
Our Green Warrington – Response to NTLS Warrington Local Plan 

Main Modifications Consultation 

26 April 2023 

From: Stephanie Fallon, Ali Ellam and Peter Ellam 

Further to our original full response to the proposed Local Plan we have considered the proposed 

modifications and would submit that they remain insufficient to achieve the following aims and 

objectives set out in the proposed Local Plan: 

 

Restoring, protecting and enhancing Warrington’s ecological networks, woodlands and wildlife 

sites 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://d.docs.live.net/dba7c3cffef588b7/Documents/Our%20Green%20Warrington%20Response%20to%20Local%20Plan%20November%202021.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. It is not clear how WBC will be able to ensure that a “measurable net gain in biodiversity” is 

achieved under the terms of the proposed Local Plan / Modifications, or that WBC will be able 

to successfully “work with partners” to “restore, enhance and expand the network core of 

ecological sites, wildlife corridors, stepping stone habitats and restoration areas”, nor that they 

will be able to “enhance the wetlands and other important irreplaceable and semi natural 

habitats across Warrington”, given for example, the proposals for mass development forming 

the South East Warrington Urban Extension, Thelwall Heys, the site at Peel Hall - and the likely 

identity of the “partners” who will be involved in such developments.   

 

 

 



2. While organisations such as Natural England, the Cheshire Wildlife Trust and The Woodland 

Trust will have important contributions to make when development is considered in 

Warrington, ultimately WBC’s policies, whether the original or modified, do not provide 

sufficient authority, protection or “teeth” for these organisations (and others) to influence 

changes or to challenge proposed developments that will adversely impact our green spaces, 

woodlands, waterways and wildlife. Simply put, these policies are not sufficiently robust to be 

able to challenge the plans and intentions of partners such as Homes England or national 

volume developers.  

 

3. It should also be noted that strenuous objections from The Woodland Trust to development 

adjacent to The Dingle, Fords Rough and Parrs Wood as set out in their original response to 

the PSV have been completely ignored: 

A letter from The Woodland Trust dated 29 September 2017 to Warrington Borough Council 

set out their response to the Preferred Development Option (PDO), which proposed mass 

development at these woodland sites at the same location as that which is proposed by the 

PSV 2021 SEWUE. The Trust writes, 

"The proposed preferred development option would result in development sited directly 

adjacent to two Woodland Trust-owned sites Lumb Brook Valley and Grappenhall Heys. Due to 

potential adverse impacts on the aforementioned sites the Woodland Trust objects to this 

Preferred Development Option.  

Lumb Brook Valley is designated as Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland (ASNW) on Natural 

England’s Ancient Woodland Inventory. As such, the following Planning Policy applies: National 

Planning Policy Framework, Paragraph 118, states that "planning permission should be 

refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, 

including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient 

woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly 

outweigh the loss. 

Natural England’s standing advice for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees states: “Trees and 

woodland classed as ‘ancient’ or ‘veteran’ are irreplaceable. Ancient woodland takes hundreds 

of years to establish and is considered important for its wildlife, soils, recreation, cultural value, 

history and contribution to landscapes." 

The close proximity of a large residential development to our site could have numerous adverse 

impacts on the health of our sites. Currently the areas in which development options are being 

proposed act as a protective buffer and area of undeveloped and natural habitat adjacent to 

both Lumb Brook Valley and Grappenhall Heys. By replacing this natural area with a residential 

development there will be a dramatic change in the intensity of the land use. This will expose 

these sites to a variety of outside influences, also known as ‘edge effects’, which may have 

impact negatively on both of these sites. The current options proposed will result in both sites 

being completely surrounded by housing.  

We believe that the inclusion of Lumb Brook Valley as Strategic Green Space is inappropriate, 

and that the Council should find other alternatives to fulfil their green space obligations. 

Furthermore, the conversion of our site Grappenhall Woods into a country park, without 

consulting the Trust or receiving permission is improper, and the plans should be altered to 

remove our site from a plan of this nature." 



Given these woodlands remain in the current plan for sites of mass development it is clear 

that any partners with an interest in protection of Warrington’s natural environment have little 

influence, and so one has to ask how any proposed policies, modified or otherwise will make 

any difference in the protection and enhancement of our ecological networks and 

irreplaceable habitats.  

4. There also remains no specific mention in any of the modified documents of The Mersey Valley 

Timberland Trail. 

 

5. By way of further example, whatever development frameworks or policies that have been or 

are currently in place to ostensibly “protect and enhance” green infrastructure and sites of 

biodiversity, including Warrington’s woodlands, were either insufficient, or simply ignored 

when mass volume development was approved, for example, at what has been named 

“Orchard Meadows”, a Barratt / David Wilson Homes housing estate in South Warrington 

directly adjacent to Dipping Brook woodland, or the Rowland Homes recent housing estate at 

Grappenhall Heys, directly adjacent to Parrs Wood, a Woodland Trust wood: 

This is the development at “Orchard Meadows” permitted under current polices and 

frameworks and the NPPF that are supposed to “enhance and protect” our ecological 

networks and local wildlife sites / sites of biodiversity / woodlands: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Above is a photograph of development by Rowland Homes at Grappenhall Heys, again, directly 

adjacent to woodland at Beech Wood / Parrs Wood. 

 

8. As can be seen from the photographs above, mass development, in spite of alleged existing 

development frameworks and polices to protect our natural environment in according with 

past and current guidelines in the NPPF, which would have been in force at the time these 

developments were approved, has been permitted directly adjacent and encroaching upon 

the woodlands – with the housing built literally a few feet from the edge of the woodlands. 

The adverse impact on this natural habitat is exacerbated by the fact that there is already 

volume development on the other open side of the woodlands at Dipping Brook. 

 

9. We do not accept that under current plans, provisions, policies and proposed development 

frameworks, modified or otherwise, that it will be possible for WBC to “improve landscape 

character, water and air quality”, nor will be possible to “enhance the wetlands and other 

important irreplaceable and semi-natural habitats across Warrington” by virtue of the fact 

that; 

  

a) The sites selected for mass development in South East Warrington are some of the most 

attractive and characterful landscapes in Warrington. Warrington unfortunately has 

relatively little to recommend it as a destination currently and remains somewhat in 

decline, but the landscape in South East Warrington, including its irreplaceable ancient 

woodlands at The Dingle and Fords Rough, the landscape from Parrs Wood to the 

Bridgewater Canal at Stockton Lane and the landscape from the summit of Lumb Brook 

Road towards the town centre and beyond are exceptional landscapes with long vistas and 

are an asset to the town - and which attract visitors from all over Warrington. This is a 

natural amenity for the benefit of all residents and visitors that is set to be degraded with 

 



mass, soulless development. There is no policy that could possibly achieve the stated aim 

to “improve landscape character”, or “enhance…important irreplaceable and semi natural 

habitats” while the above mentioned sites are going to be subject to mass development, 

particular of the nature we are likely to see created by WBC’s “partners”, Homes England 

and the various national and regional volume developers that have been permitted to 

develop in Warrington thus far. 

 

b) WBC appear to have prioritised preserving an artificial “green ring” around Warrington 

over preserving the most attractive and accessible open countryside and natural 

landscape for enjoyment by the public. There will now be urban sprawl with generic 

volume developer housing and / or shed type distribution warehouses at the West, South 

and East of Warrington. The plan eliminates any distinctiveness brought about by 

singularly attractive countryside and landscape in a historic setting in South East 

Warrington and instead will be another step towards Warrington becoming even more of 

a bland, generic “any town” than it already is. This is not aspirational planning, nor is it 

sustainable. 

 

c) The decision to create mass development at one of Warrington’s most attractive landscape 

locations will terminally degrade one of the town’s few assets 

 

10. We would propose that the parcels of land directly adjacent be removed from the Local Plan 

for the SEWUE to ensure that the above named sites are protected as it is clear, from past 

examples of development adjacent to important woodland that there will be insufficient 

measures put in place to ensure that these habitats are protected.  

 

Proposed removal of sites from the Local Plan to genuinely protect and enhance Warrington’s 

ecological networks including Local Wildlife Sites and irreplaceable ancient woodlands (outlined in 

red). Proposed modified site for development – if ultimately considered absolutely necessary 

(outlined in green) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Sustainability Appraisal on Modifications 

 

11. We would also submit that the modifications to the policies contained in the Local Plan will 

not be sufficient to meet the objectives contained in the original and supplementary 

Sustainability Appraisal: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12. There is no evidence that local communities will be afforded and empowered to have any 

meaningful involvement in the planning and design of developments. While lip service may be 

paid to such provision the reality is that both WBC and the local community have very little 

power to challenge plans by developers, whether in the design of the homes proposed or the 

surrounding landscape and infrastructure.  

 

13. An example of this would include the proposals for extraordinarily out of keeping residential 
development by Urban Splash at Grappenhall Heys, where despite significant objection from 
the local community to such housing design, and despite alternative housing designs and 
styles more in keeping with the area being put forward (including by us), the mechanisms in 
place were such that once the development had received planning approval, and was 
supported by a so called “Design Panel” (most of whose members had no knowledge of the 
area) then the local community’s input was basically superficial, a box ticking exercise and 
which had no real power to force changes to the design.  
 

 
14. A further example of this is the failure to have any or any adequate regard to neighbourhood 

plans and design statements in South East Warrington when it comes to permitted volume 
residential development in the area, despite such documents having been adopted by WBC. 
 
 

15. There is nothing within the proposed modifications that would give us cause to believe that 
matters will be any different on future developments. 

 

 



 

 

16. Given the objections from Homes England in their response to the Proposed Local Plan 

SEWUE, despite their having been involved in drafting and developing the proposals for the 

SEWUE itself, we are not persuaded that WBC’s plans for the SEWUE as set out in their 

Proposed Local Plan and in the Modifications document will be achievable: 

 

 

 



17. While we note that WBC state that their proposals for the SEWUE will be delivered and they 

remain within the Modifications set out above, their partners in this are Homes England and 

Miller Homes, who have objected to the above proposals from WBC as follows: 

 

a) Whilst it is fully accepted that the development of the SEWUE will need to provide a range 

of housing tenures, types and sizes including affordable homes, there is no current 

evidence to suggest that typologies such as custom and self build plots or supported extra 

care housing are required on this specific site or in the locality. 

b) There is a lack of any upto date evidence to justify this very specific requirement relating 

to primary schools. Whilst the principal landowners do not dispute that a development of 

the planned scale is likely to require new school facilities the precise number of primary 

schools at any given size is inextricably linked to the timing and location of development 

within the allocated area and the extent to which there is any available capacity in nearby 

schools at that point in time. To this end, the policy should not specify the number of 

primary schools or their intake. Rather, it need only refer to the need for the SEWUE to 

accommodate on site primary school provision commensurate with the impact of the new 

development based on up to date evidence of need and demand. 

c) As with primary school requirement, the secondary school requirement is too specific and 

should instead refer to the need for the SEWUE to provide secondary school provision, 

either on or off site, commensurate with the impact of development based on up to date 

evidence of need and demand. 

d) With regards to the second sentence (dealing with the location of new primary schools), 

while the principle of the approach is agreed, this is a matter that will ultimately be 

determined as part of the Development Framework for the site. As such, if it is considered 

by WBC that it is right that the policy includes a reference to the siting of new schools (the 

view of the landowners is that this is unnecessary), the principal landowners propose that 

the wording of the policy is revised to identify that such matters will be considered and 

agreed during the preparation of the Development Framework. 

e) Subject to the precise requirements for the new leisure facility being identified and its 

provision suitably evidenced and justified…principal landowners welcome WBC’s support 

for this being co-located with any planned secondary school facility (also to be justified). 

f) There is no up to date evidence to justify a requirement for a community recycling centre 

being met on land within the SEWUE, Reference to its need should be deleted if no evidence 

for requirement. 

 

18. It is difficult to see therefore that on the basis of the current and modified policies, even with 

a specific development framework, that there is any mechanism in place to ensure that these 

additional facilities, the infrastructure proposed and also the opportunities for builders other 

than national volume developers will definitely proceed - and so there remains issues with the 

viability and delivery anticipated within the SEWUE plan. WBC is asked to provide confirmation 

as to how it can be guaranteed that WBC’s proposals as set out above will be delivered, given 

their co-authors of the SEWUE development proposals in their “SEWUE: A deliverable 

Proposition” document, Homes England and Miller Homes now seek to object to their own 

drafted proposals.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

19. We are concerned that given Homes England’s objections to the original Proposed Local Plan 

that there will remain a lack of affordable housing in South East Warrington. We are also 

concerned that there are insufficient policies in place, even with the Modifications, to ensure 

that adequate provision is made for the older population, who may wish to downsize and free 

up properties for young families. 

 

20. With regards to the design of housing, given the track record of development stewarded by 

Homes England (and their previous iterations) and volume developer partners, it remains 

highly unlikely that the housing in Warrington will be of a “high quality design”. Despite their 

being a Supplementary Planning Document setting out Design Codes for Warrington Town 

Centre (which we support) there is nothing in the current Modifications that would ensure 

that Design Codes are rolled out for all development in Warrington. These are examples of the 

housing that been developed under Homes England’s stewardship recently. It should be noted 

that these areas are semi rural with historic nearby villages. 

Below are examples of the sorts of housing design quality in semi-rural and historic South East 

Warrington under Homes England: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21. We would ask that WBC ensure that there are specific Design Codes put in place, with proper 

input from the local community for all proposed large developments in the Warrington area.  

 

Modification / Removal of South East Warrington Employment Area plan 

22. We support the decision of the Inspector to remove the proposed South East Warrington 

Employment area from the proposed Local Plan. This is not only because of the severely 

detrimental effect such development would have on the surrounding landscape and open 

green space / open countryside and its nearby Local Wildlife Sites, but because we feel plans 

for significant warehousing and distribution sites as a mechanism for future employment 

growth in the Warrington area is low aspirational and does nothing to drive the “levelling up” 

much needed in the Warrington area. While it is reasonable to allocate some land to 

distribution warehouses, given the nature of online retail, it speaks to the lack of vision for the 

town that the only substantive employment proposals over the Plan period relate to this type 

of business.  

 

23. The proposal to simply replicate what has been done in West Warrington at Omega, with mass 

distribution sites and volume developer generic housing estates is going to render Warrington 

a soulless, bland part of Cheshire with nothing distinctive to attract external investment.  

 

24. There are already significant distribution sites across the perimeter of Warrington. It is not 

clear why WBC (regardless of the arguments made by Langtree and Partners) would feel that 

the town would benefit from even more of them. It is also not clear that the apparent 

“success” of these mass distribution sites will continue in the future in any event, and there is 

a risk that reliance on this type of “monoemployment” model for job creation in Warrington 

will be severely detrimental to the town in the near future. One only has to read the recent 

news that Ocado is closing one of their warehouse distribution sites, putting around 2,300 jobs 

at risk because of the move towards more efficient, automated services to know that the 

future of distribution is likely to change significantly. Langtree and partners had proposed that 

the South East Warrington Employment area could generate in the region of 4000 jobs – how 

realistic is this in light of the incredible development we are currently seeing in AI and 

automation?  

 

25. An exemplar of the attitude of those with interests in mass generic development in the town 

was heard at the Local Plan Examination in Public in September 2022. It was reported that one 

of the proposed developers at the EIP made the following arguments: 

The NPPF gives guidance that town Plans should focus on their proven strengths when 
identifying economic growth and land utilisation… Warrington had little strength in science 
park or green energy type of employment and rather had over recent years proven that its 
primary strength lay in logistics (i.e. warehousing and distribution). Bluntly, the way forward 
for Warrington was more storage and logistics and that this clearly needed to be close to 
motorway network so Fiddlers Ferry was less attractive to developers than Six/56 location. 
 
An utterly depressing and low aspirational attitude.  
 

26. One of the main problems Warrington has is the lack of pedestrian footfall in the town centre. 

While plans to introduce significant residential development in the town centre are very much 



welcomed, if there are no jobs other than in the retail or hospitality sector in the town centre, 

then most will have to find work outside the town centre, including those in the new town 

centre residential developments. This means that during the daytime the town remains 

essentially empty. If one was to compare Warrington town centre after 5pm with Liverpool or 

Manchester, it would be clear that the difference is that there are an incredible number of 

businesses operating from these cities, which means that post 5pm employees of these 

businesses then participate in the city centre, creating wealth and cultural prosperity for the 

city. This is what WBC should be focusing on, not simply going for quick, easy (but short term) 

“wins” by covering the borough with mass distribution sites.  

 

27. The narrow vision and scope of plans to simply surround Warrington with distribution sites 

and not focus on bringing real business investment and employment in a variety of professions 

to the town centre mean it is unlikely that there will be fundamental changes to the quality of 

life of its residents and the financial and cultural prosperity of the Borough. 

 

28. We are also of the view that more should be done to develop and encourage investment in 

the town centre and where out of town sites are to be developed for employment, then the 

focus should be on science, research and development and green energy and would like to see 

more structured economic policies that reflect this.  

 

Our Green Warrington 

Stephanie Fallon, Ali Ellam and Peter Ellam 

 


