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Introduction
1. The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the Government’s planning
policies for England and how these are expected to be applied.1 It sets out
the Government’s requirements for the planning system only to the extent
that it is relevant, proportionate and necessary to do so. It provides a
framework within which local people and their accountable councils can
produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which reﬂect
the needs and priorities of their communities.
Core planning principles
17. Within the overarching roles that the planning system ought to play, a set of
core land-use planning principles should underpin both plan-making and
decision-taking. These 12 principles are that planning should:
◦

be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their
surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out a
positive vision for the future of the area. Plans should be kept up-to-date,
and be based on joint working and co-operation to address larger than
local issues. They should provide a practical framework within which
decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of
predictability and efficiency;

….”
The NPPF clearly shows that the Local People are empowered to jointly work with their
accountable council to produce a Local Plan and not to be told this is the local plan by the council
prior to March 2012. That old planning regime has now gone.
Although the NPPF does not give criteria in what way the Local People influences and
determinates the Local Plan, it is obvious that the local people have to give their bless to the
council if this council needs extra money before the council can realise the Local Plan. This is a
logic consequence of the NPPF.
The Local Plan adopted in 2014, and thus created under the NPPF, failed also to follow the NPPF
process with joint working and co-operation with the Local People.
In fact the final Inspectors Report was not given to the Local People to study and approve to
comply with the NPPF paragraph 1. Instead it was left in the hands of their accountable council,
who (WBC only) were consequently taken to court by one of the developers. It must be noted that
the Court summons was served to the accountable council, Warrington Borough Council and not to
the Local People and their accountable council. So this put doubts on the validity of this courts'
judgement, as it has not been served on the Local People of Warrington (see later Local Plan
2012-2027 Legal Challenge).
This is now the new face of planning, for if the adopted Local Plan once created with various future
planning aspects are included, as accepted by the Local People as stated in the NPPF, then under
the paragraphs 11, 12 and 13 of the NPPF:
“The presumption in favour of sustainable development
11. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.7
12. This National Planning Policy Framework does not change the statutory status
of the development plan as the starting point for decision making. Proposed
development that accords with an up-to-date Local Plan should be approved,
and proposed development that conﬂicts should be refused unless other
material considerations indicate otherwise. It is highly desirable that local
planning authorities should have an up-to-date plan in place.
13. The National Planning Policy Framework constitutes guidance 8 for local
Page 4 of 45

planning authorities and decision-takers both in drawing up plans and as
a material consideration in determining applications.”
7 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and section 70(2) of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.
8 A list of the documents revoked and replaced by this Framework is at Annex 3. Section 19(2)(a) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states, in relation to plan-making, that the local planning authority
must have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State.

Then subsequent applications that accord with the up-to-date Local Plan should be approved
without the need of further approval from the Local People. For once the Local Plan has been
approved by the Local People the decision-taking is then under the proper planning authority (local
Planning Authority or the Planning Inspectorate with ministerial decision).
The Warrington Local Plan Review has disregarded the fundamental controlling first paragraph of
the NPPF. The involvement of the Local People has been placed as a secondary role by their
accountable council Warrington Borough Council. For the words of the NPPF paragraph 1 states,
“Local people and their accountable councils can produce their own distinctive local and
neighbourhood plans”, where the word “and” indicates equal/together/work jointly; together with
the use in the sentence of “their” which refers solely to the Local People not to the accountable
council, which means it is the local people who together with their accountable council produce a
plan the local people approve.
The reference to Local People runs through the NPPF in the way, especially as a core planning
principle as shown above.
Warrington Borough Council Local Plan Review 2012-2027
The Local People's comments on their accountable council, (WBC), proposal to review the recently
approved and adopted Local Plan only by WBC, from the Inspector's report on the examination of
the WBC Core Strategy. The inspector's report was not approved by the Local People prior to WBC
adopting the Local Plan 2012-2027 in July 2014, published in February 2015.
In the adopted Local Plan 2012-2027 it is stated in Policy CS 3 and paragraph 19.2 that the local
plan can be modified if the need requires or updated every 5 years:
“Policy CS 3
Overall Spatial Strategy - Maintaining a 10 Year Forward Supply of Housing Land.

Should monitoring indicate that an on-going, 5 years’ deliverable and a subsequent 5 years’
supply of developable housing land can no longer be sustained or where it can be
demonstrated that housing need cannot be met within Warrington, the Council will review
its housing land provision, and bring on-stream additional housing sites as required, with
priority given to encouraging the reuse of previously developed land and avoiding sites in
the Green Belt where possible.
19.2 The Local Plan Core strategy looks over a long term 15 year time frame. In the arena
of the built and natural environment many issues may change over this time. Whilst the
plan contains flexibility, it may not always be possible to have maximum certainty about the
deliverability of the strategy. It may therefore be necessary to review the Local Plan Core
Strategy before the end of the plan period. If monitoring of the strategy does not trigger
such a review, a full review of the Local Plan Core Strategy will be undertaken every 5
years.”
This paragraph appears to have now been invoked by WBC only, without first having positive
meetings or discussions with the Local People, to the reasons behind the trigger to a review of the
local plan 2012-2027 within less than 2 years from adoption in July 2014 published February 2015,
for a new local plan period from 2017-2037.
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This shows that WBV is wasting time and money to create a local plan over a period of 20 years
(2017 – 2037) when an update must be done in 5 years time.
When this is not done, it would be logic to put in a time schedule for every five years.
Local Plan 2012-2027 Legal Challenge
It is note that a developer and not the Local People challenged the adopted Local Plan 2012-2027
and took only the accountable council WBC (and not the Local People and their accountable
council) to High Court where various paragraphs were quashed from the adopted Local Plan 20122027. The developer being a company can not be classed as Local People, the consequence of as
the developer failed to serve their court challenge against the correct body responsible for the local
plan 2012-2027 (as per the NPPF paragraph 1), the application of the court judgement is as a only
as piece of paper, due to not being served correctly and as a consequence the judgement can not
be applied to the Local People and their accountable council WBC adopted Local Plan 2012-2027.
This lays solely on the developer and not on the Local People or their accountable council WBC or
court for not serving the challenge in the appropriate manner.
Call for Sites
The documents accompanying the Local Plan Review show there has been a “Call for Sites” with
the adopted local plan 2012-2027 in place. This action caused only WBC not the Local People to
invoke the Local Plan 2012-2027 paragraph 19.2 With only as it looks like days after the local plan
2012-2027 was adopted in July 2014. This call for sites was without the Local People's approval as
its intention was for WBC to change the adopted Local Plan 2012-2027. To which has been shown
to have been the case with the Local Plan Review consultation without first Local People approval.
This call for site looks as if the Local Plan 2012-2027 was flawed from the outset. Also in all cases
once there is an item produced or published, there is always someone who will always say “can it
do this or that”, with the answer “no”, with the response “can it”, the reply “yes, but you should have
told us at the start, now if you want these changes there will be an extra cost”. This the Local
People are now seeing and facing the cost due to WBC for failing to assess the local plan 20122027 with reliable requirements and to inform the Local People at the onset to develop the core
strategy for the local plan 2012-2027 in the first place. Policy CS 3 and paragraph 19.2 now appear
as a “Get out of Jail Free” card to quote the board game 'Monopoly', for WBC to use with no
apparent reason without the Local People being first informed as to Why, especially so soon after
the Local Plan 2012-2027 was adopted.
Duty to Co-operate
With respect to the “Duty to Co-operate” (DTC), though a planning preserve between councils to
discuss a way forward, as the DTC is referred to in paragraphs subservient to paragraph 1 of the
NPPF, namely paragraphs 54 and 178 and finally checked in paragraph 182, all require the cooperation of the Local People to first approve the areas of co-operation for their accountable
council to proceed with the DTC with the appropriate council.
The law on duty to co-operate is between the Local People's accountable council and the
neighbouring councils, where the law shows only the councils can arrange the co-operation on
areas next to the joint borders of each council's area. The NPPF shows that the duty to co-operate
are paragraphs after paragraph 1, so the duty to co-operate, as stated in paragraph 17, has to
follow paragraph 1.
So as it is the Local People who with and alongside their (the Local People) accountable council
(WBC) to produce their (lthe Local People) Local Plan any aspect that is in the proposed local plan
must be ratified first by the local people in conjunction with their accountable council. This includes
the duty to co-operate on strategies development included in the proposed local plan that concerns
consulting a neighbouring council, where the local people first understand and give their approval
for their accountable council to enter into discussions with the neighbouring council concerned.
Once the Local People approve then the accountable council can enter discussion with the council
concerned and once agreed report back to the Local People who can agree or disagree with the
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outcome of the duty to co-operate discussions. This WBC did not enter in to with the Local People
prior to agreeing with the duty to co-operate with the concerned council(s). This makes the Duty to
co-operate an invalid submission and is rejected from any local plan review by the Local People.
Warrington Borough Council Local Plan Review 2017-2037 Consultation Summer 2017
In the consultation without Local People approval first Warrington Borough Council presented on
several presentation days for the local people to scrutinise their accountable council's local plan
review. The presentation consisted of several maps or plans as to inform those local people what
will happen to their area by WBC. Many people were annoyed as if being dictated to and accept
what their accountable council WBC have solely decided to do and are proposing without prior
notice between the Local People and their accountable council as directed by the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as shown above.
In the consultation meetings was not shown the co-operation with the Neighbouring Councils
especially as the Preferred option shows to the south of Warrington called the Garden City with
6324 new homes through release of Green Belt; 950 new homes within the urban area; up to 5
new schools; new sports facility, Leisure Centre,Country Park, district centre and 3 local centres;
along with a proposal for 116.8 Ha of Employment land. All next to the M56 J10 and M56J9/M6J20
interchange.
With St Helens Council Local Plan proposal of St Helens Omega north/south development
adjacent to extend and link into Warrington Omega north/south in order to use the M62J8 for
access to St Helens Omega development; and together with St Helens council as the
owner/developer proposal to develop Parkside using the M6J22/A579 interchange (The A579 is:
Winwick Lane to Lane Head, Lowton, Wigan; and the Winwick Link Road to the A49 at Winwick,
Warrington), and along with the A49 south to the M62J9.
Both of these St Helens proposals will affect the M6J21a/M62J10 interchange. Together with the
Warrington Omega as well as this is under construction to bring forth new employment units.
St Helens Council Local Plan also has numerous development proposals at the M6J23/A580
interchange and along the A580.
Then Wigan Council In their Local Plan has developments proposed at the M6J25, linking routes to
the north to M6J26/M58 interchange to the south to M6J23/A580 interchange and
M6J21a/M62J10.
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This means the area along the M6 which passes through the Councils of Wigan, St Helens and
Warrington, the developments proposed on top of the already employment infrastructure in place,
will impact upon the Motorway networks from the M6J26/M58 interchange; M6J25; M6J23/A580
interchange; M6J22; M6J21a/M62J10 and M6J20/M56J9.
The M6 having a finite capacity not an infinite capacity for traffic numbers. Despite the Smart
Running project for the M6, the motorway M6 will cease to cope, putting an impact on the local
roads through Wigan, St Helens and Warrington. This means as the A49 effectively runs parallel
with the M6 with links at virtually every junction, the A49 is the flood plain for the M6 when
problems occur. Now with the 3 Local Councils Wigan, St Helens and Warrington proposing
developments to flow extra traffic on to the M6 over the next associated Local Plan Periods for
each council.
The next 10 to 15 years the M6 will be full to over capacity. So what will the A49 be like through
each Council's area, apart from being or having the M6 car park and the A49 car park?
Each Council in preparing their respective Local Plan have the duty to co-operate under the NPPF
this includes looking at the M6 capacity with the neighbouring councils reliance on the M6. No
where does the other councils employment development use of the M6 are applied. True the
responsibility of the Primary Routes and Roads is Highways England under the Secretary of State
for Transport, where ultimate responsibility lies for the M6 motorway. The respective council's Local
Plans in development or when adopted only concern themselves with their section on the impact of
the M6, with Highways England doing the same.
It is now the time for the Local People to insist that in this WBC Local Plan Review 2017-2037, to
put forward that the councils Wigan, St Helens and Warrington together with Highways England to
sit round the table, to discuss the whole motorway M6 impact that junction 20 through to junction
26 due to the proposed new developments proposed along that length of the M6 and associated
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motorways and Local Roads that are affected (A49, A579 and A580). The meeting could be in the
form of a Judicial Review.
Conclusion
The Local People put forward the Local Plan Review 2017-2037 to have a statement: A judicial
Review to take place, where the three councils of Wigan, St Helens and Warrington (maybe other
councils as well) to meet with Highways England and the Department for Transport to discuss the
impact the proposed developments that have been included in their respective local plans will have
on the Motorway networks in particular the M6 motorway, the A580 and the A49 and A579.
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Analysis of the House figures in the Local Plan Review 2017-2037
Local Plan 2012 – 2027 Policy CS 1 and Policy CS 3
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Local Plan 2012 – 2027 Appendix 2
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[Table A4 below is wrong: Column 1(in highlight) should be 2012 – 2017 not 2012 – 2027 as
shown to follow the table for the totals for 2012 – 2027 in column 4 to be correctly
understood.]
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From the above adopted Local Plan 2012 – 2017 July 2014, the housing requirements for this
period as shown in Appendix 2:
“The plan targets the delivery of a minimum 10,500 net new homes between 2006 and
2027, which equates to an annualised average of 500 per annum.”
Then goes on to state,
“Information contained in the main body of the Plan identifies however that potential
housing delivery over the remainder of the plan period could, based on the available
evidence, equate to an average of 607 net new dwellings per annum.”
So the adopted Local Plan 2012 – 2017 utilises a 22% assessment increase over the plan period
of 15 years from 500 new houses to 607 new houses per annum or 9099 new houses over the 20
year period
These figures can be tested against the Warrington Borough Council Population growth figures
available on the website:
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From the population figures above
WBC since 2006 have built 5075 new houses to 2012 out of the 10,500 new houses requirement
stated in the adopted Local Plan 2012 – 2027, leaving 5425 new houses required for the period
2012 - 2027

So from the adopted Local Plan 2012 – 2027, the increase from 500 new houses per annum to
assessment increase of 22% to 607 new homes per annum gives an occupancy of the population
growth per new home or 2.11 for the plan period of 2012 to 2027. This ratio of 2.11 can be applied
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as a 22% increase from 2027 to 2037 for Local Plan Review by Warrington Borough Council. As
these figures are derived from actual figures and applied to national statistics the Local People can
accept these figures to apply to their accountable council Warrington Borough Council.
From the Local Plan Review file: SHMA Warrington Addendum.pdf
1.8 The demographic model was then adjusted through commensurate changes to in (+1) and
out (-1) migration (internal and international) until the level of population growth, when the
economic activity rates applied, meets the change in resident workforce of 24,245.
1.9 This change to migration also takes into account the age structure of migrants and the
likelihood that they are of a younger age group.
1.10 Once the revised age structure is settled it is translated into a household growth in the
same way as the demographic model i.e. through household representative (headship) rates.
That is the propensity of anyone of a given age and sex to be head of a household.
1.11 The final step is to include a provision for vacancy within the stock. This multiple
effectively takes household growth and translates it into dwellings. This gives a revised
housing need of 984 dwellings per annum.
The document shows that the workforce increase (change) over the Local Plan Review period
2017 – 2037 (20years) to be 24245 persons and this number requires 984 new houses per annum.
Total over 20 years = 19680 new houses.
This increase in the Local Plan Review 2017-2037 of 984 new houses per year compared to the
Adopted Local Plan 2012-2027 of 500 new homes per year increase to 607 new homes per year
being an increase of 22%. Shows from:
·
·

500 new homes to 984 new homes is an increase of 97%; and
607 new homes to 984 new homes is an increase of 62%.

If the predicted population growth is as stated as being 24245 persons over the plan period 20172037 estimated to occupy 984 new homes per year (total over 20 years = 20 x 984 = 19680). This
indicates that 24245-19680=4565 new homes have 2 person occupation and where 196804565=15115 new homes have single person occupancy. This excludes birth death and marriage
statistics.
Conclusion
The justification for this high increase is hard to believe there is this need even now. If these
number of houses were built, would result in a migration of people already working in WBC area,
who commute from another council's area. This would increase Warrington population and
decrease the other council population. Obviously, the reverse is also true. To predict that these
figures are correct the population actual and statistical predictions need to be checked.
Government announcement on Local Housing needs
On the 14 September 2017 the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government to the
House of Commons announce the White Paper on “ Local Housing Need”, and recorded in the
Parliamentary Hansard Volume 628. The following Housing data was announced:
“That is why we have added a third stage of the assessment, which is to set a cap on the level
of increase that local authorities should plan for. If a local authority has an adopted local plan
that is less than five years old, the increase will be capped at 40% above the figure in the local
plan. If the plan is not up to date, the cap will be 40% above either the level in the plan or the
ONS projected household growth for the area, whichever is higher.
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Those three steps will provide a starting point for an honest appraisal of how many homes an
area needs, but it should not be mistaken for a hard and fast target. There will be places
where constraints, such as areas of outstanding natural beauty or national parks, mean that
there is not enough space to meet local need. Other areas may find that they have more than
enough room, and they may be willing and able to take on unmet need from neighbouring
authorities.
Such co-operation between authorities is something that I want to see a lot more of. To the
frustration of town planners, local communities are much more fluid than local authority
boundaries. People who live on one side of a line may well work on the other, communities at
the edge of a county may share closer ties and more infrastructure with a community in the
neighbouring county than they do with another town that is served by their own council, and so
on.
From talking to the people who live in these kinds of communities, it is clear that they get
frustrated by plans based on lines on a map, rather than on their day-today, real-life
experience. Planning authorities are already under a duty to cooperate with their neighbours,
but that duty is not being met consistently. Today, therefore, we are also publishing a
statement of common ground, a new framework that will make cross-boundary co-operation
more transparent and more straightforward. Under our proposals, planning authorities will
have 12 months to set out exactly how they are working with their counterparts across their
housing market area to meet local need and to make up any shortfalls.
The methodology that we are publishing today shows that the starting point for local plans
across England should be 266,000 homes per year. Nationwide, this represents a 5% increase
on the upper end of local authority estimates, showing that the local planning system is
broadly on target. For almost half of the authorities for which we have data, the new
assessment of need is within 20% either way of their original estimate. Nearly half—148—will
actually see a fall in their assessments, which are going down by an average of 28%. In the
other 156 areas, where the assessed need will increase, the average rise is 35%, but in most
cases the increase will be more modest: 77 authorities see an increase of more than 20%.
We are not attempting to micromanage local development. This is not a return to Labour’s
ineffective and unpopular top-down regional strategies, which we abolished in 2010. It will be
up to local authorities to apply these estimates in their own areas; we are not dictating targets
from on high. All we are doing is setting out a clear, consistent process for assessing what
may be needed in the years to come. How to meet the demand, whether it is possible to meet
the demand, where to develop, where not to develop, what to develop, how to work with
neighbouring authorities and so on remain decisions for local authorities and local
communities.”
The Local Housing needs now gives clear and precise guidelines what the 304 councils across
England have to achieve. This is what the Local People can use as this benchmark to ensure their
accountable council is following.
The announcement of the White Paper gives the 304 councils a target of 266000 new homes per
year. Looking at the WBC assessments of housing needs is from the adopted local Plan 20122027 to be one of the 77 councils with an increase of more than 20% from the figures shown in the
plan of 500 new homes per year having been reassessed to 607 new homes per year an increase
of 22%.
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The Secretary of State has explained:
“If a local authority has an adopted local plan that is less than five years old, the increase will
be capped at 40% above the figure in the local plan. If the plan is not up to date, the cap will be
40% above either the level in the plan or the ONS projected household growth for the area,
whichever is higher.”
WBC adopted local plan is within the 5 year period so the increase will be capped at 40% above
the figure in the local plan.
The WBC adopted Local Plan 2012-2027 is 500 new homes per year with the increase of 607 new
homes per year. So 40% gives the figures:
•
•
•
•

•

500 new homes plus 40% of 500 = 500 + 200 = 700 new homes per year. Giving a 20 year
total of 14000 new houses required for plan period 2017-2037;and
607 new homes plus 40% of 607 = 607 + 243 = 850 new homes per year. Giving a 20 year
total of 17000 new houses required for plan period 2017-2037.
From the population figures released by WBC from the year 2024 to 2039, the population
growth is predicted to fall from 1200 to 800 per year. So the new housing requirement will
also fall after 10 years of the plan period.
So the next 5 years will see the above 40% increase of either 700 or 850 new houses to
2022; then the subsequent 5 year assessments will start to fall from these figures; the
following successive 5 year periods the housing requirement will decline yet again and
again to 800 new houses per year.
Therefore, Local Housing need for WBC, according to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government announcement for the Local Plan Review 2017-2037
for the next 5 years is between the figures at least 700 new houses to a capping of 850
new houses per year. This means if the Plan Period 2017-2037 for the next 20 years at the
40% capped increase to accommodate the published WBC estimated population figures
growth to the year 2037 being 24000 persons the housing requirement is either:
·
·

20 years x 700 new homes per year = 14000. Therefore 24000 population growth over
from 2017 to 2037 divided by 14000 equates to 1.7 persons per new house built; or
20 years x 850 new homes per year = 17000. Therefore 24000 population growth over
from 2017 to 2037 divided by 17000 equates to 1.4 persons per new house built.

The occupancy of the new homes to be built shows there is an over supply of new houses for the
given population when considering human behaviour to become partners, as well as births.
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The Population Growth actual figures and the actual number of houses built when the Adopted
Local Plan 2012-2027 Core Strategy of 2006 to 2027 examined by the Planning Inspectorate is as
follows:

This shows the actual occupancy per actual new house built of the actual population growth for the
Warrington area 2006 to 2012. The population growth was 10700 and 5075 new houses were built
this gives an occupancy of 2.11 persons per new house built over the 2006-2012 period.
So using the occupancy of 2.11 persons per new house for the Local Plan Review 2017-2037 of a
population growth of 24000 is 24000 divided by 2.11 = 11374 new houses required over the plan
period 2017-2037 or 569 new houses per year required.
This figure does not apply the Secretary of State White Paper announcement of 40%.
So the 11374 new houses if increased by 40% equates to 11374 plus 40%of 11374 equate:
11374 + 4550 = 15924 new houses over the plan period 2017-2037 or 796 new homes per year
This means there is a range of plan period new housing required that all depend upon the number
of persons that occupy the new house requirement for the plan period 2017-2037:
Occupancy
1.4
1.7
2.11
2.11

Number of new houses per year
850
700
569
796 (including S of S 40%)
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Number of New Houses over the Plan
Period 2017 to 2037
17000
14000
11374
15924 (including S of S 40%)

Conclusion to New Housing requirement for Plan Period 2017-2037
To the Local People of the Borough of Warrington is is clear that the figures at the Consultation and
documentation, using the statistical figures for population growth from 2017 to 2037 being 24000
persons for this period.
Therefore having used the data from Warrington from actual figures of population growth and of
actual figures for new houses built as a benchmark, together with the recent Secretary of States
Local Housing Need White Paper announcement 14 September 2017. The following show:
·
·

Where one figure in the consultation was if to believed being 24000 new homes required as
ludicrous as this equates to total single occupancy for a population growth of 24000.
The figures in the document SHMA_Warrington_Addendum.pdf having a 20 year new
house requirement of 984 new houses per year for a population employment growth of
24245.

These are incredibly high occupancy figures per new house per population growth. Thus can be
disregarded as impractical. These figures would require a continual Local Plan Review virtually
every year. As a 20 year forecast would never reach its final twentieth year never mind the first 5
years of the plan period.
The Secretary of State in the Local People view brings reality and a sensible increase but due to
the methods of calculating a future new housing need (assuming the 24000 population growth is
accurate. Then the known occupancy of new houses actually built in relation to actual population
growth is a good measure to put forward for the Local Plan 2017-2037 for 24000 population growth
having 2.11 occupancy of new houses required. The 2.11 represents a two person occupancy as
the major percentage together with a smaller percentage of single occupancy, as a starting point.
Making a range between 11374 to 15924 new houses required over the plan period 2027-2037
or 569 to 796 new houses required per year.
The Local Plan 2012-2027 estimated 10500 new houses over the plan period with no Green Belt
release. Whereas the Local Plan Review requires through Green Belt release to justify a figure of
9000 new houses over the next 20 years.
11374 new houses required over the plan period 2027-2037
With 607 times 15 years = 9105 already allocated in the adopted Local Plan 2012-2027 and the
lower estimate of 11374 calculated requires an extra 2269 new spaces that can be already
allocated in non Green Belt areas within Warrington via
· Garden City 950 new homes within urban area
· Waterfront 4,032 new homes (within Wider Urban Area)
· City Centre 3526 new homes
· Wider Urban Area Existing supply of 4869 new homes
· Total 13377 new homes (non Green Belt)
15924 new houses required over the plan period 2027-2037
With already non green belt area shown totalling 13377 new homes, the 15924 new homes
calculation leaves a shortfall of 15924 minus 13377 equals 2547 new homes required from Green
Belt Release, not land to build 9000 new homes as shown in the consultation. If and only if a
further review is required after 5 or 10 years due to unexpected economic activities requiring a
further allocation in new housing. And it is clear that there is no Brownfield site available and the
current population statistics are an under estimate or over estimate then the housing requirement
can be assessed in the future due to Globalisation and the needs at that time in 5 years, 10 years
and/or 15 years.
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Overall conclusion on housing need for the plan period 2017-2037
The new housing figures for the accountable council WBC (only) Local Plan Review 2017-2037 by
the Local People is assuming the population growth figures 2017-2037 approximates to 24000
persons then the new house is between 11374 to 15924 new houses required over the plan
period 2027-2037 or 569 to 796 new houses required per year, with only an assessment if the
requirement drastically changes with a review as a minimum of 5 years. The release of green belt
is only to be allocated once ALL the Brownfield sites have been allocated and then and only then
Greenfield sites and if the housing requirements have not been met then the use of Green Belt as
a last option during the WBC Local Plan period 2017 to 2037. No further extension of the period is
allowed until 2035. Where the Local People have agreed a minimum of 5 years for a review this is
a review of only the 2017 to and up to 2037 and not beyond. This is due to WBC in 2014 agreeing
the Adopted Plan 2012 to 2027 then before this local plan had started WBC not the Local People
decided upon a review. This from now on is totally unacceptable to change the period from 20122027 to 2017-2037. If it had been a review of the plan period 2012-2027 then that would have
been acceptable and a genuine review, whereas changing the date to 2037 that can never be
envisaged. But as a review of a minimum of 5 years is acceptable by the Local People, then the
next review will be in the year 2022, strangely though it seems 5 years before the current adopted
Local Plan period ends in 2027. So why a change to 2037, when the current Local Plan 2012-2027
has a review every 5 years?
The Area under the concern for the Local People in WBC Local Plan Review 2017-2037 is the
Winwick Hume Croft and Burtonwood Area. These are shown on the following map:
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Housing
Green Belt Release
From the Map locations 1, 2 and 3 are located where the Green Belt separation between two urban
areas has been from the onset of Green Belt allocation a narrow gap, this has prevented the two
communities of Newton-le-Willows and Winwick from urban sprawl. But WBC have allocated these
three locations to accommodate housing development on fields that have been farmed since
before 1066. The land of which was granted a special tax status as shown in the Domesday Book.
This allocation for Green Belt Release by WBC certainly narrows the Green Belt gap, to which is
compounded by St Helens Council pursuance since 1993 to remove the Green Belt status at the
former Parkside Colliery site on the grounds for the need of employment, a 24 year need for a Rail
Freight Interchange that appears not to be required or even evident the need actually exists. With
the advent that other areas have been brought forward and Parkside and St Helens Council
appear to have missed the boat, as the Former Parkside colliery site is still undeveloped and still
Green Belt. This gap at Parkside is also an area that stops the urban sprawl between Newton-leWillows and Winwick, but that could all change if WBC goes in favour with St Helens Council being
the developer, owner and Local Planning Authority to decide the multiple applications St Helens
Council have decided to follow despite agreeing that the Planning Inspectorate would be the
decision-maker. This means the Green Belt will narrow with Parkside and these three fields are
released from Green Belt.
The release from Green Belt of land for housing has not been proven by WBC through the
exceptional circumstances tests for inclusion in the Local Plan Review.
For and due to the NPPF paragraph 12, once these areas are included in an adopted Local Plan
then these three housing areas accord with the local plan then the applications in the Winwick area
must be approved. The Local Plan does not show the very special and or exceptional
circumstances test in the Call for Sites and also the Preferred Development option handed out at
the summer 2017 public consultation. Even to the point that three of these fields allocated for
Green Belt release to the north of Winwick:
· Land at Hollins Lane/A49;
· Land at Old Schoolhouse Lane/A49; and
· Land at the west of Golborne Road next to the waterworks treatment plant,
The Call for Sites from Warrington Borough Council show in the Winwick Area that at least three
fields are indicated for Green Belt release. There is no mention in the Local Plan Review that these
fields are a part of the Battle of Winwick Pass 19 August 1648 as it is recorded that skirmishes
occurred in and around Winwick Church:
Battle Fields
The fields are also a part of the area where on 19 August 1648 the Scots invaders in England
fought against the Parliament force under Oliver Cromwell in the Battle of Winwick Pass where
after 3 hours fierce fighting at the Pass the Scot ran towards Winwick and were defeated by
Parliament cavalery in and around Winwick where after 2 to 3 hours of hand to hand skirmishes
the Scots ran in to Winwick Church where 1500 to 2000 Scots were made prisoners in the Church
and between 1000 and 1600 Scots killed.
These fields are (maybe) actions of conflict occurred in these fields if from correspondence/letters
etc at the time show skirmishes may have occurred:
•

Sandersons letter 20 Aug 1648 - I rode towards Winwick with troops from Twisleton and
Lilburns regiments to stop the Scots retreat, at least 1500 were prisoners in Winwick
Church, 1600 Scots killed at Winwick etc;

•

Heath Chronicles - a spark in a blue bonnet acted as if commander but was killed and the
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Scots ran into the church crying mercy mercy etc;
•

Hodgson's memoirs - the Scots horse appeared on the moor but the Scots through down
their arms and ran... 4000 made prisoners in the church where we set guard on them etc;

•

Cromwell's letter 20 Aug 1648 1000 Scots killed, and 2000 prisoners.

To this day it is not recorded where the Scots were buried. It could be these in these three fields
that the some of Scots were/are buried, only an official archaeological survey can determine the
importance of these fields. It is reported that metal detectorists have over the years removed
musket balls and other historical finds.
Note:
Warrington in 1643 is recorded as having a conflict between Parliament and Royalists during the
First English Civil War 1642-1646. Where Winwick Church is recorded to have been used as a
defence (bullet marks on the building). These fields could be also connected as having skirmishes
at that time.
The fields that the Local Plan Review are proposing to release for housing are as follows:
From website document the Settlement_Profiles_Outlying_Settlements_July_2017_LR.pdf shows
the Winwick area under consideration pages 49 of 54 as follows:
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In the above Call For Sites Responses & SHLAA GB Sites map
The three areas that are under threat by development are shown on the Call for sites map as the
areas in colour pink. These are plausible areas where the Scots final skirmishes happened before
being defeated and held prisoners in Winwick Church.
The other maps show the current status of these fields especially the Green Belt and agricultural
status
From the website document
Area_Profiles_and_Options_Assessments___Technical_Note_July_2017.pdf in paragraph 4.12
shows:
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The Website document for The Green Belt
GB_Extra_Assessments_Final_July_2017.pdf shows the detailed status for the three fields in
question: A part of the map from the document
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Larger image of the three fields

It is these fields that are in need of making Warrington Borough Council aware as to the national
Asset with respect to the recording at least of these fields. As it is the responsibility of the Council
to protect under the guidelines of Laws and Treaties from the European Union which have been
incorporated into the respective member state's law to which the United Kingdom has complied.
European Union
Since 1973, the United Kingdom (UK) joined the European Economic Community (EEC), later
became the European Union (EU), where all the Treaties, Regulations and Directives of the EEC
(EU) the before and after 1973, were incorporated into the United Kingdom Law. Some of the
Treaties and Directives that apply to planning aspects of Member States to which the UK is a part
must adopt within a stated time-period.
a) European Treaty Series - No. 18 European Cultural Convention, Paris 19.XII.1954
b) European Treaty Series - No. 66 European Convention on the Protection of the
Archaeological The Second English Civil War: Winwick Pass 19 August 1648 Page 2 of 97
Heritage London, 6.V.1969
c) European Charter of the Architectural Heritage – 1975 - Adopted by the Council of
Europe, October 1975
d) Council of Europe Committee of Ministers Resolution (76) 28 - Concerning the
adaptation of Laws and Regulations to the requirement of integrated conservation of
architectural heritage 14 April 1976.
e) European Treaty Series - No. 121 Convention for the Protection of the Architectural
Heritage of Europe Granada, 3.X.1985
f) European Treaty Series - No. 176 European Landscape Convention Florence, 20.X.2000
g) European Treaty Series - No. 199 Council of Europe Framework Convention on the
Value of Cultural Heritage for Society Faro, 27.X.2005
h) Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Council Directive 2001/42 27 June 2001
i) Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Council Directive:
i. 1985/0337 27 June 1985
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ii. 1997/0011 (amended 1985/0337) 03 March 1997
iii. 2011/0092 (codified 1985/0337 and 1997/0011) 13 December 2011
iv. 2014/0052 (amending 2011/92/EU) 16 April 2014 (this amended directive must be
adopted and assimilated into law on or before 16 May 2017 by the EU Member
States)
The European Treaty Series of Conventions detailed above all apply regardless of whether
a SEA or EIA Directive is required or not when assessing an application for a project that
affects a Cultural Heritage site.
The above European Treaty Series a) to g) have applied to all planning aspects regardless
of the application of environmental assessments since 1954. It is only in the EIA 2014/0052
that the Treaty Series has been incorporated (presumably due to the Treaty Series having
not been applied in planning projects and/or developments), to ensure Member States
comply with these Treaties on Cultural Heritage with respect to planning.
For Cultural Heritage is defined under the European Treaty Series No 199:
“Article 2 – Definitions
For the purposes of this Convention,
a) cultural heritage is a group of resources inherited from the past which people
identify, independently of ownership, as a reflection and expression of their
constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge and traditions. It includes all aspects
of the environment resulting from the interaction between people and places through
time;
b) a heritage community consists of people who value specific aspects of cultural
heritage which they wish, within the framework of public action, to sustain and
transmit to future generations.
Article 4 – Rights and responsibilities relating to cultural heritage
The Parties recognise that:
a) everyone, alone or collectively, has the right to benefit from the cultural heritage
and to contribute towards its enrichment;
b) everyone, alone or collectively, has the responsibility to respect the cultural
heritage of others as much as their own heritage, and consequently the common
heritage of Europe;
c) exercise of the right to cultural heritage may be subject only to those restrictions
which are necessary in a democratic society for the protection of the public interest
and the rights and freedoms of others.
Article 5 – Cultural heritage law and policies
The Parties undertake to:
a) recognise the public interest associated with elements of the cultural heritage in
accordance with their importance to society;
b) enhance the value of the cultural heritage through its identification, study,
interpretation, protection, conservation and presentation;
c) ensure, in the specific context of each Party, that legislative provisions exist for
exercising the right to cultural heritage as defined in Article 4;
d) foster an economic and social climate which supports participation in cultural
heritage activities;
e) promote cultural heritage protection as a central factor in the mutually supporting
objectives of sustainable development, cultural diversity and contemporary
creativity;
f) recognise the value of cultural heritage situated on territories under their
jurisdiction, regardless of its origin;
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g) formulate integrated strategies to facilitate the implementation of the provisions of
this Convention.”
It is clear that WBC has a responsibility to preserve National Assets as the assets are not the
preserve of the owner to do with how the owner feel fit as History being a national asset belongs to
the nation. The owner and the local councils, as well as by inclusion by the NPPF the Local
People. To preserve historical assets for future generations. The Historical Asset is also a Green
Belt very special circumstance that both WBC and the respective owners of these fields have failed
to show. As a consequence stops these fields from being released from Green Belt and the Local
People insist these fields are removed from the Preferred option of the Local Plan Review 20172037
The Local People insist that the Local Plan 2017-2037 has a Policy paragraph(s) to make it the
responsibility for future developments that are brought forward by a developer, in order to protect
and record the nations historical assets from being lost or destroyed to add the local plan 20172037 the following:
Paragraph 1
“The area shown in the on the map as bounded by yellow that no removal of historical assets
(finds) to occur, with or without the owners permission, unless the finds are recorded by GPS,
depth, pictures, date and time, Owners name and the finders name. Once the find(s) have
been recorded on site, removed and handed over along with the recorded information to the
Finds Liaison Officer at Museum of Liverpool for official recording.”
Paragraph 2
“Before any development or any form of work(s) whether agricultural related, new house(s) or
any other form of development are carried out on the historical asset area as shown on the
map marked by the yellow border, the developer/owner must first carry out (the costs to be
paid by the developer) an archaeological survey team under supervision of the Battlefields
Trust/English Heritage - so that the site(s) are recorded for posterity for the nation before
destruction of the asset has occurred.”
The reason for having the paragraph(s) added to the Local Plan 2017-2037 at the actual site where
the battle of Winwick Pass 19 August 1648 took place the field known as Pool Meadow (in WBC
area) as shown on the Tithe Plan 1835 and Tithe Information 1849 has had many tonnes of waste
rubble and covered with top soil to raise the field Pool Meadow. No known official Archaeological
survey to record the historical asset of the battle has been released or known to have been
recorded prior to the destruction of the site. Although the action was raised with Winwick Parish
Council, unfortunately after the destruction had commenced. Warrington Borough Council was
informed stating the land owner under agricultural usage was allowed under planning laws to
perform the said development of Pool Meadow. This means the loss of the ability to record vital
information of the last battle what is known as the Second English Civil War as a result of the
defeat of the Scots at Winwick, lead to execution of King Charles five months later.
One further point with protecting the Battle of Winwick Pass and also going for protection of this
area is these are in green belt and on a recognised battlefield - as shown by WBC local plan July
2014 Land Characteristic Assessment for the Winwick Area where WBC agreed that they would
like the battlefield 1648 registered.
Warrington gov uk LCA_Chapter_7_Land_Type_1.pdf page 78 states:
"This is Warrington’s only recorded battlefield. Although it is not on the English
Heritage Register of Battlefields, the significance of what was clearly a substantial
action – not a mere skirmish, in terms of casualties and prisoners - and the unspoilt
nature of the area suggests that the site of the Red Bank Battle and pursuit should be
afforded some protection."
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So Warrington Borough Council are aware but the Local Plan Review does not reflect the
important Battlefield. Even though the Battle of Winwick Pass 19 August 1648 is on the Battlefields
Trust website at
http://battlefieldstrust.com/resource-centre/civil-war/battleview.asp?BattleFieldId=90
But despite this no measures by Warrington Borough Council are in place to protect the historical
asset.
This the Local People insist this Historical Asset is preserved and the three fields removed from the
Preferred Option in the Local Plan Review 2017-2037.
With regards to Traffic access the two fields where the field at locations 1 has to use the A49 solely
and the field at location 3 has to use the A49 and Hollins Lane, adding to the already congested
road morning and evenings. This does not help the exceptional circumstances for the release of
Green Belt.
Locations 4, 5, 6 and 7
These location of fields are shown by the pink border not filled-in on the following map

The locations 4 and 5 next to Mill Lane and Delph Lane have locational transport issues due to
access via Delph Lane and Hollins Lane to the A49, and have an alternate route to Warrington via
Calver Road to the A574. This alleviates the need to use the A49. Although in Green Belt it does
not contribute to the narrowing of the Green Belt.
Further there is a natural boundary of the West Coast Main Line Railway. The Local People would
not see if these two fields were released from Green Belt as a problem. The developer would have
to consider one major problem with these two fields at Location 4 and 5 is the High Pressure Gas
Transmission Winwick-Shevington Pipeline is located in these fields. Therefore discussions with
National Grid regarding the 6 metre exclusion zone and 0.5 metre depth restriction (see WBC
Planning Application 2016/29083 for National Grid Health and Safety Guidelines), in order to create
a masterplan. This release of Green Belt with guidance from National Grid has the ability for
bringing forward 1000 new homes and employment zone according to the Call for sites document.
Which more than compensates for the loss the three field at Location 1, 2 and 3 from not being
included in the Local Plan Review Preferred Option 2017-2037.and the Local People put forward
Locations 4 and 5 in their Preferred Option.
The Locations 6 and 7 on the former Delph Hospital site though the only access is via Townsfields
Road on to the A49 , this would cause congestion problems but could be corrected by traffic light
management. Though the Local People see these two fields one used as a car boot area. The
entrance is unsightly due to the activity, and is in need of being modernised the fact the developers
have shown by bringing forward in the call for sites. With only the access really being a problem
the release from green belt is acceptable, but maybe towards the later stages of the Local Plan
review plan period 2017-2037.
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The location 8 off Southworth Lane and Winwick Lane
The main problem with location 8 is access to the site.

The volume of traffic from the houses to impact on Winwick via Myddleton Lane in the morning and
evening on an already congested route. The other access via A579 Winwick Lane would impact
Lane Head an already congested area due to the A580. Also the M6 J22 would be further
impacted. WBC by not including this location in their Preferred option appears to be a sensible
conclusion. Although location 8 may be looked at a later date once certain developments come
forward ie Parkside and the traffic management is known at that time.
The Location 12 and 13 St Helens Council Parkside Development
With the uncertainty of the continual saga of Parkside Rail Freight Terminal or is it a Strategic Rail
Freight Intermodal Terminal (SRFI) since 1993. It seems now Parkside to be only a warehouse
development with the only access to and from by road. In St Helens Local Plan Update
consultation at the end of 2016 the proposed access was via the A49 southern direction only from
the Winwick and not via Newton-le-Willows direction. St Helens Council proposed in their Local
Plan Policies that WBC will be the route only to access Parkside via the A49. So St Helens Council
who incidentally are the part owners with Langtree and also developers as it is St Helens council
who are and have developed and paid for the documentation, hence St Helens Council are the
developers. So What St Helens Council are requesting that directly affects the Local People of
Winwick and of Warrington by using the Winwick section of the A49 to impact thousands of HGV
vehicles through Winwick from the boundary at/near to Hermitage Green Lane to the M62
Junction 9 and to the M6 J22 via the Winwick Link Road. To enable what was to be a SRFI but now
from the plans just Warehousing with no rail related facilities. By using the A49 through Winwick
the recent consultations stated that the Winwick A49 to M62 requires a budget of between £5
Million to £6 Million to upgrade the road network just to accommodate the HGVs to enter or exit
Parkside from only the A49 to serve the Phase 1 and Phase 2. The SRFI stage known as phase 3
will never come to reality if the Parkside link Road can not be justified. But phase 1 and phase 2
will go ahead regardless of whether or not the Parkside Link Road is approved. This means
Winwick is facing at least the following scenarios:
First, St Helens Council will go ahead with Phase 1 and phase 2 This means Winwick will have the
HGV traffic imposed on them along the A49.
Second, If the Parkside Link Road goes ahead then several things will be placed on Winwick
where the history will be destroyed, as the link road is to use the Parkside Road/M6 over bridge to
access the M6 J22 at Woodhead Farm:
· The settings of the to listed Buildings of Woodhead Barn and Farmhouse;
· The setting of the Listed building and monument of St Oswald's Well;
· The Battle of Maserfeld 05 August 642AD will be destroyed at least if there is archaeology
that will be destroyed. If the battle did occur at Woodhead where King Penda of Mercia
killed King Oswald where the head and arms cut from Oswald's body and placed on
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wooden stakes to threaten the Northumbrian People that King Penda of Mercia.
· Third Hermitage Green and Winwick along the A573 will be impacted with HGV driving
down the A573 to get to Parkside, in preference to using the Motorway.
· Forth, The Battle of Winwick Pass 19 August 1648 will be destroyed.
Then the extra traffic at Woodhead can go to Winwick or Golborne and not just to the M6 J22. This
will happen when drivers take the shortest route which is not by using the M6.
Although the A49 ceased to be a trunk road on 01 April 1978, as announced in the London Gazette
Official Publication of the Notice of Order below:

The London Gazette, 17 March 1978, Pages 3439 and 3440
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The A49 ceased to be a trunk road due to the M6 motorway being a primary highway, and where
trunk roads that ran parallel to a motorway it was detruncked. In order for main heavy traffic to use
the Motorway over the trunk road, freeing the detruncked road of the heavy traffic. What St Helens
is now doing is effectively turning the A49 back into a trunk road with all the HGVs entering
Parkside via the A49.
So Winwick has been promised along with WBC that the Parkside Link Road will solve the Traffic
problems. The A49 and A573 will have extra HGV impacts hence why St Helens Council want to
upgrade the A49 at Hollins Lane to the M62, in Winwick and modify the A573 in Winwick. In order
to alleviate the traffic on these two roads. How to reduce the traffic. It is suggested that the SRFI
will never happen but Phase 1 and Phase 2 and maybe the Link Road which will all be non-rail
related road movements.
The Location 9 the Rail Freight Terminal at Omega
The opportunity exists now for Warrington to step in at Omega with a dedicated Rail Freight
Terminal that serves the Omega companies. This will reduce the Road traffic and create more jobs
with future rail related businesses at Omega. It will compliment Port Warrington and in fact Port
Warrington will be linked by rail to the Omega Rail Terminal via the WCML link this would reduce
container traffic driving south-north and north-south through Warrington. The advantage of a rail
freight terminal at Omega is the Warehousing is already there all is required is the railway lines the
gantries etc to take the containers and place on the trains. The current owners of the proposed are
already in business so to spread their business wings just needs the right push to realise future
profits. Together with the companies already there, if willing to see the advantages of reducing
HGV fuel costs, the proposed Rail Freight Terminal has merit. The following map of the area and a
schematic of where the Rail Freight Terminal can fit in with the Omega companies:
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The Locations 10 and 11 St Helens Omega North and South extension
In St Helens Council Local Plan update they propose that where Warrington Omega borders St
Helens, their Local Plan can extend Omega by using the Omega road network to access St Helens
Omega via Warrington Omega to use the M62 J8 for motorway access and incidentally the A49 at
at junction 9. Effectively St Helens has put all the CO2, diesel emissions, traffic congestion on the
plate of Warrington to solve, together with Parkside traffic congestion being placed on the plate of
Warrington. This is no duty to co-operate: it is passing the buck. The Local People see through St
Helens Council easy option for them. The Local People reject St Helens Link in to Warrington
Omega, let St Helens Council use the M62 J7 in their borough.
The only advantage of having St Helens Omega linked to Warrington Omega is if the Omega Rail
Freight Terminal is built, less CO2, less diesel emissions, less traffic congestion. The fuel running
cost to Parkside SRFI as compared to Omega SRFI from Omega is obvious.
Hence the Local People put forward the Omega Rail Freight Terminal as a proposal for
consultation as a part of the Local Plan Review 2017-2037.
Location 14, 15, 16, and 17 The A49, A573, and Winwick Local Roads
As the A49 is a detrunked road the proposition by St Helens Council to use the A49 and A573 for
there Parkside development puts the village of Winwick under an enormous threat from air
pollution, Noise, Traffic congestion. So the Local People propose to be added to the Local Plan
Review 2017-2037, due to the increased traffic that St Helens Council Parkside Development will
impose of the village of Winwick and to the Local people. The traffic calming measures to be
introduced between the North of the M62 J9 to the Boundary line to the north of Hermitage Green
Lane Winwick Traffic island on the A49 along Winwick Link Road to the M6 J22 as detailled on the
following map locations 14, 15, 16 and 17
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The reduction in speed has been raised by local people and with St Helens if their Parkside project
is approved the increase in HGV traffic will increase so in order to address the pollution from air
and noise a congestion charge system similar to the system used in London where the installation
of the camera system is straight forward together with a proven monitoring charging system for
transgressors. The system is aimed at charging HGVs that use the A49 north or south this will stop
any vibration to Winwick Church from the decrease in HGVs passing. The charging penalties after
administration costs: 10% to go to Winwick Church, 10% to go to Winwick Parish and the rest to
Warrington Borough Council.
Location 18 Peel Hall
The Local People once and for all need to settle the problem of Peel Hall for the area has been
enjoyed as a nature reserve and country park despite the numerous planning applications and
legal challenges. The site therefore is not wanted as housing development.
Therefore the Peel Hall site in the Local Plan Review 2017-2037 that the greenfield site only use is
to be registered as Common Land and along with Radley Common (where the ownership still
remains separate), to become a nature reserve and country park.
Only a planning application concerning Peel Hall that accords with the Local Plan the decisiontaking will be approved. This is the option in the Local Plan Review that the Local People consider
fair for this and future generations to enjoy Peel Hall as a Country Park and nature reserve
educating the young and old alike.
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