impact on TPOs?

Housing
and jobs

Housing
and jobs

-

-

-

The distance thresholds used are greater for European sites,
then SSSIs, then local sites to reflect their level of designation.
This does not mean that effects are automatically more
significant though.
It is assumed that sites within or adjacent to (<50m) a SSSI are
more likely to have a direct impact. However, it is recognised
that proximity does not necessarily equate to impacts as this
is dependent upon the scheme design and type/condition of
wildlife sites,
Measurements to be taken from site boundaries

Development on a site containing multiple TPOs that are not
confined to one area would be likely to result in unavoidable
loss of these assets.

Climate Change and resource use
Limit, mitigate and
adapt to the impacts of
climate change.
Increase energy
efficiency and
production of renewable
energy.

Not applicable

n/a

n/a

Site location may present opportunities to develop heat
networks. However, the information required to make an
accurate assessment of potential is not available.
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SA objectives

Minimise waste and
maximise reuse,
recovery and recycling.

Significant
positive
effects likely

Positive
effects likely

Housing
and jobs

Predominantly
brownfield
(>70%)

Partial
Brownfield
(>30%)

Site is
predominantly
Greenfield (>70%)

-

Brownfield redevelopment is considered likely to have a
positive effect on the baseline position by encouraging reuse
of land.

Housing

<5km

5km-10km

>10km

-

Use of HWRCs is by car. Access by foot is typically prohibited
and unlikely.

Criteria

Use

RU1: Would allocation of the
site result in the use of
previously developed land?

RU2: Is there good access to a
Household Waste Recycling
Centre (HWRC)?

Negative
effects likely

Significant
negative effects
likely

Rationale, assumptions and limitations
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APPENDIX B: APPRAISAL OF STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES – HIGH
LEVEL OPTIONS
Methodology
The appraisal identifies and evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline / likely
future baseline associated with each alternative, drawing on the sustainability topics and
objectives as a methodological framework.
The task of forecasting effects is inherently challenging due to:
•

The high level nature of the policy measures under consideration;

•

Being limited by definition of the baseline and (in particular) the future baseline;

•

The ability of developers to design out/mitigate effects during the planning
application stage.

In light of this, where likely significant effects are predicted this is done with an
accompanying explanation of the assumptions made. 6
It is important to note that effects are predicted based upon the criteria presented within
the SEA Regulations. 7 So, for example, account is taken of the nature of effects
(including magnitude, spatial coverage and duration), the sensitivity of receptors, and the
likelihood of effects occurring as far as possible. The potential for ‘cumulative’ effects is
also considered. These effect ‘characteristics’ are described within the appraisal as
appropriate under each sustainability topic. A table is also presented under each topic
summarising the predicted effects and their characteristics (i.e. namely whether they are
significant or not).
For each alternative, one of the following symbols has been allocated for each SA topic.
Significant negative effect
Negative effect
Minor negative effect
Neutral effect

6






Minor positive effect
Positive effect
Significant positive effect
Effects are unclear





?

As stated by Government Guidance (The Plan Making Manual, see

http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=156210): "Ultimately, the significance of an effect is a matter of
judgment and should require no more than a clear and reasonable justification."
7
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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Economy and employment
A.

Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic aspirations
9,213

C.

Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements



B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development





C3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal
of development

Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
Under scenario A, the level of growth may not fully support the aspirations for accelerated and higher
economic growth. This could mean that the size of the local labour source that businesses are able to
draw from is smaller, and the economic benefits for the town might be lesser. In terms of matching
employment to housing, new opportunities for employment are located to the South of the borough, but
existing opportunities also exist to the north east at Birchwood, and there is proposed growth at J23
and 22 of the M6 that ought to be accessible to residents in Warrington. Therefore, growth to the north
of the urban area, the central area itself and further south ought to be well matched to employment
opportunities, geographically speaking. At higher levels of growth under B1 and C1 there would be
increased local housing, which ought to better support aspirations for economic growth by increasing
jobs in the construction trade as well as providing housing for a local labour force. This is recorded as
having a significant positive effect.
By only focusing on the Warrington urban area though, this approach would not help to maintain the
vitality and viability of services, facilities and businesses in the outer settlements, which could have
negative implications for these areas. For example, a lower amount of spending on local businesses,
less demand for public transport. Consequently, a minor negative effect is recorded for A1, B1 and
C1. Conversely, a focus on the urban areas matches the vision for a ‘’New City’, which should
generate positive effects in the Warrington urban area by helping to support inward investment, more
jobs and infrastructure improvements. For alternatives B1 and C1 a significant positive effect is
predicted.
Levels of deprivation are highest in the inner parts of Warrington. Though development on the urban
fringes would not necessarily have a direct positive effect upon the regeneration of such areas, it does
provide new, affordable housing. This would create a larger, potentially more diverse housing market
that people currently living in deprived areas could benefit from. There would also be an increase in
jobs in the construction of such homes, but this will only benefit communities that possess the
necessary skills or training. This is a positive effect for A1, B1 and C1. At higher levels of growth for
B1 and C1, the effects ought to be more pronounced; therefore a significant positive effect is predicted
for B1 and C1. For C1, however, the substantially higher amount of growth on Green Belt land at the
urban fringes could discourage development (at least in the short term) on brownfield land in the inner
parts of the urban area. This would be a negative effect in terms of regeneration.
Incremental growth in settlements / Increased dispersal of development
Levels of multiple deprivation in the outer settlements are low, and thus incremental development is
unlikely to have a significant effect upon regeneration in these areas (which is not a priority here).
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New homes would be available to residents from deprived communities, but it is less likely that they
would be accessible if housing is priced similarly to those in the existing settlements (which are
generally higher than the inner parts of Warrington). However, provision of new homes, including
affordable homes, in settlements should have benefits by providing homes for people that wish to stay
in the settlement but are struggling to afford a home there. Overall, an incremental or dispersed
approach to development in the settlements is likely to have neutral effects in terms of deprivation.
There would still, however be growth at the fringes of the Warrington area, and so positive effects
should be experienced in these areas, as well as improved local housing choice in the settlements
themselves.
For B2 and C2 these are predicted to be significant positive effects (for the same reasons described for
B1 and C1.
Similar to C1, both C2 and C3 would also involve much higher levels of growth either in the
settlements or on the edge of the urban area, all of which likely to be on Green Belt land, and
potentially discouraging regeneration in the inner areas. This is recorded as a negative effect for C2
and C3.
A dispersed approach in particular does not match the aspiration for a ‘New City’ and so the positive
effects predicted for B3 and C3 are not as great compared to B2 and C2.
Summary and recommendations
•

All growth options ought to have positive effects on the economy and employment by
supporting new jobs and homes. The higher the scale of growth, the more positive the effects
are likely to be in this respect. However, at higher levels of growth (particularly under scenario
C) the abundance of Green Belt land available for development could detract from efforts to
regenerate inner Warrington (thus not supporting the Plan vision).

•

A focus solely on the urban area would be unsupportive of the economies of the outer
settlements, resulting in negative effects.
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Health and Wellbeing
D. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

E. Economic aspirations
9,213

F. Past employment
trends 14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

A2. Incremental growth in
settlements



B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth
in settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal
of development





Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban areas
The Warrington urban area is generally well served by health facilities and in parts serves some of the
most deprived communities in the Borough. Therefore a focus on the urban area is generally positive
with regards to regeneration and investment which can bring affordable homes and improvements to
services and facilities. This is reflected by a positive effect of increasing magnitude for A1, B1 and C1.
For B1 and C1, significant positive effects are predicted.
The capacity of health facilities varies in different parts of the urban area, with some areas being able
to accommodate incremental growth (north and west) and others requiring expansion or new facilities
(central, south, east). For A1, it would be possible to achieve incremental growth in certain parts of the
urban area but other areas are more constrained, and so the effects on health facilities would be
anticipated to be mixed. In some areas the growth might not be enough to support new facilities
(central, south), and expansion could therefore just put pressure on existing facilities. In others (east,
north, west) incremental growth could be accommodated more easily as existing health centres have
some capacity and are not constrained in terms of expansion. Consequently, for A1, the effects in the
urban area are predicted to be negative at this lower level of growth. At a higher level of growth under
alternative B2, there would be a need for more than incremental growth in one or more of the urban
areas. This would most definitely require expansion to health facilities, but this would be more viable
with higher levels of growth. Expansion to facilities could also potentially benefit surrounding
communities. This would be particularly helpful in areas of deprivation. A positive effect is predicted
for B1. At a higher level of growth still (C1), there would be a need for multiple urban extensions and /
or maximisation of opportunities in the urban area. It would be likely at this level of growth that
development of larger extensions to the South might be necessary. Access to health facilities in this
area is not ideal at the moment, and so substantial growth could help to improve access to services
provided that new facilities are secured. A significant positive effect is predicted to reflect the potential
investment in multiple new facilities in the urban area.
For each alternative A1, B1 and C1, there would be no growth in the outer settlements. This could
have mixed effects. On one hand it would prevent additional pressure on those facilities that are
nearing capacity. However, it also presents a missed opportunity to support extensions to facilities that
could benefit new and existing communities. For each alternative, this is recorded as a negative effect.
It should be noted though that residents in the outer settlements may not choose to register with a local
practice anyway, as they might register in proximity to their place of work.
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Incremental growth in settlements
Incremental growth at settlements ought to have a positive effect on health and wellbeing as it would
support affordable housing provision across the borough. It should also help to support the viability of
local services and public transport. Some settlements could absorb incremental growth without having
a negative effect on health services (Culcheth- together with Croft and Glazebury which rely on
services here, Winwick – which could rely on services in the urban area) whilst at others there would
be a need to find solutions as capacity is limited (Burtonwood, Lymm). Overall, a positive effect is
predicted for A2 and B2, with a significant positive effect for C2 to reflect the delivery of new facilities.
With regards to effects in the urban area, the effects would be very similar to those described under
A1, B1 and C1. For A1, there would still be a need for incremental growth in the urban area, and this
is reflected by a neutral effect. At a slightly lower level of growth it may also be possible to avoid areas
with capacity and expansion issues. For B2 and C2 the effects are the same as B1 and C1 in the
urban area as there would still be a need to deliver expansions or new facilities, which could benefit
new and existing communities.
Increased dispersal of development
With increased dispersal, some outer settlements might be unable to accommodate growth without
new health facilities being provided. This is particularly the case should development be focused to
only one or two specific settlements (rather than an overall increase in growth for all settlements). For
A3, the amount of additional growth could possibly be managed if the pattern of growth was
proportionate. However, focusing growth into particular settlements would more likely necessitate
enhancements to services. In locations were existing facilities are at or near capacity and landlocked
(Lymm for example) an increased scale of growth may have minor negative effects unless new
facilities are secured. Increased growth would also lead to the loss of open space, for which standards
are not being met at a number of settlements across the borough. It would therefore be important to
ensure that new facilities were secured as part of development.
For higher levels of dispersal under
B3 and C3 (in particular), the increased level of growth might necessitate larger urban extensions at
some settlements. These would require new facilities to be secured, and without them would lead to
negative effects in terms of health care delivery. Conversely, the delivery of new facilities at higher
scales of growth would constitute a positive effect. Increased development in the outer settlements
would also better help in the provision of affordable housing, and could support the viability of existing
community facilities (or new facilities). This would depend upon the scale of growth in particular
settlements, but the potential for significant positive effects for the outer settlements is likely to be
higher for C3.
With regards to the urban areas, the level of growth under A3 would be the lowest of all the
alternatives. At this level of growth it would be expected that growth could be distributed so as to avoid
putting pressure on health facilities. A neutral effect is predicted for the urban areas in this respect.
Under B3, the level of growth in the urban area would most likely involve some incremental and some
urban extensions. A mixed effect is predicted with positive effects in some areas and negative effects
where growth puts pressure on services without delivering expansion or new facilities. The level of
growth in the urban area under C3 would most likely require the development of several urban
extensions, with the presumption that new facilities could be delivered to benefit new and existing
communities. Consequently, the effects are predicted to be significantly positive.
Summary and recommendations
•

Focusing on the urban areas would be most likely to benefit communities of need. At lower
levels of growth however, the benefits in terms of expanded or new facilities might not be
significant.
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•

Less than incremental growth in the outer settlements could generate negative effects on
health and wellbeing as it does not support the vitality and viability of these settlements nor
does it provide possible affordable housing.

•

Incremental growth in some parts of the urban area may simply put pressure on existing
services without securing the critical mass of growth required to enhance service provision.
This is particularly the case for central and southern Warrington.
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Accessibility
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B. Economic aspirations
9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements



B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
The Warrington urban area is generally well served by education facilities and other services, with
regular bus services from most parts towards the centre. It ought to be possible to extend bus services
to the urban fringes should it be proven viable and supported by the scale of growth. For some areas
(west, east) incremental growth ought to be possible to accommodate at education facilities, and the
effects on the local transport network therefore ought not to be significant. In other areas such as the
central and south areas, incremental growth would be more difficult to support from existing facilities.
Overall, A1 is predicted to have a minor positive effect with regards to accessibility, with the majority of
development likely to be located in accessible locations, and able to be accommodated with
incremental growth. However, there may be some pressures on school facilities that would be difficult
to resolve without securing expansions / a critical mass to support new facilities.
At a higher scale of growth under B1 a number of urban extensions or site maximisation would be
required in the urban area. It would be necessary to support such growth with new facilities and
services. This would be positive in one sense as it could bring enhancements to communities where
services are not ideal (for example to the south of the central area). However, this scale of growth
would also be more difficult to accommodate on the road network without network upgrades and/or
mitigation measures. Consequently a mixed effect is predicted. At the highest level of growth in the
urban area under C1, the pressure for facilities would be significant and a number of new services
would be required. The pressure on the road networks into and out of the urban areas would also be
more substantial and would need to be explored. The potential for negative and positive effects is
heightened under this option.
For A1, B1 and C1, there would be no growth in the outer settlements. This is positive on one hand,
as it places development in the urban area which is in broad terms more accessible than these outer
settlements. However, it also would not support any growth in areas that might benefit from some level
of growth to support new facilities and services. Consequently, the effects on the outer settlements are
recorded as neutral for these alternatives.
Incremental growth
Some settlements are not directly served by a GP, secondary school or leisure facilities (e.g.
Burtonwood, Glazebury, Winwick, Hollins Green, Croft). Incremental growth in these areas would be
unlikely to support these types of facilities. Development in these locations would therefore lead to an
increased number of people living in areas that are not very accessible to such services. However,
for Lymm and Culcheth development is more likely to be accessible to a wider range of services and
facilities. Overall, a minor negative effect for A2, B2 and C2 is recorded to reflect these issues. With
regards to the urban areas, A2, B2 and C2 would also involve growth in the urban areas at a similar
level to A1, B1 and C1. The effects would therefore mirror those identified above for the urban area.
The difference here would be that slightly lower levels of growth would occur in the urban areas, and
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there would be incremental growth at the outer settlements.
Increased dispersal
Increased dispersal to the outer settlements could have mixed effects. On one hand, it may support
new facilities and services in areas including Culcheth and Lymm. However, it would draw a greater
amount of development from the more accessible urban centre of Warrington. At lower levels of
dispersal, the effects are similar to A2, but as dispersal increased, the positive effects associated with
growth in the urban area would be less prominent. Pressure on local road networks would need to be
modelled to ascertain potential effects of dispersal compared to urban concentration. However, it is
assumed that growth in the outer settlements would still contribute to an increase of traffic into the
Warrington urban area and towards key junctions on the Motorway network. It is difficult to ascertain
the effects accurately without modelling of particular development locations though (which ought to
support further stages of SA).
Summary and recommendations
•

Focusing on the urban area ought to ensure that more development is located in areas of good
accessibility to facilities such as schools, jobs, and to public transport services. This contrasts
with a more dispersed approach, which could put more development in less accessible
locations (though for some settlements, this might help to support improvements).

•

Incremental growth can broadly be accommodated in most areas, but for some, it would be
more beneficial to deliver higher levels of growth in order to support new facilities and services.
This is the case for the central / south of urban area.

•

Higher levels of growth could be beneficial for new and existing communities, but only if
supported by new facilities, which are located in areas that would improve accessibility.

•

Effects on the highways network are difficult to predict without a more firm understanding of
the location of development. Regardless of location, higher levels of growth under scenarios B
and C could put pressure on the network, both into and out of Warrington and towards
Motorway Junctions.
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Housing
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B. Economic
aspirations 9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements



B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
Under this approach, housing delivery would be concentrated in the Warrington urban area, this could
be spread between the different parts of the urban area, or (increasingly likely at higher levels of
growth) at large scale urban extensions to particular locations (for example to the South). The effects
on housing are positive nonetheless, though the selection of sites will affect when the effects would be
most likely to occur (i.e. in the short, medium or long term) and also, which communities might benefit
the most.
A positive effect is predicted for A1, B1 and C1, with the magnitude of effects increasing for B1 and
being significant for C1. These higher growth options would accommodate projected housing needs
associated with accelerated economic growth and therefore provide a bigger housing market with a
better degree of choice and flexibility. Higher levels of market housing would also lead to a greater
provision of affordable housing. However, this approach to distribution would not help to deliver
housing in any other settlements, which could affect affordability and choice in the outer settlements.
This is a minor negative effect for each of the alternatives A1, B1 and C1.
Incremental growth in settlements
As well as delivery of housing in the Warrington urban area, incremental growth in settlements ought to
help deliver ‘local housing needs’ in a number of settlements across the borough. This should help to
ensure that there is a greater choice of housing overall and that affordability issues are potentially
tackled where needed. For A2, the commensurate reduction in growth in the urban area would reduce
the positive effects in those locations, but not to a significant degree. Consequently, a minor positive
effect is predicted for A2. At higher scales of growth (B2 and C2), the outer settlements would still
experience incremental growth, which would have positive effects as described above. However, the
increased amount of growth in the urban areas would generate significant positive effects in those
areas.
Increased dispersal of development
Increased dispersal of development would drive the level of development in the urban area down for
A3, which could mean that needs in the inner parts of Warrington are less well catered for.
Conversely, the higher level of growth in other settlements would have minor positive effects in these
areas. Overall a minor positive effect is predicted across the borough. The effects are not predicted to
be significant at this level of growth, as it does not match economic aspirations for growth, and so
housing needs may only be met in part. Overall a positive effect is predicted for A3. For B3, the
increased dispersal of growth in other settlements should have further positive effects in these
locations, helping to improve affordability, but a large scale extension might be necessary (which could
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deliver new sustainable settlements perhaps). For C3, there would probably be a need for one or
more extensions to outer settlements, which ought to address affordability issues. The balance of
housing in outer areas may also lead to less housing being brought forward in the earlier stages of the
plan in the Warrington Urban area, which could be a negative effect in the short term, as these areas
are the focus of regeneration efforts. A negative effect is predicted here for C3, as it directs the
greatest amount of growth away from the urban area.
To ensure that individuals with the greatest need would benefit from new housing, and that new
communities are diverse, mixed-tenure developments would be beneficial for any of the housing
distribution options.
Summary and recommendations
•

There are sufficient available and deliverable sites to support housing growth in either an
incremental, dispersed or focused manner.

•

Focusing growth solely on the urban area would be the least positive approach as it does not
support affordable housing across the borough. Similarly, the growth of expensive homes on
the edge of existing settlements would not tackle affordability issues.

•

Promote mixed-tenure communities on new development sites.
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Natural Resources: Agricultural land
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B. Economic
aspirations 9,213

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

-

A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B1. Focus entirely on
the Warrington urban
area
B2. Incremental growth
in settlements
B3. Increased dispersal
of development

C. Past employment trends
14,064



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area





C2. Incremental growth in
settlements





C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
Land at the edges of the urban area is classified mainly as a mix of Grade 3 and Grade 2 land, which
would make those parts of the urban area more sensitive to development. In particular, there are areas
of predominantly Grade 2 agricultural land to the east of the urban area, with some parts also being
Grade 1. Development in this location would lead to negative effects upon soil due to a permanent
loss of such resources. To the west of the urban area, available land for development is mostly Grade
2. To the south of the central area and the southern area of the urban area, the land is a mix of Grade
2 and 3 and so there ought to be more scope to avoid the higher quality soils (Grade 2 and 3a) at
lower scales of growth. Under growth scenario A, the level of development involved should allow for
the most sensitive land in the urban area to be avoided (a neutral effect for A1). At higher levels of
growth (B1 and C1) the need to develop on best and most versatile land would increase and thus
potential significant negative effects would be higher, especially for scenario C1. Each of these
alternatives would avoid the loss of agricultural land around the outer settlements.
Incremental growth in settlements
The outer settlements are surrounded by a mix of Grade 3 and Grade 2 agricultural land. In Culcheth,
land is mostly Grade 3; whilst there is a mix of Grade 2 or 3 lands around most other settlements
(Croft, Burtonwood, Lymm). With incremental growth in the settlements, there could be a loss of
agricultural land of best and most versatile classification. However, the effects could be managed
through smaller scale developments, and avoiding the most sensitive sites. A neutral effect is
therefore predicted for A2, B2 and C2 for the outer settlements. For B2 and C2 however, there would
still be a need to release substantial amounts of land around the urban area, which constitutes a
negative effect for both B2 and C2.
Increased dispersal of development
With greater dispersal of growth there would be a need to release additional land in the outer
settlements. For A3, the amount involved would be likely to require some loss of best quality
agricultural land, which is represented by a minor negative effect. However this would be offset by a
lower amount of growth in the urban fringes, helping to reduce the loss of land in these areas. For B3,
the scale of growth in the other settlements would be greater, and this could mean that greater
amounts of Grade 2 land would be affected. Conversely, the amount of growth in the urban fringes
would be lower, helping to avoid negative effects in these areas. For C3, the amount of growth in the
outer settlements would most likely require the loss of further Grade 2 land and it would be difficult to
avoid such loss, particularly if large scale extensions to Croft and Lymm formed part of the strategy.
Consequently, a significant negative effect is predicted for C3. There would still also be potential
losses of agricultural land on the urban fringes, though the choice of sites could allow for some
avoidance given that growth in the urban area would be lower than compared to C1 and C2. Overall,
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the negative effects for C3 are expected to be significant.
Summary and recommendations
•

•

At higher levels of growth agricultural land of best and most versatile value is likely to be lost.
Where possible Grade 2 land should be protected in preference of Grade 3 land (or nonagricultural land).
Incremental growth in settlements should be possible without having to develop grade 1 or 2
agricultural land.

Natural Resources: Water quality
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic aspirations
9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

-

B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development

-

B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Growth has the potential to affect water quality regardless of location through pollutants in surface
water run-off and demands upon the waste water and drainage networks. The higher the scale of
growth the effects are likely to be more prominent, as pressures on the water environment would
increase. Therefore, A1, A2 and A3 are less likely to have negative effects upon water whilst C1, C2
and C3 would have effects of a higher magnitude. A dispersed pattern of growth would place less
pressure on any particular area, though a concentrated approach might allow for infrastructure
upgrades to be secured.
Development in some locations could occur where there are Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (surface water),
including on land to the west of the urban area, to the South of Burtonwood, parts of Culcheth, and on
land to the south/south east of the urban area. A change in use from agricultural land to housing could
potentially help to reduce nitrates run off in such areas, particularly where appropriate SUDs are
secured. This could help to reduce negative effects, or lead to positive effects. However, it should be
noted that nitrate vulnerable zones are largely present on Grade 2 agricultural land, the loss of which
would be negative in other respects.
Summary and recommendations
•

Higher levels of growth are most likely to have negative effects upon water quality.

•

SUDs should be implemented as part of developments to help protect and improve water
quality
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Natural resources: Air quality
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic aspirations
9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

-

B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development

-

B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
Focusing growth in/on the edge of the Warrington urban area could generate increased traffic in the
town centre areas, contributing to air quality issues here. Conversely, these areas are most likely to
have good access to services, public transport and employment, and so vehicular trips are likely to be
lower compared to a dispersed pattern of growth. For scenario A1, the level of growth is predicted to
have a neutral effect, as it would not lead to higher levels of growth than would be anticipated in the
absence of the Plan. At a higher level of growth under scenario B1, a focus entirely on the Warrington
Urban area could put pressure on routes in and out of the town centre, as well as ‘outward’ to the M62,
M56 and M6. This could contribute to a worsening of air quality in the town centre and at motorway
junctions. A moderate effect is predicted at this level of growth. At the highest level of growth under
scenario C1, a significant negative effect is predicted, as there would be a substantial increase in traffic
likely to be generated in the Warrington urban area. This could have an adverse effect on air quality in
the town centre in particular.
Incremental growth in settlements
Under scenario A2, incremental growth at the outer settlements would mean a slightly lower level of
growth in the urban area, thereby lessening traffic likely to be generated in these areas. However,
there may still be trips from the outlying settlements to the town centre. The amount of growth at the
outlying settlements (under an incremental approach) would be unlikely to have a significant effect on
air quality, as trips generated at any one location would not be substantial. A neutral effect is predicted
for A2. At a higher level of growth, there would be heightened pressure on the urban areas, which
equates to a minor negative effect for B2. It is still considered unlikely that incremental growth in the
outlying settlements would create air quality issues in those areas. Under Scenario C3, the level of
growth in the urban area would be likely to substantial, and therefore a moderate negative effect is
predicted.
Increased dispersal of development
Under scenario A3, the level of growth in the urban area is predicted to have a neutral effect on air
quality. The level of growth ‘dispersed’ to the outlying settlements would still be relatively modest
under scenario A, and so neutral effects are also predicted with regards to these areas. For Scenario
B3, the potential for negative effects in both the urban areas and the outlying settlements would be
increased, and so a minor negative effect is predicted. For C3 the effects on the urban area could be
increased still, and the focused growth associated with a higher level of growth in the outlying
settlements could contribute to localised air quality issues (for example a major extension to Lymm
could contribute to air quality issues at motorway junctions). Consequently, a moderate negative effect
is predicted.ry and recommendation
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Natural Resources: resource use and efficiency
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic
aspirations 9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements



B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal
of development



Discussion of effects
The use of raw materials and resources is more dependent upon the level of growth rather than
location. Therefore, growth scenario A is likely to have a positive effect in terms of the use of water,
energy and raw materials. This scale of growth (A1) would be likely lower than might otherwise come
forward given the level of economic growth and aspirations. Therefore a positive effect is predicted in
terms of resource use.
As the scale of growth increases, so too would the use of resources. The efficiency of resource use is
unlikely to be significantly different for any of the alternatives, as efficiency is more a product of design
and operational practices rather than the distribution of growth. Therefore, the effects are not
predicted to be more or less significant for any of the distribution approaches.
With regards to minerals, there are significant peat deposits to the east and north-east of the urban
area, which is a constraint to development. There is an imperative to protect peat resources as they
perform important functions such as carbon storage and biodiversity. It is likely that peat resources
could be avoided at lower levels of growth for scenario A (provided that distribution is not focused to
the east of the urban area). At higher levels of growth, peat resources could still be avoided, but this
would require a deliberate avoidance of such areas (i.e. east of the urban area)
There are widespread deposits of glaciofluvial deposits across Warrington, giving rise to potential sand
and gravel resources. These are located within parts of the urban area, extending into the countryside;
with substantial areas to the north and east of the urban area, and smaller potential deposits on parts
of the southern fringes of the urban area. The settlements of Culcheth, Croft and Lymm also have
large areas of potential deposits to the north of those settlements.
At higher levels of growth, it is more likely that development could take place in areas that contain sand
and gravel resources. In particular, under growth scenarios B and C, there would be an increased
need for larger scale urban / settlement extensions; which could fall within areas identified as potential
minerals safeguarding areas. A minor negative effect is predicted for B1, B2 and B3 and a negative
effect for C1, C2 and C3. It is difficult to ascertain whether mineral resources would be sterilised or
not, as further exploration may reveal that no deposits are on particular sites, or that they can be
extracted feasibly before development (though this could affect rates of delivery). Therefore these
particular effects are uncertain.
Summary and recommendations
•

Higher levels of growth are likely to result in the use of a greater amount of natural resources.
However, resource efficiency could potentially be improved if development strategies promote
such behaviours.

•

Development to the east of the urban area presents a constraint with regards to peat
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resources and should be avoided given the availability of ample alternative development
locations across the Borough.
•

Many of the submitted sites fall within areas that are identified as safeguarded areas for sand
and gravel. It is important to undertake more detailed studies at a site specific level to
understand which locations could possibly lead to the sterilisation of resources.
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Natural resources: Flooding
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic
aspirations 9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

-

B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development

-

B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal
of development



Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
In the main, potential development sites within the Warrington urban area and its fringes are not at risk
of flooding from watercourses. The exceptions are parts of sites to the south west/south central areas
which are intersected by flood zones 2 and 3, and to the east of the urban area. At lower levels of
growth (A1) it ought to be possible to avoid these areas, or provide suitable uses and mitigation
measures. At higher levels of growth (B1/C1) the potential for development in areas at risk of flooding
increases slightly, but development strategies would still not necessarily need to involve areas at risk
of flooding. Having said this, the overall effects of increased development could affect surface water
run off rates and infiltration rates. This could possibly be managed with SUDs and other infrastructure
improvements, but is a potential negative effect for B1 and C1.
Incremental growth in settlements
In the main, at least one or more of the potential development sites around the outer settlements are
not at risk of flooding. Incremental growth should therefore be possible without having a significant
effect on flood risk in these areas. Some settlements present a greater risk of flooding than others
(e.g. Glazebury) but at incremental growth, there are sites identified that would be able to
accommodate development without locating in flood zones 2 or 3.
As for the overall levels of growth, increased development has potential to affect surface water run-off
and infiltration, and so higher levels of growth are more likely to lead to an increased amount of hard
standing. It should be noted though that strategic developments could perhaps present opportunities
to implement SUDs, which would help to minimise negative effects and promote enhancements.
Increased dispersal of development
The effects for this pattern of growth would be similar to those described for incremental growth. It
would still be possible to deliver larger scale developments at several settlements in areas of flood
zone 1.
Summary and recommendations
•

There are sufficient development sites available across the borough to accommodate growth
under any of the scenarios.

•

Land to the east of the urban area is at risk of flooding and ought to be avoided given the
availability of land elsewhere in the borough within flood zone 1.
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Built heritage
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic aspirations
9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Focus entirely on the Warrington urban area
There are heritage assets located both within and on the fringes of the Warrington urban area.
Development therefore has the potential to have direct effects upon the significance of heritage assets,
as well as their setting. For growth Scenario A, there are a number of ways development could be
distributed. It is therefore difficult to ascertain effects on particular features/areas. However, in broad
terms the scale of growth ought to be possible to accommodate by dispersing growth, avoiding
sensitive areas (such as land to the west which shows ancient field patterns and parts of the south
which exhibit evidence of medieval settlements). A Neutral effect is predicted for A1 regarding the
urban area. For B1 and C1, the scale of growth in the urban area would be much higher, and would
necessitate larger scale growth, or development in all parts of the urban area, making it more difficult
to avoid sensitive areas, and also being more likely to affect the setting of heritage assets; particularly
those that rely upon an open / rural character on the settlement fringes. A minor negative effect is
predicted for B1, with a more pronounced negative effect for C1. Conversely, each of these three
alternatives protects the outer settlements from development, several of which would be sensitive to
changes to the settlements form and size. Consequently, a minor positive effect is recorded for each
alternative reflecting the stronger degree of protection from development.
Incremental growth in settlements
For alternative A2, there would be less growth in the urban areas, but incremental growth in the other
settlements, potentially at Lymm, Culcheth, Burtonwood, Croft, Winwick and Hollins Green. The
potential for effects would depend upon the level and location of growth at each of these locations.
However, broad effects can be predicted assuming a dispersed pattern of growth (which could be
accommodated at this scale of growth). Croft is particularly sensitive to change given its small scale
character, and the presence of ancient field systems, therefore, potential negative effects could occur,
but these ought to be mitigated if growth is restricted. Similarly, Lymm is sensitive to change, but there
is a greater range of sites here, which should allow incremental growth to be accommodated without
significant negative effects. Culcheth, Burtonwood and Winwick are perhaps less sensitive to
incremental growth compared to these other settlements, so significant negative effects ought to be
avoidable at this level of growth under A2. The level of growth in the urban area under this alternative
would also be commensurately lower, and thus the potential for effects here would too be avoided
somewhat moreso than for A1. Overall, the effects of A2 are expected to be neutral. For B2 and C2, it
is assumed that the level of incremental growth in the outer settlements would be the same as for A1.
Therefore, the effects in these areas remain the same (i.e. neutral). However, there would be
increased growth in the urban areas (as per B1 and C1), and so negative effects are recorded.
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Increased dispersal to settlements
For Scenario A3 growth in the settlements would be higher and there would be a reduction in the urban
area. This could mean that some of the outer settlements would need to accommodate more intensive
or higher levels of growth. Or alternatively, there could be one or several settlement extensions. In
either case, the potential for negative effects increases, as the scale of growth is likely to affect the
setting of heritage assets, and may also encroach onto agricultural land that exhibits ancient field
patterns. For B3 and C3 even greater amounts of growth are proposed (both overall and in the outer
settlements), which would put pressure on the most sensitive land and may make it difficult to avoid
large scale changes to the character of settlements such as Croft, Burtonwood and Lymm. At the
scale of growth required here, there would be significant negative effects anticipated. Though there
would be a lesser amount of growth in the urban areas compared to A2. B2, and C2, it would still be
substantial and would be likely to have negative effects in the urban areas/fringes.
Summary and recommendations
•

High levels of growth are likely to have negative effects on the urban area, outer settlements or
both.

•

Broadly speaking, a dispersed approach to development generates more negative effects than
incremental growth or focus on the urban area.

•

Ensure appropriate densities are achieved on settlement extensions to help maintain the
setting of heritage assets in these areas.
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Landscape

A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B.

Economic aspirations
(9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development to settlements



B3. Increased dispersal of
development to
settlements



C3. Increased dispersal of
development to
settlements



Discussion of effects
Focus on the Warrington urban area
At a lower level of growth under scenario A, growth focusing on the urban area (A1) could be delivered
in a number of ways; either at an urban extension, or dispersed across a number of sites. The nature
of effects would depend upon the pattern of development. As the level of growth increases under
scenario B1, it would become more necessary to look at larger urban extensions as dispersal would
become more difficult. This would be even more so under growth scenario C1. Common to each of
these growth scenarios is a lack of development in the other settlements within the Borough. This
would help to protect areas with sensitive landscape character such as land surrounding Lymm and
Outrightinton, Croft and Burtonwood. This is positive for the rural landscape character that is present
in many of these areas. Consequently, a minor positive effect is recorded for A1, B1 and C1. The
picture for the urban area would be different however, depending upon the scale of growth. At a
lower level of growth (A1) the effects in the urban area could be managed easier, as it would be
possible to disperse growth as well as avoiding large scale growth in the more sensitive areas.
Therefore, the effects on the urban area under this growth scenario are negligible. At a higher level of
growth under B1 (and moreso for C1), the effects are more likely to be negative, as there would be a
need to consider larger scale urban extensions. Landscape character surrounding the urban area is
variable, but in most cases, the greater the amount of intrusion into the countryside will lead to
encroachment into sensitive landscapes. Consequently, potential negative effects are recorded for B1
and C1 related to the urban fringes. At this stage, these effects are uncertain given the pattern of
development in the urban area could vary; however, larger scale growth is more likely to lead to
significant effects irrespective of location.
Incremental growth at settlements
Under this approach, incremental growth would occur at the outer settlements. The exact location of
development will determine effects, but it is possible to make some broad assessments of potential
effects at this level of growth for the ‘outer settlements’. Under alternative A2, development could be
more readily dispersed across a number of settlements, and so the negative effects on any one area
would be less significant. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted for A2 and B2 with regards to the
outer settlements. Though there are sensitive landscapes here, a dispersed approach ought to be
possible to accommodate. For A2, the amount of growth to be located in the urban area could also be
accommodated without affecting the character of the urban fringe too greatly. Therefore a neutral
effect is predicted overall for A2. For B2 and C2, growth in the outer settlements would still be
incremental, and so effects in this respect would be the same as for A2 (I.e. broadly neutral).
However, the balance of development in the urban area would be much higher than for A2, and so
large scale urban developments could be required to support this level of growth.
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A potential negative effect is predicted to reflect this, with this being significant for C2.
Increased dispersal of growth to settlements
Increased dispersal of growth to settlements under A3, would not necessarily lead to the need for a
large scale settlement extension, as the amount of growth involved could be more easily distributed
across several settlements. However, a greater scale of growth could necessitate the need for denser
development that affects rural character, or the need to release additional sites in one or more of the
settlements. Given the sensitive nature of the landscape, a potential minor negative effect is predicted.
Conversely, the level of growth at the urban fringes would be the lowest under this option than any
other, which would mean that the character of these areas ought to be best protected under this
approach (reflected by a minor positive effect for A3). For B3, the level of development in the outer
settlements would be substantial, and would most likely require one or potentially more settlement
extensions. This could have a significant negative effect on particular settlements, as none would be
unaffected by such a scale of development. In particular, the settlements of Lymm and Outrightington,
Croft and Hollins Green could be negatively affected. The scale of growth on the urban fringes would
still need to be at a scale similar to that under A1, which ought to be manageable without having
significant effects (depending upon distribution). For C3, the effects upon the outer settlements would
be even more pronounced, with it being likely that one or more very large settlement extensions would
be required. A significant negative effect could therefore be expected. The level of growth would also
require substantial development at the urban fringes, which too would have negative effects, though at
a lesser scale than for the outer settlements.
Summary and recommendations
•

Anything more than incremental growth in the outer settlements is likely to lead to significant
negative effects upon landscape and visual character. For some settlements, it may be more
difficult to mitigate effects of more than incremental growth (Hollins Green, Croft, Lymm for
example).

•

The effects of growth on the urban fringes are likely to be significant and difficult to mitigate at
the highest level of growth tested (scenario C).

•

The distribution of growth in the urban fringes will affect landscape character. This will need to
be tested. In broad terms, a concentration to the east is very constrained by sensitive
landscape. Appropriate levels of growth to the north and south west ought to be possible to
accommodate without significant effects upon landscape character.

•

There may be opportunities to enhance the exposed crest landscape of Burtonwood, provided
that growth is incremental.
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Biodiversity and geodiversity
A. Meet OAHN needs

B. Economic aspirations
9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

5,055
A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

-

B1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development



B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Focus on the Warrington urban area
Parts of the Warrington urban area and fringes in particular are important locations for wildlife,
including the River Mersey estuary and SSSIs to the east of the urban area in particular. Growth in
these areas is most likely to have negative effects, either through increased recreational pressure,
noise and land disturbance and pollution such as in surface water run-off. At the lower levels of growth
under scenario A, it would be possible to avoid these sensitive areas by focusing growth more to the
south, north and west, and/or at a more manageable level in these areas. Consequently, a neutral
effect is predicted for A1. Though land surrounding the outer settlements would remain protected from
development, this is considered to be a neutral effect rather than a positive. For B1, the level of growth
almost doubles, and so there would be a need for increased release of land. Should this include land
to the east, or more intense development to the south west and west, then the potential for negative
effects on wildlife would be increased. Irrespective of development location, the quantum of growth
involved is likely to have a negative effect on habitats and species in the urban area and fringes.
Conversely, there may be opportunities to enhance green infrastructure networks, as well as protecting
the rural areas. A minor positive and a minor negative effect is predicted for B1 reflecting these issues.
For growth scenario C, the level of growth in the urban area would be substantial and could require the
release of larger parcels of land in sensitive areas, and /or more intense development. The ability to
mitigate effects could be more difficult given the need to accommodate a much greater number of
homes, although similar to B2, there could be potential for enhancements to green infrastructure.
Overall though, the effects would be mostly negative, and significant.
Incremental growth in the settlements
At an incremental scale of growth at the outer settlements, it ought to be possible to avoid direct effects
on designated national wildlife sites and local wildlife sites in these locations. Consequently, a neutral
effect is predicted for A1, B1 and C1 with regards to the outer settlements. At the scale of growth
involved, it is not likely that strategic improvements to green infrastructure would be delivered in the
majority of outer settlements.
Under B2 the increased level of growth in the urban area could have mixed effects (depending upon
the precise location and spread of development). Though the level of growth in the urban area would
be slightly less than for B1, the effects are likely to be similar for B2. For C2, the effects would be
similar to C1, though the slightly lower levels of growth in the urban area may have a less significant
negative effect (compared to C1). This is due to potentially avoiding the need to develop several parts
of the urban area more intensively, or avoiding the most sensitive areas.
Increased dispersal of growth to settlements
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At a higher level of growth to the outer settlements (increased dispersal) some areas may struggle to
accommodate additional growth without having negative effects upon biodiversity. For example,
Hollins Green is in very close proximity to a number of SSSIs; Burtonwood and Croft may need to
involve development adjacent to local wildlife sites, and there are a number of sites in Lymm that could
be affected depending on the scale and location of growth. The precise effects depend on the sites
involved and the scale of growth between different settlements. In broad terms though, a minor
negative effect would be likely overall for A3. As the level growth increased further under scenario B,
so too would the level of growth at the outer settlements (and the urban area). It may still be possible
to avoid the most sensitive areas, but there would be a need for more intensive growth in some
settlements (and the urban area), which could potentially have negative effects. A Major extension to
any of the settlements would be likely to have significant negative effects for biodiversity, whether this
be due to sites being within or adjacent to Local Wildlife Sites (Croft / Burtonwood / Lymm), the loss of
hedgerows and protected trees or cumulative effects upon SSSIs (Hollins Green / Lymm). Conversely,
a large scale extension to settlements and increased dispersal in general may offer opportunities for GI
enhancement, which is recorded as positive for B3 and C3.
Summary and recommendations
•

Incremental growth is unlikely to have a significant effect upon biodiversity in both the outer
settlements and the urban areas/fringes (i.e. it ought to be possible to avoid sensitive sites as
well as avoiding cumulative pressure in any one part of the borough.

•

A large scale settlement extension would lead to significant negative effects in some locations
such as east of the urban area, which is in close proximity to a number of SSSIs. Dependent
upon location, a large scale settlement could also have cumulative negative effects in Lymm
(Several local wildlife sites).

•

A strategy that focused on the east / south east of the urban area as well as a large scale
growth at Lymm could have the potential for significant negative effects upon biodiversity as
there are a number of connected habitats including SSSIs, forested areas and grassland.
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Climate change and resource use
A. Meet OAHN needs
5,055

B. Economic aspirations
9,213

C. Past employment trends
14,064

A1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area

-

B2. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



C1. Focus entirely on the
Warrington urban area



A2. Incremental growth in
settlements

-

B2. Incremental growth in
settlements



C2. Incremental growth in
settlements



A3. Increased dispersal of
development

-

B3. Increased dispersal of
development



C3. Increased dispersal of
development



Discussion of effects
Irrespective of the distribution of development, growth is likely to lead to an increase in the use of
energy and resources, and in the generation of waste. Therefore, scenarios B and C, which aspire to
increased levels of economic growth, would have effects of a greater magnitude by encouraging more
housebuilding to support increased economic activity. Scenario A is predicted to have a neutral effect,
as this level of growth would be likely to come forward anyway to meet projected population needs.
Opportunities for district heating networks are more likely to be present where there is demand for heat
and / or anchor loads, and no major obstacles to the development of a network. The type of
development (i.e. multiple uses) also affects the viability of district heating for example. Given that the
majority of development sites are on the urban fringes of Warrington, or the other settlements, the
likelihood of district heating schemes being incorporated into such developments is unclear. At a large
urban extension that promotes mixed-use development, the opportunities ought to be greater. This
scale of development would be less likely to occur within the outlying settlements, and more likely at a
major urban extension to the south east with supporting infrastructure.
Waste generation and collection regimes are most likely to be affected at higher levels of growth
regardless of location (given that development under any of the scenarios would be focused on
established settlements where waste and recycling collection is already occurring).
With regards to green infrastructure enhancement for climate change resilience, there is potential for
networks to be affected (either positively or negatively) by development in both the urban areas and
the other settlements. Effects are more likely to be identified at a site specific level and potential
enhancement / mitigation measures should also be possible to establish (for example strengthening
networks of GI and improving access to such areas).
Summary and recommendations
• Resource use and waste generate is likely to be most influenced by growth rather than distribution
of development. Therefore, in road terms increased growth leads to more negative effects.

• The River Mersey Floodplain is an important green infrastructure corridor that ought to be protected
and enhanced to improve resilience to climate change. With this in mind, growth running along this
corridor has the potential for negative or positive effects dependant on the nature and design of
development. Where GI networks are severed by the existing Warrington urban area, development
on the fringes should seek to help connect the rural areas to the urban areas more effectively, as
well as looking at how the existing urban areas could be ‘greened’ so that networks pass through
urban areas and continue into the rural areas beyond. An example would be the improvement of
the River Mersey Corridor as it passes through the urban area to the south of the town centre and
then re-emerges to the east of the urban area joining with the Woolston Eyes SSSI.
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With regards to the scale of growth, scenario A which would deliver the OAN is predicted to have the
least negative effects upon environmental factors including landscape, agricultural land, natural
resources, biodiversity and built heritage.
The effects against these factors increase with the scale of growth, with mostly minor negative effects
recorded for scenario B (Devolution Bid) and moderate to major effects for scenario C (Higher growth
rate). In particular, the higher growth rate would lead to significant effects upon agricultural land and
landscape, regardless of distribution.
Conversely, scenario A would have the least positive effects with regards to economic and social
factors. Broadly speaking, the options within scenario A would not generate more than a minor
positive effect with regards to health and wellbeing, housing and accessibility. As the scale of growth
increases as for scenario B and C, the positive effects upon the economy, housing and health are
more pronounced. Whilst scenario C has broadly greater positive effects compared to the same
distribution options in Scenario B, the differences are not substantial for housing or economy, but
more pronounced for health and wellbeing. However, whist accessibility improves for scenario B and
C, the higher scale of growth under scenario C could lead to more pronounced negative effects
associated with pressure on the road network.
On balance, growth scenario B performs the most favourably against the full range of criteria. It
would have more pronounced positive effects upon social and economic factors that scenario A does
not achieve; and whilst the environmental effects are more pronounced they are mostly minor in
nature, and ought to be possible to manage.
Compared to Scenario C, the social and economic effects are not quite as great for Scenario B.
However, the environmental effects for Scenario C are more significant, and could be difficult to
mitigate. Furthermore, negative effects upon accessibility arise at a higher level of growth.
With regards to distribution, the effects of the distribution options are fairly similar (relative to the scale
of growth). The main differences relate to the following sustainability factors:
For built environment, landscape and biodiversity the effects of greater dispersal are likely to be more
negative compared to a focus on the urban area or incremental growth. Furthermore, whilst a
dispersal approach could be beneficial for housing delivery, it would be less likely to support
economic growth (i.e. the New City Concept) and would generate more accessibility issues.
With regards to social and economic factors an incremental approach to growth performs more
favourably than a focus on the urban area alone, mainly because the urban focus could have negative
effects upon the local economies, housing provision and facilities for the outlying settlements.
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APPENDIX C: APPRAISAL OF STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES –
URBAN EXTENSION OPTIONS
Each of the development options require Warrington to accommodate 8,000 homes in the
Green Belt. The five development options below focus growth upon different parts of the
urban area, corresponding to the options set out within the Council Consultation document:
There are alternative locations that could deliver the 8000 homes and achieve the Plan
objective of urban regeneration. These are set out below.
Option 1
•

South East Garden City Suburb: approximately 8,000 homes

Option 2
•

South East Garden City Suburb: approximately 6,000 homes

•

South West Warrington Urban Extension (south of ship canal): up to 2,000

Option 3
•

South East Garden City Suburb: approximately 6,000 homes

•

Western extension: up to 2,500

Option 4
•

South East Garden City Suburb: approximately 4,000 homes

•

South West Warrington Urban Extension (south of ship canal): up to 2,000

•

Western extension: up to 2,500

Option 5
•

more dispersed pattern of Green Belt release (8000 homes)

Methodology
The appraisal identifies and evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline / likely future
baseline associated with each alternative, drawing on the sustainability topics and objectives
as a methodological framework.
The task of forecasting effects is inherently challenging due to:
•

The high level nature of the policy measures under consideration;

•

Being limited by definition of the baseline and (in particular) the future baseline;

•

The ability of developers to design out/mitigate effects during the planning
application stage.
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In light of this, where likely significant effects are predicted this is done with an
accompanying explanation of the assumptions made. 8
It is important to note that effects are predicted based upon the criteria presented within
the SEA Regulations. 9 So, for example, account is taken of the nature of effects
(including magnitude, spatial coverage and duration), the sensitivity of receptors, and the
likelihood of effects occurring as far as possible. The potential for ‘cumulative’ effects is
also considered. These effect ‘characteristics’ are described within the appraisal as
appropriate under each sustainability topic. A table is also presented under each topic
summarising the predicted effects and their characteristics (i.e. namely whether they are
significant or not).
For each alternative, one of the following symbols has been allocated for each SA topic.
Significant negative effect
Negative effect
Minor negative effect
Neutral effect






Minor positive effect
Positive effect
Significant positive effect
Effects are unclear





?

Economy and Employment
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











Discussion of effects
Each option supports the New City aspiration (to differing extents) by providing for growth within and
on the fringes of the Warrington urban area. This will help to deliver housing, which will have a direct
positive effect in terms of generating associated jobs in construction, as well as providing homes for a
local labour force.
Growth to the South West of the Warrington Urban area is perhaps most likely to support inner
Warrington regeneration, which makes options 2 and 4 more attractive in this respect. The benefits
provided by the south western urban extension are likely to increase if the Western Link passes
through the area, providing improved access into the Waterfront Development area and the town
centre.
The options that involve a substantial urban extension to the south east (a Garden City suburb)
would provide enhanced opportunities for supporting mixed-use development within this area, and
link well with employment land opportunities and existing employment sites. To be implemented
successfully, development at this scale would also need to be supported by infrastructure upgrades,
which in the longer term could have benefits for the economy by improving accessibility for residents
and businesses. For options 1, 2 and 3, which involve a higher level of growth at a Garden City
Suburb, it is more likely that the level of development could deliver the strategic and local
infrastructure needed to support the development and contribute to the wider New City concept. At a
lower level of growth at a Garden City Suburb (as per option 4), achieving these positive effects
would be more uncertain. In particular, a more dispersed approach (option 5) would be less likely to
deliver comprehensive mixed use developments, infrastructure upgrades and would not present the
same opportunities to expand / build upon existing employment sites.
Overall, option 1 is predicted to have a significant positive effect as it should deliver substantial
improvements to infrastructure as part of a large Garden City Suburb. Option 2 is also predicted to
have a significant positive effect. It provides the opportunity to deliver infrastructure improvements as
8

As stated by Government Guidance (The Plan Making Manual, see
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=156210): "Ultimately, the significance of an effect is a matter of judgment and
should require no more than a clear and reasonable justification."
9
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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part of a substantial Garden City Suburb, as well as supporting growth to the south west of the urban
area, which ought to support regeneration within inner Warrington.
Option 3 is predicted to have a moderate positive effect. Whilst it would secure the benefits
associated with the Garden City Suburb, an extension to the west of Warrington contributes less to
the New City concept and would be less likely to secure strategic improvements in infrastructure.
Option 4 is predicted to have a moderate positive effect. Whilst it would secure the benefits
associated with the Garden City Suburb, these would be at a lesser scale compared to options 1, 2
and 3, and this could mean that supporting infrastructure was less comprehensive. Growth to the
west would contribute less to the New City concept, but the extension to south west Warrington
offsets this as it ought to best support regeneration of inner Warrington. This would be particularly
the case should the western link-road be adopted.
Option 5 is predicted to have a moderate positive effect, though there are more uncertainties given
that development could occur in a number of different places. Given the scale of growth required, it
is likely that there would still need to be substantial growth concentrated in one location. This should
contribute well to the New City concept, and could support some infrastructure improvements (though
not at the scale as the Garden City Suburb). In addition, there would be potential for regeneration
should some of the sites adjacent to the inner Warrington area be developed. Conversely, some of
the sites could be to the north or to the west and contribute less positively to the New City concept.
The smaller piecemeal nature of development could also make it less likely for strategic infrastructure
improvements to be secured.
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Health and Wellbeing
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











Discussion of effects
Each of the options will provide housing in / on the edge of the urban area, which ought to have
positive effects on health and wellbeing, particularly through specialist and affordable provision.
An extension to the west would be closest to the Penketh Medical Centre. This is at capacity, and
though it is awaiting decision on a planning application for extension, it would likely need further
capacity to support an urban extension to the west. There are other medical centres that the
population in the west can use however, and some of these have capacity to expand. It should
therefore be possible to accommodate growth to the west, but this might not be in locations that are
accessible on foot. Consequently, growth in this location would need to be supported by a satellite
health facility. In terms of access to open space, there is a deficit in natural greenspace in this area,
but it ought to be possible to secure amenity space on a strategic urban extension. There are a range
of community facilities within the urban area, including churches, community centres, Penketh
Swimming Pool, a pharmacy, food shops and public houses. Further into the town centre there are a
fuller range of leisure facilities.
Overall, an extension to the west is predicted to have minor positive effects. Existing facilities in the
area ought to be able to accommodate the growth, but this would not necessarily be accessible.
However, it is expected that a new satellite facility would be secured. The development would take
place in an area that has poor accessibility to natural greenspace, so the potential for positive effects
from recreation are somewhat restricted. However, there are some local community facilities that
could help to support the wellbeing of residents and provide recreational facilities for residents. It is
unlikely that an urban extension here would bring significant benefits for existing communities though.
An extension to the south west of Warrington would be located in an area that is fairly distant from
health facilities and local community facilities. However, as part of any development there would be a
need for new health facilities / satellite health facilities that would provide healthcare within walking
distance for the new communities. A wider range of facilities would also be accessible by public
transport or car further into the town centre. The site is within walking distance of local greenspace at
Walton Gardens, and would also be likely to include a new park and improved links along the ship
canal. This would help to provide better opportunities for communities to engage in recreation. There
would be enhanced benefits for this site, should the western link road pass through the site, as this
would better link it to the Waterfront Strategic Development. Without these links, the accessibility
benefits would be less prominent. Overall, an extension to the south west of Warrington is predicted to
have a positive effect, due mainly to the requirement to deliver new satellite health facilities and the
existing accessibility to natural greenspace.
A major urban extension to the south east would put new development in locations that are fairly
distant from existing health facilities. Furthermore, these facilities are mostly operating at capacity
with limited onsite ability for expansion. At all three scales, the Garden City suburb would justify and
necessitate a new health facility, which ought to provide accessible healthcare facilities for new
communities, as well as potentially benefiting existing communities. A significant positive effect is
predicted for options 1,2, 3 and 4.
This area has fairly good access to natural greenspace, but is lacking in a neighbourhood hub and
community facilities. At the scale of growth involved in a Garden City Suburb it would be necessary to
secure new recreational facilities. This ought to ensure that pressure upon existing facilities is
mitigated and that new facilities create good opportunities for recreation for new and existing
communities. There ought to be greater ability to incorporate major/strategic recreational facilities into
a larger Garden Suburb (for example a country park, and new sports pitches), and therefore a
significant positive effect is predicted for options 1, 2 and 3. As alternative 4 would involve a smaller
Garden City Suburb the positive effects are considered to be lower (than alternative 1, 2 and 3) as the
strategic green space secured would be expected to be lower too.
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A dispersed approach to development would place some housing in areas with poor access to open
greenspace, and others with good access. There would be less potential to support strategic
improvements in greenspace provision through this approach as the size and connectivity of sites
would be less accommodating. The pressure on healthcare facilities would not be as substantial in any
one part of Warrington under this approach. However, there would still be a need to accommodate
additional needs, and the dispersed nature of development could make it more difficult to justify new
facilities in any particular area. This could mean that communities in need of improvements suffer from
increased pressure, and / or need to travel further to access healthcare. Overall, a dispersed
approach (option 5) would be less able to generate the critical mass required to support enhancements
to healthcare, community facilities and green infrastructure. Therefore, only a minor positive effect is
predicted.
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Accessibility
Option 1

Option 2



?



Option 3


Option 4


?

Option 5


Discussion of effects
Expansion to the west of the urban area is within reasonable walking distance of existing primary
schools, GPs and a district centre. However, a higher scale of growth may require the provision of a
new primary school, and this would help to support current capacity in the area. There are also plans
for new health facilities nearby, which could accommodate any additional needs from this area. An
extension in this location however cannot be accommodated by the existing secondary school.
There are existing bus routes nearby, which would be supported by an urban extension and could
potentially be expanded. There is also access to a train station with hourly services towards Liverpool
Lime Street to the west and Manchester to the east. Though access to services and facilities is
relatively good in this area, the majority of travel is by car, and this would be likely to continue. Options
that include an extension to the west are likely to generate a minor positive effect overall in relation to
these factors above (i.e. option 3 and 4). In terms of traffic and congestion, development to the west
could put pressure on some local junctions, but should be easier to accommodate without the need for
major network upgrades compared to growth in the central and southern areas of the urban area.
An urban extension to south-west Warrington would necessitate the provision of a new primary school,
satellite health facility, new local park and local centre. Access to such facilities in this area is currently
poor, but these new facilities and services would help to create a new community that has good
accessibility to essential services such as these. Existing nearby communities at Higher Walton and
Lower Walton might also benefit from an increased choice of services locally. There would also be
opportunities to enhance pedestrian links to Stockton Heath, along the ship canal and into the Trans
Penine Route. A positive effect is predicted for options 2 and 4, which both include the extension to
the south west of Warrington.
In terms of access to public transport, it would be beneficial to expand bus routes onto the site, as the
nearest bus stops would be fairly distant from parts of the site. In terms of the local and strategic road
networks, there is also the possibility that development could increase traffic and congestion,
particularly along the A56. Should development encourage travel into the town centre, this could have
negative effects on areas that are designated as AQMAs. A potential negative effect is recorded at
this stage for options 2 and 4.
Development here would benefit from the completion of the Warrington Western Link road, which could
achieve links to the wider Waterfront area and help to manage effects on the road network. . The
route of the Western Link Road has not yet been confirmed, but the benefits in terms of accessibility
would be stronger should the route directly run through the proposed site.
A major extension to the south east of the urban area (A Garden City Suburb) would be partly located
in the open countryside and would therefore have poor accessibility to existing services in part.
However, an extension of such a size would inevitably be supported by new primary education,
secondary education satellite health facilities, local and district centres and community facilities.
Therefore, new communities ought to have good accessibility in this respect. These new facilities
could also benefit existing communities where accessibility is not ideal such as Appleton Thorn,
Grappenhall Heys, Dudlows Green and Pewterspear. Development at this scale would also be likely
to establish new bus routes into a Garden City suburb, in particular providing connections to the town
centre. This could help to improve accessibility for existing communities in the south / south east of the
urban area. In this respect, a positive effect is predicted for options 1, 2, 3 and 4.
At the highest levels of growth in a Garden City Suburb (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3), there would be
support for a new secondary school and health facilities, which would generate a more pronounced
positive effect for alternative 1, 2 and 3 (less so for alternative 4).
Development of a Garden City Suburb would be likely to have major implications for the local and
strategic road networks, and so would be reliant upon the provision of network upgrades, expanded
public transport routes and active travel measures. At this stage, a potential negative effect is
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predicted for options 2, 3 and 4, but it is recognised that transport packages to support growth could
lead to relief in the inner areas of the town. At the highest level of growth for the garden city
(alternative 1), there would be even further pressure on the transport networks, which is reflected by a
potential major negative effect. The delivery of new infrastructure could help to mitigate these effects
though.
A dispersed pattern of growth (option 5) would locate housing across the fringes of the urban area.
Some locations are not well served by local facilities or public transport, (for example to the far south of
the urban area near Stretton) and the scale of development proposed would not support new facilities.
Other locations are located a reasonable distance from existing services, but development would need
to be accommodated at these as new facilities would be unlikely to be supported. Therefore, the extent
of positive effects would be diluted and would not benefit existing communities. In terms of congestion
and travel, dispersed growth would be less likely to put pressure on one particular part of the urban
area, but the overall increase in development could lead to increased congestion. This approach
would not be supported by specific infrastructure improvement schemes, and so there is a potential
negative effect predicted for option 5.

Housing
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











Discussion of effects
Each of the options is predicted to have a significant positive effect in terms of housing, as they would
all seek to deliver approximately 8000 homes in the Warrington Urban Area. This would help to meet
local needs, including addressing affordable needs and special needs. Options 1, 2, 3 and 4 include
the majority (or all) of housing at a Garden City Suburb. The reliance upon this one location to provide
housing could affect when housing can be delivered, as it would likely be a phased approach. In
contrast, option 5 would spread development across a number of smaller strategic sites, which could
be delivered sooner, and with a greater variety of locations. Consequently, this approach is likely to
have a more pronounced positive effect.
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Natural resources: Agricultural land
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











Discussion of effects
Options 1-4 each involve a Garden City Suburb, and this would lead to a substantial loss of Grade 2
agricultural land. Though the options involve different levels of growth at the Garden City, the additional
locations for each option also contain Grade 2 and Grade 3 land. For example, the south west urban
extension involves mostly Grade 2 land, the western extension involves mostly grade 2 land. Therefore,
the different combinations of land to be developed for each of these 4 options would likely lead to a
similar overall loss of agricultural land. Therefore options 1-4 are predicted to have a moderate negative
effect.
A more dispersed approach that relies upon multiple sites along the urban fringe (option 5) would still
lead to a loss of agricultural land, but it would be possible to avoid Grade 2 land in some locations and
therefore only a minor negative effect is predicted. This approach would still be likely to require an
urban extension, in one location though, with associated loss of agricultural land.
For any of these approaches, thought needs to be given as to how the loss of soil resources can be
compensated for.

Natural resources: water quality
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











?

Discussion of effects
Growth has the potential to affect water quality regardless of location through pollutants in surface
water run-off and demands upon the waste water and drainage networks. A dispersed pattern of
growth would place less pressure on any particular area, though a concentrated approach might allow
for infrastructure upgrades to be secured. Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted for each
alternative.
For options 2-4, growth at a garden city suburb would not involve areas protected for groundwater
quality. However for option 1, the increased scale of development at the garden city suburb would
encroach onto areas that fall within groundwater protection zone 3, which is potentially negative.
For options 2 and 4 which involve the south-west Warrington extension, there is potential for negative
effects on groundwater as this is the location of a zone 2/3 groundwater protection zone.
For options 3 and 4, development would be likely to occur where there are Nitrate Vulnerable Zones
(surface water) to the west of the urban area. A change in use from agricultural land to housing could
potentially help to reduce nitrates run-off in such areas, particularly where appropriate SUDs are
secured. This could help to reduce negative effects, or lead to positive effects (though the magnitude
of effects is likely to be limited) for options 3 and 4 in particular. A dispersed approach may also
involve development in such areas, but this is more uncertain.
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Natural resources: Air quality

Option 1


Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

?



?



Discussion of effects
With regards to exposure to potentially poor air quality, the Garden City Suburb is not located near to
areas of poor air quality, nor would new residential development be expected to generate significant air
quality issues in those areas. However, depending upon patterns of travel, this level of development to
the south east of Warrington is likely to contribute to air quality issues along the M56 (commuting) and
could increase the number of trips along the A49 to and from Warrington town centre. This could
potentially affect the town centre AQMA.
An extension to the south west of Warrington could increase traffic through the town centre, having a
negative effect on the AQMA. The Warrington West Link Road could offset these effects though,
particularly if the route passed through the south west extension site. Although new residential
development in this area would be within close proximity to the town centre AQMA, it is unlikely that
human health would be adversely affected on site as new homes would be some distance away.
An extension to the west of Warrington would not place residents in an area of poor air quality.
Development could increase trips along the A57 into Warrington town centre, but would not be
anticipated to have a significant effect on the town centre AQMA. Increased movements towards J7
and J8 of the M62 would be likely, which could affect air quality at these Junctions and connecting
roads.
A dispersed pattern of growth would be less likely to increase air quality issues along any one
particular route / approach into the town centre. However, it is still likely that car trips would increase
as a whole, and this could contribute to air quality changes across the borough.
Overall, option 1 is predicted to have a moderate negative effect on air quality as there would be an
increase in trips concentrated to the south east of the borough. This could increase emissions from
transport, having a negative effect on air quality on routes into the town centre, and to/from the M56
and J20 of the M6 in particular. Though it is not likely that new or existing communities in these areas
would be exposed to poorer levels of air quality, this option focuses all new growth to the south east,
and therefore traffic (and air quality) implications are more likely to be pronounced.
Option 2 also involves a Garden City Suburb, but at a lower scale of growth compared to option 1. The
effects on air quality to the south east are therefore likely to be lesser. However, a south west
extension could equally contribute to air quality issues, but focused more towards the town centre. In
combination with increased traffic from the south east extension, this could have negative effects on
the town centre AQMA. However, the western link road ought to help minimise these effects, and its
closer proximity to services and facilities may also reduce the amount of trips into the town centre. A
minor negative effect is predicted, with potential for a moderate negative effect (should mitigating
factors not be effective).
Option 3 involves the Garden City Suburb and is therefore predicted to have a minor negative effect on
air quality. The western extension could also contribute to air quality issues at Junctions 7 and 8 of
the M6, and local connecting roads. Overall, a moderate negative effect is predicted.
Option 4 involves a Garden City Suburb, but at a lower scale than options 1-3. This would reduce the
magnitude of effects upon air quality to the M56, and towards the town centre from the south on the
A49. Therefore, whilst this option also involves a south west Warrington extension, the effects on the
town centre AQMA from development in this location would be anticipated to be minor rather than
moderate. As per option 3, the western extension could affect air quality associated with J7 and J8 of
the M6. Overall, a moderate negative effect is predicted, but these could be lower if the western link
road helps to mitigate increased traffic associated with a south western extension.
Option 5 would be likely to include a substantial south eastern extension, but this would be of a lower
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magnitude compared to the Garden City Suburb. Therefore the effects on air quality are likely to be of
a lesser magnitude in this location compared to options 1-4. The remaining development would be
more dispersed, and therefore the potential for significant effects on any one area would be lesser.
This ought to reduce the pressure on specific routes and junctions, and therefore the likelihood of
having significant effects on air quality are predicted to be lower than for options 1-4. Consequently, a
minor negative effect is predicted.

Natural resources: resource use and efficiency
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











Discussion of effects
The generation of waste and efficiency of resource use is unlikely to be significantly different for any of
the options, as efficiency is more a product of design and operational practices rather than the
distribution of growth. Therefore, the effects are not predicted to be more or less significant for any of
the distribution approaches. The overall level of growth proposed is predicted to have a minor
negative effect as it would be likely to encourage higher levels of growth compared to demographic
change alone (due to economic aspirations).

Natural resources: flooding
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

-

-

-

-

-

Discussion of effects
The location of growth at a south east garden city suburb would not be expected to be in areas at risk
of flooding. There should also be sufficient land capacity to accommodate sustainable urban drainage
systems to ensure that flood risk elsewhere does not increase. A western extension could involve
development on sites that are intersected by Flood Zones 2 and 3, as could development to the southwest of Warrington. However, the strategic nature of these sites should allow for such areas to be
avoided and/or planned for their appropriate development with less sensitive uses. It should also be
possible to secure SUDs to help ensure that flood risk elsewhere does not increase. A more dispersed
approach ought to allow for sensitive sites to be avoided as well. Each option is therefore predicted to
have neutral effects. The avoidance of negative effects however, is dependent upon suitable
mitigation measures being secured to ensure that surface water run off rates and infiltration is not
negatively affected.
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Built heritage
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5











Discussion of effects
Development to the west of the urban area could have negative effects on the historic environment
through the change of use in land on areas that are identified as demonstrating ancient field patterns.
Development would also lie adjacent to listed buildings, with the potential for negative effects on the
setting of these assets. Options 3 and 4 are predicted to have a negative effect to account for these
potential effects.
The broad development site south-west of Warrington runs adjacent to Walton Village Conservation
Area, which contains several listed buildings. However, the site is physical separated from the
Conservation area by the A56, and totally screened by trees. Therefore, direct effects upon the
setting or significance of heritage assets are unlikely. To the southern edge of the site, there are
three listed bridges, whose setting could be affected should development extend to this edge.
However, it ought to be able to mitigate / avoid negative effects with appropriate design.
Consequently, neutral effects are predicted here.
There are a number of listed buildings that could be affected by development of a south eastern
extension to the urban area. The loss of open space would affect the setting of such assets, where
open space forms an important aspect of their character. It could also lead to the loss of buildings,
should the associated farmland be part of development plans. A more substantial extension in the
form of a Garden City suburb would have potential to affect a wider area. Depending upon site
design and layout, effects on the historic environment should be possible to manage. However, there
is increased potential to affect the setting of assets that are within an open countryside setting such
as Bradley Hall. A minor negative effect is predicted here for options 2, 3 and 4. Under option 1,
where the geographical scale of development would be greater for the garden city suburb, the effects
would not be anticipated to be substantially different to options 2, 3 and 4, as the additional areas
involved do not contain any designated heritage assets. However, the character of the area would
be changed, and this could affect the setting of buildings of local interest.
A more dispersed approach to development around the urban fringe (option 5) would better avoid
effects in the open countryside on heritage assets such as farm buildings. However, due to the
smaller scale of the sites involved, there would be less potential to implement a buffer between the
urban area and new development in the countryside. In some locations this could affect the
character of heritage assets on the urban fringe and so a minor negative effect is predicted for option
5.
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Landscape
Option 1


Option 2


?

Option 3


?

Option 4


?

Option 5


Discussion of effects
An extension to the west of the urban area would necessitate the loss of Green Belt that has a strong
contribution to its function. This is predicted to have a permanent negative effect upon landscape
character in this part of the borough (for options 3 and 4).
An extension to the south-west of Warrington would lead to the loss of open Green Belt land. Although
this would affect the open character of this area, this parcel of land is mostly considered to make a
moderate contribution to the Green Belt and its development would be unlikely to alter the character of
any nearby settlements. Therefore, the effects upon landscape character are predicted to be minor; with
the potential to mitigate and or secure enhancements.
A major extension to the south-east of the urban area is likely to affect the rural character of the
countryside in this part of Warrington and would change the relationship between Appleton Thorn and
Grappenhall Heys with their surrounding areas. Though some parcels of land in this area are only
considered to make a weak contribution to the Green Belt; others are predicted to have a moderate or
strong contribution and it would be difficult to avoid all these area. The cumulative loss of open land is
predicted to be negative. However, the large scale nature of an extension at this location ought to
provide opportunities for mitigation and enhancement to ensure that significant effects upon landscape
are avoided.
At a larger scale of growth required for a Garden City, further loss of Green Belt would be necessary,
and development could expand into more sensitive parcels of land. This presents the potential for
significant negative effects upon landscape character across this area. However, the M6 does provide a
strong barrier to prevent the coalescence of the urban area with settlements such as Lymm. Similarly,
the M56 forms a strong barrier to the south. The large scale nature of a Garden City suburb should also
allow for green infrastructure enhancements to be an integral feature of the layout and design of any
development. Therefore, whilst negative effects are predicted, it is possible the significance of these
could be reduced with appropriate master-planning / landscaping and design.
Overall a negative effect is predicted for option 2 to reflect the scale of growth to the south east of the
urban area. However, there is potential for these effects to be managed, and so an uncertainty has been
recorded. Though there is also development to the south west of the urban area, this is unlikely to have
significant negative effects.
Option 3 would have similar effects to option 2 in relation to a Garden City Suburb. However, the overall
effects would be more adverse, as a western extension is likely to have more pronounced effects on
landscape character compared to an extension to the south west of Warrington. Consequently, a
significant negative effect is predicted.
Option 4 would also have a negative effect to the south east of the urban area, though the magnitude
would be lesser compared to option 2. However, this option would also lead to the loss of land with a
strong contribution to the Green Belt to the west of the urban area. Overall, the combined effects on
landscape are considered to be negative.
A more dispersed approach (option 5) would allow for the more sensitive parts of land surrounding the
urban area to be avoided. Indeed, much of the land immediately adjacent to the urban area to the south
east of the urban area is considered to have a weak contribution to Green Belt. The scale of expansion
into the countryside would also be lower in any particular location, which ought to ensure that effects are
less widespread. Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted, as there would be a cumulative loss of
land around the urban fringes. However, these effects ought to be less dramatic compared to the urban
extension and Garden City approaches.
For option1, the scale of growth at the Garden City Suburb would be the highest, resulting in further
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expansion into the countryside and / or increased densities. This would have more prominent effects
on the character of the landscape to the south east, as the scope for retaining open greens space would
be less compared to the alternatives involving a lower amount of growth at the garden city. Conversely,
there would be no growth elsewhere, and so potential effects associated with growth to the west or
south west of the urban area would be avoided. Overall, a moderate negative effect is predicted.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Option 1


Option 2
?



Option 3
?



Option 4
?



Option 5
?



Discussion of effects
An extension to the west of the urban area would not intrude upon any sites designated or identified as
potentially important for biodiversity. Development would be mostly on agricultural land that is not
known to contain any important habitats or species and so effects are predicted to be neutral. Should
development involve land adjacent to the St Helens Canal / River Mersey, there may be some potential
for effects upon water quality (and subsequently wildlife) through polluting and disturbing activities.
However, the likelihood of effects is considered to be low given the need for mitigation during
construction activities.
An extension to the south west of Warrington would not intrude upon any sites designated or identified
as potentially important for biodiversity. Development would be mostly on agricultural land that is not
known to contain any important habitats or species and so effects are predicted to be neutral at this
stage. The development is nearby to Moore Nature Reserve, which attracts and provides habitat to a
wide range of biodiversity. However, direct effects are unlikely to occur, and there are no known wildlife
links between the reserve and land to the south of Warrington. This ought to be confirmed through more
detailed studies should any development be proposed.
Development to the south east of the urban area has the potential to cause disturbance to several local
wildlife sites (The Dingle and Fords Rough and Grapenhall Heys) and a network of BAP Woodland
Orchard. This could be through increased recreational pressure from new development, and / or a loss
of surrounding greenfield land. However, the scale of the development ought to allow for considerable
inclusion of green infrastructure enhancements, and provided such measures were incorporated into
layout and design then potential significant negative effects ought to be mitigated. Should the
preservation and enhancement of woodland orchard habitat be adopted as a key design principle, then
development could achieve enhancement perhaps, but the extent to which this would happen is
unknown at this stage, and therefore negative effects have been recorded.
At a higher scale of growth associated with the Garden City suburb (options 1, 2, 3), there would be
further expansion into the countryside. Whilst this could have some localised negative effects on wildlife
that might be present on development sites, there are no designated habitats in the areas that would be
likely to be developed. Therefore the effects are not predicted to be significantly different to those that
are predicted for a major urban extension in the south east (reflecting the fact that much land of potential
biodiversity value is located closer to the urban fringe). A Garden City proposal would also be likely to
include an enhanced level of green infrastructure provision, perhaps in the form of a country park, which
could potentially include benefits for biodiversity. Under option 1, the scale of growth would be larger
still, and expand into areas to the south of Thelwall. There are local wildlife sites in this area, which
could be potentially affected by development.
A more dispersed approach to development should allow for the more sensitive sites to be avoided, and
would not necessitate as expansive development to the south east. This should help to minimise the
potential for negative effects on biodiversity. However, growth along the urban fringes in the south east
could still cause disturbance to local wildlife sites and BAP habitats, so negative effects have been
identified. The potential for strategic enhancements would be slightly lower for this option, as it would
promote a more piecemeal form of development.
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Overall, option 2 is predicted to have a negative effect, though this could potentially be offset through
mitigation and enhancement. This relates mainly to development to the south-east of the urban area,
as development to the south west is not predicted to have significant effects on biodiversity. Options 3
and 4 are also predicted to have similar negative effects, as both also involve large scale growth to the
south-east. Though these alternatives also include growth to the west, this is not considered likely to
have a significant effect on biodiversity. Option 1 could affect a wider area to the south east, with
additional possible effects upon biodiversity to the south of Thelwall (compared to the smaller garden
city approaches). Though it ought to be possible to mitigate such effects through avoidance and green
infrastructure enhancement, the greater scale of growth here could present the potential for more
prominent effects on wildlife overall. Consequently a major negative effect is predicted at this stage.

Climate change and resource use
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

/?

/?

/?

/?



Discussion of effects
Irrespective of the distribution of development, growth is likely to lead to an increase in the use of
energy and resources, and in the generation of waste. Each option aspires to increased levels of
economic growth, and would encourage more housebuilding to support increased economic activity.
Consequently, a minor negative effect is predicted for each alternative.
With regards to green infrastructure enhancement for climate change resilience, there is potential for
networks to be affected (either positively or negatively) by development on the edge of the urban
area. Effects are more likely to be identified at a site specific level and potential enhancement /
mitigation measures should also be possible to establish (for example strengthening networks of GI
and improving access to such areas). However, some broad observations have been made below.
Extensions to the west of the urban area and the south of the Waterfront would not be likely to sever
any established green infrastructure links, nor would it present particular opportunities to enhance
links / develop resilient developments. Consequently, effects are predicted to be neutral (though it is
acknowledged that good design could possibly generate positive effects).
A potential extension to the south east of the urban area presents the potential for effects upon
Green Infrastructure networks. Depending upon the nature of development, this could be positive or
negative. There are bands of BAP Woodland Orchard, wildlife sites and mature trees surrounding
Grappenhall Heys and extending down through the Dingle and Fords Rough. Development of a
large extension or Garden City suburb could lead to the fragmentation of these networks on one
hand, but on the other may provide opportunities to strengthen links between GI in this location and
extend networks further out into the countryside. If well designed, this could help to deliver more
resilient developments with good access to green infrastructure. At this stage, an uncertain effect is
predicted for options1, 2, 3 and 4. However, it should be possible to plan positively for green
infrastructure given the scale of the development site being proposed.
The potential for decentralised energy networks ought to be most prominent for the Garden City
Suburb, which will generate the level of growth to support a new district centre. For options 1, 2 and
3, which involve higher scale of growth (6000 or 8000 dwellings), the centre is likely to support new
shops, a leisure centre (including swimming pool) some employment, health facilities and a
secondary school. In addition to the new housing, this development could form the basis of a
potentially viable network with suitable anchor loads for heat demand. However, at this stage, the
viability and feasibility of a district energy network is unknown, and therefore uncertain effects are
predicted. Should a Garden City Suburb be pursued it is recommended that an energy potential
study is undertaken to explore these possibilities. Any opportunities would need to be an integral
feature of the masterplanning process. Under a more dispersed approach (option 5), and at a lower
level of growth at the Garden Suburb (as per option 4) opportunities for a local decentralised energy
network are considered to be less likely given that the range of facilities and services (and thus
anchor loads for heat) would not be as great.
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Options 1, 2, 3 and 4 perform similarly overall, which is not surprising given that each involves large scale development to the south east of the
urban area and urban extension(s) to the west or central areas (for options 2, 3 and 4). Each is predicted to have positive effects upon the
economy and housing, due to the delivery of new homes which will help to provide for housing need, create jobs, and stimulate local spending.
However, the positive effects are most pronounced for options 1 and 2, which are considered more likely to contribute to the New City concept
and to secure strategic infrastructure improvements to support the developments and the wider area.
Each option is predicted to have similar negative effects upon agricultural land, with Grade 2 and 3 land being lost regardless of location. The
effects in terms of flooding are also similar, given that none of the areas are substantially affected by flood risk, and the use of natural
resources is also likely to be the same regardless of locational differences.
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The alternatives differ in terms of health and wellbeing, with options 1, 2 and 3 having a more pronounced positive effect on health (compared
to alternatives 4 and 5) due to the fact that the Garden City suburb would generate the critical mass to support new health facilities. There are
also differences with regards to accessibility, with options 1, 2 and 3 generating a more positive effect due to the enhancements to transport
infrastructure that would be required, as well as establishing accessible local centres / a neighbourhood hub.
For each option however, an increase in development could put pressure on transport networks, which is recorded as a potential negative
effect for each option. The effects are predicted to be most prominent for option 1, as the greatest amount of development would be located in
one location, and there would be a need for substantial infrastructure investment. Having said this, it is acknowledged that new infrastructure
could be secured to support strategic growth under all of the options, and this could help to mitigate and tackle potential congestion issues, as
well as improving public transport links. This is especially the case for the alternatives that involve the south-east Garden City Suburb and the
South West Warrington Urban Extension (which could benefit more from the Warrington Western Link Road).
With regards to the built environment, each option could have negative effects, as there are listed heritage assets either on or adjacent to the
development locations. However, growth to the west would affect land demonstrating historic field patterns too. There will also be effects upon
landscape character regardless of location as the scale of growth is substantial. Option 3 however is predicted to have the potential for the
greatest negative effects as it involves an extension to the west which would lead to the loss of strong Green Belt land, as well as more
widespread effects on landscape to the south east (due to the scale of the Garden City suburb). For each of the options there may be
potential for enhancement for landscape and biodiversity to the south eastern extension, but it is uncertain at this stage the extent to which this
might occur. Furthermore, option 1 could have more pronounced negative effects on biodiversity given that it would involve further expansion
into the countryside in areas which contain local wildlife sites and BAP habitats.
Option 5 performs most differently on more of the sustainability factors compared to options 1, 2, 3 and 4. With this alternative, it should be
possible to avoid as much loss of agricultural land of Grade 2 classification (though it would still be Grade 3). The effects on built heritage and
landscape character should also be of a lesser magnitude given that the scale of growth (in any one location) would be much less than
options1, 2, 3 and 4. However, the main difference between this alternative and the others is that it performs much more poorly with regards to
accessibility and health and wellbeing.
The more dispersed development is, the poorer it performs in this regard. Given the location of sites, the scale of growth and the infrastructure
constraints in the main urban area, for this option to be reasonable, it is likely that there would still need to be at least one larger concentration
of sites which would effectively still result in an urban extension as part of this option. The remaining development needs would be delivered in
a more dispersed manner, which would be less likely to support health facilities for new communities and strategic improvements to green
infrastructure. It would also be less likely to secure supporting road infrastructure upgrades in these areas.
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APPENDIX D: APPRAISAL OF BROAD EMPLOYMENT AREAS
This appendix presents an appraisal of three broad employment areas identified as strategic
options for the delivery of employment land requirements.
These options are not mutually exclusive, as the level of employment development required
could not be delivered at one of these locations alone. However, undertaking an appraisal of
these broad areas helps to understand the likely effects associated with development in
these broad locations; which in turn can help to inform the employment strategy in the draft
Plan. The appraisal of these broad areas makes assumptions about the quantum of growth
that could be delivered and the likely site/sites that could be developed in each of these
areas (as outlined in the table below). However, specific site allocations are not confirmed at
this stage and would be informed by further appraisal of site options.
Option 1: Land at M56 Junction 9 (Total provided is based on consolidation of a number
of individual sites into a strategic employment location, as shown in the South East Urban
Area Development Concept).
Option 2: Land at Warrington Waterfront
• Port Warrington site
• ‘Wider land’ within waterfront
Option 3: Land adjacent to Omega
• Call for sites – several site options
• Westward extension (within St Helens)

Methodology
The appraisal identifies and evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline / likely future
baseline associated with each alternative, drawing on the sustainability topics and objectives
as a methodological framework.
The task of forecasting effects is inherently challenging due to:
•

The high level nature of the policy measures under consideration;

•

Being limited by definition of the baseline and (in particular) the future baseline;

•

The ability of developers to design out/mitigate effects during the planning
application stage.

In light of this, where likely significant effects are predicted this is done with an
accompanying explanation of the assumptions made. 10
It is important to note that effects are predicted based upon the criteria presented within
the SEA Regulations. 11 So, for example, account is taken of the nature of effects
(including magnitude, spatial coverage and duration), the sensitivity of receptors, and the
likelihood of effects occurring as far as possible. The potential for ‘cumulative’ effects is
10

As stated by Government Guidance (The Plan Making Manual, see
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=156210): "Ultimately, the significance of an effect is a matter of judgment and
should require no more than a clear and reasonable justification."
11
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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also considered. These effect ‘characteristics’ are described within the appraisal as
appropriate under each sustainability topic. A table is also presented under each topic
summarising the predicted effects and their characteristics (i.e. namely whether they are
significant or not).
For each alternative, one of the following symbols has been allocated for each SA topic.
Significant negative effect
Negative effect
Minor negative effect
Neutral effect










Minor positive effect
Positive effect
Significant positive effect
Effects are unclear

?

Economy and Employment
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3







Each of the options is likely to have a positive effect on the economy by providing land for
employment opportunities in attractive locations.
Employment development at Port Warrington and the wider Waterfront area contributes particularly
well to the New City concept, and ought to provide employment opportunities in proximity to areas of
deprivation. A significant positive effect is predicted.
Whilst Omega and the M56 (J9) employment areas are less likely to provide jobs that are more easily
accessible to deprived communities (compared to the Port Warrington / Wider Waterfront), they are
more attractive for strategic distribution and warehousing. Whilst providing local job opportunities,
these locations should therefore also attract workers from a wider travel to work area. A significant
positive effect is therefore predicted for Options1 and 3.

Health and Wellbeing
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3





/?

Development at all three of the broad employment areas would not have effects upon formal open
space or green infrastructure networks. The effects on wellbeing are therefore neutral in this respect.
With regards to community safety, the development of land for employment opportunities ought to help
tackle unemployment and elements of deprivation in the long term, both of which are contributors to
crime. There could therefore be some minor positive effects in the long term as a result of
development in any of these broad employment areas.
With regards to health, the development of land for employment opportunities ought to help tackle
unemployment and elements of deprivation in the long term, both of which are contributors to health
and wellbeing more generally. There could therefore be some minor positive effects in the long term
as a result of development in any of these broad employment areas.
Access to the sites by active modes of travel (i.e. walking and cycling) is likely to vary and only benefit
those communities that are in fairly close proximity. For Omega and Port Warrington, there are
existing communities in the Warrington urban area that could potentially access the sites via active
modes of travel. For the M56/J9 site, the development would be less accessible by these modes of
travel to communities in the existing urban area. However, they should be accessible to communities
as part of a Garden City Suburb.
Effects upon amenity are not anticipated to be significant at the broad employment area at Port
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Warrington / Waterfront and at the M56/J9. This is largely due to the absence of existing residential
development in these areas. This is also the case at Omega, dependent upon the location and
magnitude of growth. For example, development to the north west could potentially have implications
for residents at Kingswood. Therefore, an uncertain effect is recorded for option 2.

Accessibility
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

?

?

?

Development at Port Warrington and the wider Waterfront is not currently accessible by public
transport, but enhanced links to the site would be essential as part of development. Nevertheless,
development would be expected to increase car usage, which could put pressure on local road
networks. This could potentially affect levels of congestion, but supporting infrastructure would need to
be developed prior to employment being brought forward.
The M56/J9 broad employment area does not have strong existing public transport links. Therefore,
increased development in this area would be likely to encourage car use. Its good connection to the
motorway network could also encourage car usage, particularly from longer distance commuters.
However, as part of a wider Garden City Suburb, development here could support new public transport
services into this area, which would help to increase levels of usage from within Warrington.
Improvements to the strategic road network would also be anticipated, to accommodate new
development and relieve congestion.
Development at Omega would be supported by some existing public transport links, though access to
the site itself would still involve considerable walking from bus stops. Therefore, increased
development would still be expected to lead to increases in car usage. Commuters from farther
distances would also be expected to use car travel, especially given its strong links to the M62. There
is a road network in place to support growth in this location?
With regards to improved connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists; Port Warrington / Waterfront
presents opportunities to enhance canal routes and strengthen links to the town centre. The
opportunities for walking and cycling at the M56/J9 employment area are considered to be lesser, as
there are no nearby residential areas or local centres to link to.
Overall, uncertain effects are predicted for each option with regards to accessibility. Whilst each option
is expected to increase car trips and HGV traffic, each could potentially include improvements to
transport infrastructure and public transport services.

Housing
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

-

-

-

Each of the options is predicted to have a neutral effect on housing, as they will not contribute to new
housing.
Development within the broad locations for employment is considered more suitable for employment
rather than housing given that they are adjacent existing employment uses (for options 1 and 3).
There is sufficient land available to deliver housing needs on more appropriate sites, and therefore
development at these broad locations for employment would not affect housing delivery.
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Natural resources: Agricultural land
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3



-

-

Land at Omega / Lingley Mere is mainly classified as non-agricultural, and therefore development would
have a neutral effect.
Port Warrington and the majority of land in the Waterfront area is classified as non-agricultural, and
therefore development at this broad location would have neutral effects.
Land at M56 J9 is classified as a mix of Grade 2 and Grade 3 agricultural land. Development would be
likely to result in the loss of over 20ha of agricultural land, and therefore a significant negative effect is
predicted.

Natural resources: water quality
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

-

-

-

None of the broad employment areas fall within Groundwater Protection Zones. The effects are
therefore predicted to be neutral for each option.

Natural resources: Air quality
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3







Each of the options will increase the amount of vehicular trips to and from the employment locations.
This will include commuting and business trips; which would also involve an increase in HGV trips,
particularly to the M56(J9) site and the Omega site (given their attractiveness to warehousing and
distribution uses). The potential effects on air quality are likely to be negative, but the extent of this is
uncertain as traffic modelling has not yet been undertaken, and there may also be infrastructure
improvements that could minimise these effects.
In terms of the effect of air quality on human health, it is more likely that an increase in trips along
routes through residential and town centre areas would have negative effects (through greater
exposure). In this respect, option 1, would be the least likely to have negative effects, as the routes
along which air quality could be most affected (i.e. the M56, M6 and B536) are not in close proximity to
residential receptors along the majority of routes. In contrast, trips towards Port Warrington /
Waterfront (option 2) could worsen air quality along routes that pass through residential areas into the
inner parts of Warrington. Without investment in road infrastructure (i.e. Warrington Western Link
road) this could have negative effects. However, compared to options 1 and 3, the employment
development likely to take place at the Waterfront would be less likely to involve distribution and
warehousing; and so HGV movement (which has greater implications for air quality) would not be as
prominent.
Omega would also attract increased trips, and whilst the majority would be likely to increase air quality
issues along the M62 (I.e. away from human receptors), there are some communities that could be
affected by changes to air quality. For example those adjacent to the routes into Omega such as
Burtonwood Road and Lingley Green Avenue.
Overall, each option is predicted to have a minor negative effect on air quality. However, modelling
should be undertaken to confirm whether emissions are likely to lead to significant changes to air
quality or not, and how this would affect human health.

91

Natural resources: resource use and efficiency
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3







Development of employment land at each of the broad locations will lead to the generation of waste
during construction and the operation of development. This would be the case regardless of location
though, and therefore each option is predicted to have similar effects (assuming the scale and type of
development is comparable). The potential to minimise waste generation during construction and
operation could be supported through plan policies, though it is important to acknowledge that the
efficiency of building design is mostly guided by national standards. A minor negative effect is
recorded to reflect the potential for increased levels of waste overall.

Natural resources: flooding
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

-



-

Land at Omega falls entirely within flood zone one, and therefore effects on flood risk are predicted to
be neutral.
Large amounts of Port Warrington and parts of the wider Waterfront area fall within flood zone 2/3.
Consequently, a potential moderate negative effect is predicted.
Land at M56 J9 falls entirely within flood zone 1 and therefore effects on flood risk are predicted to be
neutral.
It is assumed that changes to surface water run-off could be managed appropriately through plan
policies that require sustainable drainage systems.

Built heritage
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3



-

-

Development at Omega is unlikely to have significant effects upon the historic environment. There
are no designated or locally important assets located on the potential sites. There is only one
designated asset within fairly close proximity, which is a moated site at Barrow Old Hall. However,
development at Omega would be unlikely to affect this asset as it would not affect its setting.
Development in the broad employment area at M56 J9 (Option 1) could potentially have effects upon
several listed farm buildings, whether that is through a direct loss of such assets, or effects upon their
settings. The setting of Bradley Hall Moated Site (Ancient Monument) could also be affected by
development in this location.
Development at Port Warrington and the wider Waterfront area is unlikely to affect the character of
urban built up areas, or countryside settlements. However, there is a grade 2 listed asset (Moore
Lane Bridge), which forms part of an entrance to the site along Moore Lane. Development is not
considered likely to have a significant effect on the setting of the bridge. Increased traffic into the
Port Warrington site could possibly affect its condition should Moor Lane experience increased
throughput. However, access to the site would be from a new link road. Therefore, significant effects
are unlikely.
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Landscape
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3





?

Development at the M56 J9 employment area falls largely within the Red Sandstone Escarpment local
character area (3a Appleton and Grappenhall). The character area covers a rather large amount of
land, and so it has different features and sensitivities. Broadly, this area is reasonably well-wooded with
a diversity of features in the landscape, including small ponds, ridges, knolls and incised stream valleys.
The agricultural landscape including hedgerows appears generally well-maintained and the area
presents an attractive rural quality. This area is however particularly sensitive to further building
development. Development here would extend considerably into the countryside, though it would be
bounded by the M6 to the east and the M56 to the south. A potential negative effect is predicted.
Development at Port Warrington and the wider Waterfront area falls within the Mersey Flood Plain,
which is characterised by industrial activity. However, parts of this landscape type have become
important for wildlife, and present important landscapes against the generally lower quality of the
surrounding areas. Port Warrington falls within a local wildlife site and therefore could be sensitive to
development. Other parts of the wider Waterfront are less sensitive to development. Overall, there is
potential for minor negative effects on landscape character, though it ought to be possible to introduce
enhancement measures.
Development at Omega would fall into the broad character area Type 4: Level Areas of Farmland and
Former Airfields (4b Former Burton Airfield). This is characterised by open views from the M62, which
has a visual and audible dominance. This area has previously been considered to have low landscape
sensitivity, but the peripheral parts of the former airfield site have benefited from natural regeneration. It
is likely that these features could be retained as part of development, but an uncertain negative effect is
recorded as a precautionary measure to reflect the potential damage to these features. A western
extension into St Helens would have effects outside of Warrington, but these are not anticipated to be
significant given that there is a large tract of countryside between Omega and the nearest settlement in
St Helens.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Option 1

Option 2
-

Option 3


-

Development on land at Omega would not be likely to affect designated habitats, being relatively distant
from the nearest wildlife sites. Though parts of the area contain biodiversity action plan habitat
(woodland orchard), it should be possible to avoid such habitats, or to secure mitigation / enhancement
measures.
Port Warrington and the wider Waterfront area are in close proximity to a number of local wildlife sites.
In particular, Port Warrington contains parts of a local wildlife site, which could be disturbed during
construction and operation of employment development. This presents the opportunity for negative
effects on wildlife in the short, medium and long term.
There are no designated wildlife sites within close proximity to the broad employment area at M56 J9.
There are some pockets of woodland orchard within the area, but it is probable that these could be
protected and/or enhanced through landscaping. Consequently, it is considered unlikely that there
would be significant effects on important wildlife habitats.
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Climate change and resource use
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

-

-

-

Discussion of effects
Development at Omega is considered unlikely to present opportunities to establish a decentralised
energy network. The type of employment established would not involve sufficient heat demand, nor
would there be housing or other forms of development to support a network. At Port Warrington /
Waterfront, there are other uses that could support a decentralised energy network, though there
may be physical barriers such as the Manchester Ship Canal. Therefore, at both of these broad
areas, a neutral effect is predicted. At the M65/J9, employment on its own would be unlikely to
support a new energy network, but as part of a wider Garden City Suburb, there may be potential. At
this stage, the effects are predicted to be neutral as there is no solid evidence to support a network.
None of the sites are considered likely to offer significant opportunities to secure strategic
enhancements to the green infrastructure network, and therefore effects upon climate change
resilience are predicted to be neutral.

94

Natural resources:
Agricultural land

Natural resources:
Water Quality

Natural resources;
resource efficiency

Natural resources:
Flooding

?

-



-





-

Option 2: Waterfront





?

-



-





Option 3: Omega



/?

?

-



-





-

Climate change and
resource use

Housing



Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

Accessibility



Landscape

Health and
wellbeing

Option 1: M56 (J9)

Built Heritage

Economy and
regeneration

Natural Resources:
Air Quality

Summary of appraisal findings





-

-





-

?

-

-

-

Each of the broad employment areas is likely to have a significant positive effect upon the economy by supporting employment growth in areas that are
attractive to business and / or could benefit communities of need. This ought to have knock-on benefits for health and wellbeing.
A neutral effect is predicted for each option for housing, water quality, flooding and climate change.
Each of the options is likely to lead to a loss of best and most versatile agricultural land, but this is the most prominent for option 1.
Each option is predicted to have a minor negative effect on air quality, as employment growth is likely to contribute to increased car and HGV trips in close
proximity to AQMAs.
A minor negative effect is predicted for resource use and efficiency, as employment growth will lead to an increase in the generation of waste.
The effects on built heritage are significant for option 1, as the location involves several listed farmhouses and a scheduled monument. The effects for
options 2 and 3 are predicted to be less prominent.
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The effects on landscape are also most prominent for option 1, which would involve intrusion into the countryside. The effects for options 2 and 3 are less
prominent.
Option 2 could have negative effects upon biodiversity due to the proximity of a local nature reserve to the Waterfront. For options 2 and 3, neutral
effects are predicted.

96

97

About AECOM
AECOM (NYSE: ACM) is built to deliver a better world. We design,
build, finance and operate infrastructure assets for governments,
businesses and organizations in more than 150 countries.
As a fully integrated firm, we connect knowledge and experience
across our global network of experts to help clients solve their
most complex challenges.

From high-performance buildings and infrastructure, to resilient
communities and environments, to stable and secure nations, our
work is transformative, differentiated and vital. A Fortune 500 firm,
AECOM companies had revenue of approximately US$19 billion
during the 12 months ended June 30, 2015.

See how we deliver what others can only imagine at
aecom.com and @AECOM.

98

