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St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) Representation Form - T.
Wiswall
paul.johnson

to:
planningpolicy
11/03/2019 09:58

1 Attachment

T 7T T =

image001.jpg image002.jpg image003.jpg St. Helens Representation Form complete - T. Wiswall.pdf
We attach herewith a completed representation form and plan for your attention.

Paul Johnson FRICS FAAV
Director,

Frank Marshall & Co.,
121 Billinge Road,
Garswood,
Ashton-in-Makerfield,
Wigan. WN4 0XD

Frank Marshall & Co. is the trading name of Frank Marshall (Garswood) Ltd. Company Registration No.
6543828 Registered office: 6th Floor, Cardinal House, 20 St. Mary's Parsonage, Manchester, M3 2LG
Confidentiality Notice: This message is private and may contain confidential, proprietary and legally
privileged information. If you have received this message in error, please notify us and remove it from your
system and note that you must not copy, distribute or take any action in reliance on it. Any unauthorised use
or disclosure of the contents of this message is not permitted and may be unlawful.

Disclaimer: Email messages may be subject to delays, interception, non-delivery and unauthorised
alterations. Therefore, information expressed in this message is not given or endorsed by Frank Marshall
(Garswood) Ltd. unless otherwise notified by an authorised representative independent of this message. No
contractual relationship is created by this message by any person unless specifically indicated by agreement
in writing other than email.

Regulated by RICS

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web2004.htm 28/05/2019



Ref: LPSD

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Representation {(i.e. Comment) Form

(For official use only)

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or
online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Please ensure the form is retumed to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details
Part B — Your Representation(s).

PART A — YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

1. YourDetails =~ St 20 Your Agent's Details (if applicable)
Co RS R | {we will correspond via your agent)
Title: Mr. Title: Mr.
First Name: Thomas First name: Paul
Last Name: Wiswall Last Name: Johnson
Organisation/company: Organisation/company:
Frank Marshai} & Co.
| Address: Garswood Gates Farm, Address: 121 Billinge Road,
Liverpool Road, Garswood, A-in-M,
Haydock. Wigan.
Postcode: WA11 9RP Postcode:  WN4 0XD

Signature; Date: 22nd Fehruarv 2019

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local
Plan 2020-2035? (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the

Inspectos’s recommendations and adoption of the Plan)
Yes [M (Via Email) No [ ]




Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. if no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.

RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no fater than 5pm on Wednesday 13" March
2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.
FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this
in line with our Information and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out your representation/comment.




Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
separate comment/representation.

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so
we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies

this form before you complete it.

‘3. Towhich part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Policy Paragraph Palicies Sustainability Habitats
/ diagram Map Appraisai/ Regulation
/ table Strategic Assessment
LPAQ2 Page Environmental
11 Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
part/section)

Lega yComp -ou NG
Sound?

Complies with the Duty to
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

"'I505|ti\;é'ly Pfépéfed. T

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy? | &

In relation to the three parcels of land edged red on the attached plan amounting to about

8.2 hectares in the ownership of Mr. Wiswall, following the development of Florida Farm North
and the effective removal of that site from the Green Belt, the land edged red no longer fulfils a
Green Belt purpose when matched against the principles of preventing unrestricted spread of
development, preventing neighbouring farms merging and safeguarding the countryside from
development. In addition as outlined in table 2.1 of the Council's Green Belt Review
(December 2018), the bund which now separates the Florida Farm development from the land




edged red is not as strong a boundary feature as Liverpool Road which is a more natural and
definable boundary. The ribbon residential development along Liverpool Road already
effectively impairs the purpose of the Green Belt to the South of Liverpool Road.

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Removal of land edged red on the plan from the Green Belt and its designation as a
residential site in the Plan.

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support / justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations based on the original representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.




No, | do not wish to participate at the Yes, ! wish to participate at the oral
oral examination examination

L

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.
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Local plan

Cheryl Rank

to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
11/03/2019 14:46

1 Attachment

lIpsd-representation-form CR.doc

Sent from my Samsung device

Date: 11/03/2019 2:44 pm (GMT+00:00)

Subject: Ipsd-representation-form CR

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web1290.htm 28/05/2019
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Ipsd-representation-form CR
Richard Rank
to:

planningpolicy

11/03/2019 15:27

1 Attachment

|
A=

Ipsd-representation-form CR.pdf

I as attached the following document:
[

Ipsd-representation-form CR

|E Logo for

Google Docs: Create and edit documents online. Google
Google LLC, 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, USA Docs
You have received this email because someone shared a document with you from Google

Docs.

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web7711.htm 28/05/2019
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St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020 - 2023 Representation
PAUL DRAPER

to:

planningpolicy

12/03/2019 22:59

1 Attachment
[ FoF |

Paul's Planning reply.pdf
Dear sir/Madam,

Please find attached my completed representation form regarding proposed development of the
Garswood area.

regards,

Paul Draper

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web6405.htm 30/05/2019
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St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) Representation
(i.e.Comment) Form

joan draper

to:

planningpolicy

12/03/2019 23:07

1 Attachment
| FOF |

Joan's Planning Reply.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam

Please find attached my response to the proposed development of the Garswood Area.
Regards

Joan Draper

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web2977.htm 30/05/2019
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CPRE Lancashire response
jackie.copley

to:
planningpolicy
13/03/2019 09:20

1 Attachment
image001.jpg image002.jpg image003.jpg image004.jpg

@j

2019 03 13 CPRE response to St Helens submission local plan.doc

Dear Local Plan Team

Please find the CPRE Lancashire response to the St Helens Submission Local Plan attached.
Please confirm receipt.

We wish you well with the progression of the local plan.

If you have any queries please be in touch.

Yours sincerely

Jackie Copley MRTPI MA BA(Hons) PgCert
Planning Manager

Campaign to Protect Rural England

CPRE Lancashire, PO Box 1386, PRESTON, PR2 OWU I

CPRE Lancashire is a Company Limited By Guarantee registered in England, No. 5291461
Registered Charity Number: 1107376

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended for the addressee(s) only. If you
are not the intended recipient any disclosure, distribution, copying or printing is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this email in error please notify the sender. Please note that any views or opinions
presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of CPRE
Lancashire. Finally, this email and its attachments have been checked for viruses before submission,
however the recipient should also check for the presence of viruses. CPRE Lancashire accepts no
responsibility for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web7639.htm 30/05/2019



el St Helens Borough Local Plan
St.Helens
Council

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Ref: LPSD

2020-2035 (Submission Draft)

(For official use only)

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or

online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details
Part B — Your Representation(s).

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and

B of this form.

1 Your Detalls

| 2. Your Agent’s Details (if appllcab|e)
‘ (we will correspond via your agent) :

Tltle Ms Title:
First Name: Jackie First name:
Last Name: Copley MRTPI MA BA(Hons) PgCert | Last Name:

Organisation/company: CPRE Lancashire

Organisation/company:

& L L L
Ve

Address: PO Box 1386, PRESTON, Address:
Postcode: PR2 OWU Postcode:
' Tel No | Tel No:
Mobile No: Mobile No:
B BED
Date:

13 March 2019

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future

(Plan 2020-2035’7 (namely submissmn of the Plan for exammatlon pubhcatlon of the
_Inspector’s recommendations and. adoption of the Plan) ' ~ .

stages of the St Helens Borough Local*.;

Yes X (Via Email)

No [ ]

Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.




RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13" March
2019 by: ' '

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall «
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hallv (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.
FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.qgov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this
in line with our Information and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out your representation/comment.




Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
separate comment/representation.

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so
~ we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies
this form before you complete it.

Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

| Paragraph Policies
/ diagram Map
/ table

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
part/section)

ease rea lidance not planatic
Legally Compliant? | Yes .[J No [
Sound? Yes L[l No X v
Complies with the Duty to Yes O No X v
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

Positively Prepared? |
Justified? '
Effective? X
Consistent with National Policy? | [X

CPRE Lahcésihir‘éwfécﬂbg ses thee e local planning team, especially in the context of changing

National Planning Policy Framework.

We hope that the Local Plan will pArogress towards adoption. In our experience, greenfield land in the
~countryside, particularly Green Belt, is more vulnerable to development without the protection of an up to
date, adopted local plan steering development to the most sustainable locations.

| That said, the Submission Draft, in some policy areas, fails to meet the tests of soundness as set out in
paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF):

a) Positively prepared — on the whole the local plan is positively prepared, in fact too positive, leading to
over-planning for jobs and housing;




employment property and have an adverse effect on the property market. It would lead to widespread
vacancy. We think the data in Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 is inaccurate.

A xQ

Our view is supported by the expert opinion of economist Dr. Glenn Athey, who was commissioned by St
Helens Green Belt Association (an urnbrella residents group opposed to Green Belt loss). In his report,
Dr Athey concludes that there is a lack of transparency over the process that the Oxford Economics
Forecasts has used when determining both the joint Liverpool City Region Combined Authority (LCRCA)
and St Helens borough (St Helens) planning policies. Documentation would suggest that these forecasts
are ‘policy-led’ and not ‘objectively assessed’, and are, in any case out of date — along with a number of
other assumptions underpinning employment land policies, including forecasts of port freight. In light of
Dr Athey’s expert opinion, CPRE Lancashire calls for the Council to review the evidence as it is in the
public interest to see a proper and transparent process for identifying objectively assessed need has
been used. The continuing global uncertainties, exacerbated by Brexit, and more pessimistic medium
and long term scenarios should be factored in properly. CPRE Lancashire calls for the economic data,
analysis to be corrected.

(on

This is particularly the case when considering the fact that all surrounding geography in Liverpool City
Region, Greater Manchester, Cheshire and West Lancashire is simultaneously planning for growth.
There is no obvious source of people to take up the jobs in St Helens. Table 2.1 Labour Market
Indicators in St Helens Borough shows unemployment in St Helens is low when compared to the rest of
the North West and England, at only at 3.6% compared to 5.1% and 4.3% respectively. Workers are
returning to European countries and the Government is not allowing for an increase in immigration from
non-EU countries, so it does remain puzzling as to where the employees for the jobs would come from.

(O

It would be grossly negligent for the Council to allocate too much farmland for development, which is
important for future food security, and is currently protected by Green Belt designation on the basis of
economic analysis that is flawed and consequently not fully justified. Some of the land so allocated is
among the most versatile in the country. Furthermore, it would be contrary to the Council’s intention to
“support proposals to help diversify the rural economy, including through the re-use of suitable buildings
in rural areas for appropriate employment uses, subject to other policies in the Plan”, which is supported.
CPRE Lancashire is concerned about the negative impacts to the local rural economic sectors, and not
least the gross value added to the entire North West Region as the food and drink sector is a growth
sector and involves many businesses, and jobs directly, and indirectly.

In any case, what is the local benefit of B8 Warehousing formats with new technology replacing human
resources resulting in very low density employment formats, causing great harm to Green Belt purpose?
We think there has already been considerable B8 development achieved speculatively at Florida Farm
and Haydock Park, and in neighbouring authorities, and question the need for such an excessive amount
in the countryside. The duty to cooperate has not been complied with on the cumulative harm from
such big intrusions in Green Belt in neighbouring authorities, resulting in sprawl along the M6, M61 and
M62 motorways. Despite calls for action to the Secretary of State from local MPs, the harm has not
been addressed by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government. CPRE Lancashire
believes local planning of large warehousing formats should be in accordance with promises by
Government to protect Green Belt.

16

Policy LPA04.1: Strategic Employment Sites

CPRE Lancashire is opposed to needless release of Green Belt land for employment uses. Previously
we raised concern over 2EA, 4EA, 7EA, and 8EA (LPA10), but we reserve the right to comment on other
employment sites included in LPAQ4.1 at the examination. :

I

It is supported that planning applications for development within a Strategic Employment.Site must be
supported by a comprehensive masterplan covering the whole Site, which must set out details of at least
a) toj).

)

Policy LPAO5: Meeting St.Helens Borough’s Housing Needs

In recent years, CPRE has undertaken considerable research to show that housing assessments




S TS el OF SRS
Po{ wd e P AR paend

produced by local authorities (SHMAS) are inaccurate, inflated and unreliable. The housing figures
produced by SHMAs are not being balanced with sensible planning for infrastructure, consideration of
environmental constraints, and realistic assessments of what housebuilders will be able to deliver.
https://www.cpre.orq.uk/resources/housinq—and-planninq/housinq/item/4158-set—up-to-fail-whv—housinq—
targets-based-on-flawed-numbers-threaten-our-countryside.

The Government in July, 2018 introduced stringent Housing Delivery Tests, which Councils are to be
assessed against. If they falil, it results in yet more countryside land being approved for development.

' So, now it is even more incumbent on councils not to plan for one single house too many. If the housing
industry lacks capacity, or stops building due to poor market conditions, the public will be penalised if the
council is assessed as having failed, with the consequence of more beloved countryside being lost to
development. Government repeats brownfield “first encouragement”, and promises continued Green
Belt protection, so we urge the Council to support this.

The Government has a growth policy for housing, and in National Planning Policy Framework Section 5
it sets out local planning authorities “to determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic
policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method
in national planning guidance — unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which
also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals. In addition to the local housing
need figure, any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account
in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for...”

We note the Andy Burnham, the Mayor of Greater Manchester, was reported by the Manchester Evening
News, in February, as taking issue with Kit Maithouse the Minister for Housing, over which set of housing
projections Greater Manchester should use. Mr. Burnham maintained that Greater Manchester were told
by senior civil servants in the MHCLG how they must calculate their figures and pointed to official
government guidance. However, Mr. Malthouse denied that the government’s targets were mandatory.
Speaking in a parliamentary debate, Mr. Malthouse stated that any planning inspector will accept a
“properly evidenced and assessed variation” from the target, adding “If, for example, you have
constraints like areas of outstanding natural beauty or Green Belt or whatever it might be, and you can
Justify a lower number, then an inspector should accept that”. These words from the Minister should
allow St Helens, with its important Green Belt setting, to evidence exceptional circumstances and make
a strong case for lower housing numbers.

We rubbish the Government'’s standard approach, as the process for the estimation of local housing
demand is deeply flawed. In our response to the Government’s consultation that closed in December
2018 on its proposal to retain the use of the 2014-based household projections we said it “is a fudge of
staggering ineptitude”. We maintain this view as whilst the Government is entitled to its policies, it
should “play with a straight bat”. In accordance with Government's own best practice, it should rely on
relevant and up to date evidence. Indeed it sets this out as a general requirement of national planning
policy, as explicitly stated in NPPF, 2018, paragraph 31 that the “preparation and review of all policies
should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence”. The Government ought not to cheat on the
growth projections more recently identified based on actual statistical data. In essence the Government
is requiring local authorities to plan for excessive housing numbers, but then falsely claiming local
authorities are to blame for the release of Green Belt, which is a blatant attempt to deceive the public. .

VT

Expert demographer Mr Piers Elias, (commissioned by St Helens Green Belt Association) demonstrates
that the 2016-based data would yield a much reduced figure of 360 dwellings per year. If on the basis of
the opinion of expert economist Dr Athey, that the employment projections should be further adjusted
downwards to reflect up to date data and realistic assumptions, relating to the current economic realities,
then it follows that the housing requirement also should be further adjusted downwards. Whereas, the
submission local plan identifies a need for at least 9,234 new dwellings (at an average of at least 486
new dwellings per year) to be completed between 2016 and 2035. If allowance is made for expected
.completions before 2020, this figure for need translates to a minimum of 7,245 dwellings within the Plan
period from 1 April 2020 to 31 March 2035, a significantly lower figure. :

\§

We note that the SHLAA identifies enough housing land to accommodate 7,817 dwellings, and we are

pleased to see that a windfall allocation is included. The Brownfield Register 2017 identified enough
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CPRE Lancashire response
jackie.copley

to:
planningpolicy
13/03/2019 09:20

1 Attachment
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2019 03 13 CPRE response to St Helens submission local plan.doc

Dear Local Plan Team

Please find the CPRE Lancashire response to the St Helens Submission Local Plan attached.
Please confirm receipt.

We wish you well with the progression of the local plan.

If you have any queries please be in touch.

Yours sincerely

Jackie Copley MRTPI MA BA(Hons) PgCert
Planning Manager

Campaign to Protect Rural England

CPRE Lancashire, PO Box 1386, PRESTON, PR2 OWU I

CPRE Lancashire is a Company Limited By Guarantee registered in England, No. 5291461
Registered Charity Number: 1107376

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended for the addressee(s) only. If you
are not the intended recipient any disclosure, distribution, copying or printing is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this email in error please notify the sender. Please note that any views or opinions
presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of CPRE
Lancashire. Finally, this email and its attachments have been checked for viruses before submission,
however the recipient should also check for the presence of viruses. CPRE Lancashire accepts no
responsibility for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web7639.htm 30/05/2019



el St Helens Borough Local Plan
St.Helens
Council

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Ref: LPSD

2020-2035 (Submission Draft)

(For official use only)

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or

online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details
Part B — Your Representation(s).

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and

B of this form.

1 Your Detalls

| 2. Your Agent’s Details (if appllcab|e)
‘ (we will correspond via your agent) :

Tltle Ms Title:
First Name: Jackie First name:
Last Name: Copley MRTPI MA BA(Hons) PgCert | Last Name:

Organisation/company: CPRE Lancashire

Organisation/company:

& L L L
Ve

Address: PO Box 1386, PRESTON, Address:
Postcode: PR2 OWU Postcode:
' Tel No | Tel No:
Mobile No: Mobile No:
B BED
Date:

13 March 2019

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future

(Plan 2020-2035’7 (namely submissmn of the Plan for exammatlon pubhcatlon of the
_Inspector’s recommendations and. adoption of the Plan) ' ~ .

stages of the St Helens Borough Local*.;

Yes X (Via Email)

No [ ]

Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.




RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13" March
2019 by: ' '

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall «
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hallv (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.
FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.qgov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this
in line with our Information and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out your representation/comment.




Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
separate comment/representation.

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so
~ we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies
this form before you complete it.

Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

| Paragraph Policies
/ diagram Map
/ table

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
part/section)

ease rea lidance not planatic
Legally Compliant? | Yes .[J No [
Sound? Yes L[l No X v
Complies with the Duty to Yes O No X v
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

Positively Prepared? |
Justified? '
Effective? X
Consistent with National Policy? | [X

CPRE Lahcésihir‘éwfécﬂbg ses thee e local planning team, especially in the context of changing

National Planning Policy Framework.

We hope that the Local Plan will pArogress towards adoption. In our experience, greenfield land in the
~countryside, particularly Green Belt, is more vulnerable to development without the protection of an up to
date, adopted local plan steering development to the most sustainable locations.

| That said, the Submission Draft, in some policy areas, fails to meet the tests of soundness as set out in
paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF):

a) Positively prepared — on the whole the local plan is positively prepared, in fact too positive, leading to
over-planning for jobs and housing;




S TS el OF SRS
Po{ wd e P AR paend

produced by local authorities (SHMAS) are inaccurate, inflated and unreliable. The housing figures
produced by SHMAs are not being balanced with sensible planning for infrastructure, consideration of
environmental constraints, and realistic assessments of what housebuilders will be able to deliver.
https://www.cpre.orq.uk/resources/housinq—and-planninq/housinq/item/4158-set—up-to-fail-whv—housinq—
targets-based-on-flawed-numbers-threaten-our-countryside.

The Government in July, 2018 introduced stringent Housing Delivery Tests, which Councils are to be
assessed against. If they falil, it results in yet more countryside land being approved for development.

' So, now it is even more incumbent on councils not to plan for one single house too many. If the housing
industry lacks capacity, or stops building due to poor market conditions, the public will be penalised if the
council is assessed as having failed, with the consequence of more beloved countryside being lost to
development. Government repeats brownfield “first encouragement”, and promises continued Green
Belt protection, so we urge the Council to support this.

The Government has a growth policy for housing, and in National Planning Policy Framework Section 5
it sets out local planning authorities “to determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic
policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method
in national planning guidance — unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which
also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals. In addition to the local housing
need figure, any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account
in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for...”

We note the Andy Burnham, the Mayor of Greater Manchester, was reported by the Manchester Evening
News, in February, as taking issue with Kit Maithouse the Minister for Housing, over which set of housing
projections Greater Manchester should use. Mr. Burnham maintained that Greater Manchester were told
by senior civil servants in the MHCLG how they must calculate their figures and pointed to official
government guidance. However, Mr. Malthouse denied that the government’s targets were mandatory.
Speaking in a parliamentary debate, Mr. Malthouse stated that any planning inspector will accept a
“properly evidenced and assessed variation” from the target, adding “If, for example, you have
constraints like areas of outstanding natural beauty or Green Belt or whatever it might be, and you can
Justify a lower number, then an inspector should accept that”. These words from the Minister should
allow St Helens, with its important Green Belt setting, to evidence exceptional circumstances and make
a strong case for lower housing numbers.

We rubbish the Government'’s standard approach, as the process for the estimation of local housing
demand is deeply flawed. In our response to the Government’s consultation that closed in December
2018 on its proposal to retain the use of the 2014-based household projections we said it “is a fudge of
staggering ineptitude”. We maintain this view as whilst the Government is entitled to its policies, it
should “play with a straight bat”. In accordance with Government's own best practice, it should rely on
relevant and up to date evidence. Indeed it sets this out as a general requirement of national planning
policy, as explicitly stated in NPPF, 2018, paragraph 31 that the “preparation and review of all policies
should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence”. The Government ought not to cheat on the
growth projections more recently identified based on actual statistical data. In essence the Government
is requiring local authorities to plan for excessive housing numbers, but then falsely claiming local
authorities are to blame for the release of Green Belt, which is a blatant attempt to deceive the public. .

VT

Expert demographer Mr Piers Elias, (commissioned by St Helens Green Belt Association) demonstrates
that the 2016-based data would yield a much reduced figure of 360 dwellings per year. If on the basis of
the opinion of expert economist Dr Athey, that the employment projections should be further adjusted
downwards to reflect up to date data and realistic assumptions, relating to the current economic realities,
then it follows that the housing requirement also should be further adjusted downwards. Whereas, the
submission local plan identifies a need for at least 9,234 new dwellings (at an average of at least 486
new dwellings per year) to be completed between 2016 and 2035. If allowance is made for expected
.completions before 2020, this figure for need translates to a minimum of 7,245 dwellings within the Plan
period from 1 April 2020 to 31 March 2035, a significantly lower figure. :

\§

We note that the SHLAA identifies enough housing land to accommodate 7,817 dwellings, and we are

pleased to see that a windfall allocation is included. The Brownfield Register 2017 identified enough
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Representation - Local plan 2020-2035
Gill SCUTT

to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
09/04/2019 15:17

1 Attachment

2

Gill Scutt Local plan - representation-form.doc

Dear Sir/Madam
Please see attached my representation form regarding the Local plan 2020 - 2035

Yours faithfully

Gill Scutt (Ms

S i
Le contenu de ce message peut etre protege et / ou confidentiel. Si vous avez recu ou avez
des raisons de croire que vous avez recu ce message par erreur, s'il vous plait, supprimez
le sans le lire et avisez immediatement 1'expediteur.

The contents of this message may be privileged and/or confidential. If you have received or
have reason to believe you have been sent this email in error, please delete it without
reading it and notify the sender immediately.

FH A A A A R R R R R R R

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web0788.htm 03/06/2019



St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)

Ref: LPSD

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form (For official use only)

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or

online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Monday 13th May 2019.
Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details
Part B — Your Representation(s).

PART A — YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

1. Your Details

2. Your Agent ’s Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

Title: Ms Title:
First Name: Gill
Last Name: Scutt Last Name:

Organisation/company: n/a

Organisation/company:

Address: 150 Kiln Lane, Eccleston, St Helens | Address:
Postcode: WA10 4RB Postcode:

Tel No: Tel No:

Mobile No: || Mobile No:
Email: [ Email

sorere: | | °* [ 0vouz0s

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local
Plan 2020-2035? (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector’'s recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes X[| (Via Email)

No [ ]




Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.

RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13 ™ March
2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.
FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planningpolicy@sthelens.qgov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this
in line with our Information and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.

Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out your representation/comment.




Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
separate comment/representation.

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so
we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies
this form before you complete it.

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Policy Paragraph Policies Sustainability Habitats
LAO5 |/diagram Map Appraisal/ Regulation
/ table Strategic Assessment
Environmental
Assessment

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
part/section)

Green Belt Review (2018)

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 is:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of Legal Compliance and the Tests of Soundness

Legally Compliant? Yes NoO X
Sound? Yes No x
Complies with the Duty to Yes No x
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, is it because it is not:
Please read the Guidance note for explanations of the Tests of Soundness

Positively Prepared? X

Justified? X The plan is based upon flawed methodology

Effective? X The plan is not deliverable

Consistent with National Policy? | x It does not comply with NPPF 2018

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as precise as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also use this
box to set out your comments

Adequate regional and cross border collaboration has not been undertaken. The Housing Need
assessment does not use Standard Methodology, and no case for exceptional circumstances
has been made.

The latest estimate produced by the ONS (2016) predicts that 383 houses per year will be
required to meet housing need in St Helens. The Council are using an older forecast (2014) of
486.




The Plan makes no mention of Brownfield and Previously Developed Land (PDL) that is not
(yet) available or included on the Brownfield Register.

The St Helens Council statement of “Contaminated Land (CL) sites” (2015) indicates that 3,170
ha of the lowest priority contaminated land exists in St Helens. Two Green Belt sites of 56.6 ha
and 148 ha are being reclassified as safeguarded land sites and included to fulfil the housing
need, much less than 7% of the 3,170-ha available, if it were to be remediated.

It is ridiculous to give up green belt land when so much brownfield land is available within the
borough, land that should and can be remediated. As a former mining town to develop housing
in the past, remediation has been required - examples are the former Providence Hospital site,
the Cansfield Street laundry site and the home of the Shires housing development required
extensive remediation - but it was done. Why should the council give up our heritage of the
green belt to quick profit making housing developers and leave large plots of brownfield sites
fallow. The plan should look to develop those brownfield sites with the housing developers part
of the package includes the land remediation - look at what Knowsley Council have acheived
with the former BICC sites, most of which were highly contaminated. It can be done if there is a
willingness to do so.

The council in conjunction with Liverpool City Region Combined Authority (LCRCA) and
neighbouring authorities have no policy for bringing ‘unsuitable’ sites outside the Brownfield
Register back into use. It is not reasonable to assume that sites cannot be made available
within the 15- year plan period or the 25-year safeguarded period being considered. Evidence
as the examples identified above dictate otherwise.

The loss of Grade 1 and 2 Agricultural land that comprises most Allocated and Safeguarded
sites is not mentioned. The negative impact on farming and distribution jobs is not considered.

The local road networks, health service, schools, policing, public transport, cannot support the
massive expansion of housing into otherwise farming land.

The Plan is not effective.

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 6. above where this
relates to soundness (NB please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Retain all Green belt areas for the future of our communities, wildlife and the environment.

Re-develop brownfield sites - it can be done and there is plenty of evidence within the existing
projects in the borough and neighbouring authorities that are excellent examples of this, even
ongoing ones now. If this action is not taken it will leave large areas of the borough barren




brownfield deserted sites, whilst our beautiful green belt is gone for the benefit of house builders
and the council wanting to make a quick profit rather than rejuvenating exiting brownfield sites.
Building on green belt will increase the risk of flooding and pollute our environment beyond
redemption.

All other opportunities to bring back into use any dis-used property — domestic and industrial -
and land should be sought before taking the irresponsible move to build on green belt land

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support / justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations based on the original representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification; do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (the hearings in public)

No, | do not wish to participate at the Yes, | wish to participate at the oral
oral examination examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.




PO1422















PO1423


















PO1424



Page 1 of
CCooAL
{In Archive} Representation ' Al
Ken Roughley ‘g)i (14 g)l/f
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Dear Sirs,
Please find attached my representation form.
Thank You
KenR
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St.Helens St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft)
Council Representation (i.e. Comment) Form

Ref: LPSD

(For official use only)

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or

online at www.sthelens.qgov.uk/localplan.

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details
Part B - Your Representation(s).

PART A — YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

1. Your Details

2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent) ‘

Title: Mr Title:

First Name: First name:
Kenneth

Last Name: Last Name:
Roughley

Organisaion/company: —

Organisation/company:

Address: 13 Rainford Road
Dentons Green
St Helens

Postcode:WA10 6BT

Address:

| Postcode:

Tel No:

Mobile No:

Email:

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local
Plan 2020-2035? (namely submission of the Plan for examlnatlon publlcatlon of the '
Inspector’s recommendations and adoption of the Plan) '




Yes [ ] (Via Email) Yes No [ ]

Please note - e-mail is the Council’s preferred method of communication. If no e-mail
address is provided, we will contact you by your postal address.

RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13" March
2019 by:

post to: , Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St.Helens
Merseyside
WA10 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception, St.Helens Town Hall (open Monday-
Friday 8:30am — 5:15pm)

or by e-mail to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Please note we are unable to accept faxed copies of this form.
FURTHER INFORMATION

If you require further information please see the FAQs on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan. If you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email: planninqpolicv@sthélens.qov.uk
Telephone: 01744 676190
NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
to the Government’s Planning Inspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be
forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration during the Examination.

DATA PROTECTION

We process personal data as part of our public task to prepare a Local Plan, and will retain this
in line with our Information and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we
do and on your rights please see the data protection information on our website at
www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Many thanks for taking the time to fill out this form; your co-operation is gratefully received.




Now please complete PART B of this form, setting
out your representation/comment.

Please use a separate copy of Part B for each
separate comment/representation.

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION

Please use a separate form Part B for each representation, and supply together with Part A so
we know who has made the comment. Please also read the Guidance Note that accompanies
this form before you complete it.

ation rela
Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Policies |
Map

Policy Paragraph
/ diagram

/ table

Other documents (please name
document and relevant
part/section)

Legally Compliant? Yes No LI X NO
Sound? Yes U No LIX NO
Complies with the Duty to Yes U No LUX NO
Cooperate

Please tick as appropriate

ase read the Guidance no xplana
Positively Prepared? L
Justified? LIX (NO) the plan is based on flawed methodology
Effective? LIX (NO) the Plan is not deliverable

Consistent with National Policy? | LJX(NO) it does not comply with NPPF 2018

Effective land use by concentrating on Green Space development over town centre development with higher densities.
This version does not satisfy the requirement for sustainable development. ‘
Economic growth predictions for St Helens are based on flawed historical data that.does not justify the aspirational targets
included in the plan

Sustainable housing, targets proposed are based on aspirational employment growth predictions. ] O
i
L

—




The Housing Need assessment does not use standard Methodology, and no case for ] @
exceptional circumstances has been made.

The plan makes no mention of Brownfield and Previously Developed Land (PDL) that is not(yég

available or included on the Brownfield Register.

The loss of Grade 1 and 2 Agricultural Land that comprises most Allocated and Safeguarded

sites is not mentioned. The negative impact on farming and distribution jobs is not considered.

The Borough has significant long term and intractable problems at Windle island, Bleak Hill

Road.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) refers to current road improvements but does not outline

how local and borough wide road improvements are to be made and funded. The plan promotes
unsustainable traffic growth causing severe traffic issues that will not satlsfy the NPPF(2016)
he increase in traffic proposed in the plan will have significant impact on air ise,

tranquillity and gepleral health. It does not promote less vehicle dependencyjwith its prgposals

for edge of town developments.

- " W)
S10rC &\\\9@’\% g |

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

&

=

With reference to the Green Belt the council records 2/3rds of the Borough area is
contaminated. Council records support this and indicate that less than 7% of the total
area of the lowest level contaminated sites needs to be made available for development
“to remove ALL Green Belt and safeguarded land from consideration, this must be re-
considered.

With the uncertainty resulting from Brexit, why build on productive farmland and destroy
this valuable asset.

The North-West has recently been identified as the most congested area outside of
London, a fact most of us have experienced So with the growth of the super-port and
logistics warehousing HGV,LGV and residential traffic will demand massive highway
infrastructure improvements. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), however does not
indicate how this is to done, outside of the current ongoing improvements.

N




Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support / justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations based on the original representation at the publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based
on matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

X No, | do not wish to participate at the Yes, | wish to participate at the oral
NO | oral examination examination

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this response form.
Please keep a copy for future reference.
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St Helens Local Plan Submission Draft Network Rail additional Representations (Parr St)
TownPlanning LNW

to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
08/03/2019 07:18

1 Attachment

i
Iy

St Helens Central Stn East.pdf
FAO Planning Policy team

Thank you for consulting Network Rail on the emerging Local Plan. In addition to comments submitted separately, we would also urge the Council to consider the inclusion of an
additional residential development site within the plan.

The site is located off Parr Street, Central St Helens, as shown on the attached plan.

As you may be aware, there is an ambitious drive to unlock government land to provide for new homes. Bringing this site forward would assist in achieving this target.

We have been actively assessing our estate to locate land surplus to rail requirements, and have identified a linear site within St Helens town centre, as shown on the attached plan.
The 2016 SHLAA identifies the southern part of the site (below Corporation Street) as suitable for housing (Site Ref: 61), however the northern part (Site Ref: 81) was ruled out on
the basis that there is a pipeline running though the site and a greenway designation. Detailed assessments have now been undertaken and conclude that the presence of the
pipeline is not a barrier to development, and the loss of trees can be mitigated through the provision of a comprehensive landscaping scheme as part of the redevelopment of the

site.

Bringing the site forward for residential-led development would help to achieve housing targets and reduce the amount of Green Belt land to be released, and would support the
vision for canal-side living set out in the St Helens Town Centre Strategy.

The site has been included on the Council’s Brownfield Register (BRO16).
Pre-application advice has been sought in relation to this site under Ref: PRE/2018/0269/PREC, with various supporting documents already available on the Council’s file.
Should you require any further information to assist in your consideration, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

From
Diane Clarke

Town Planning Technician LNW
Network Rail
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The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure.
This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be copied or disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.

If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete the email and any copies from your system.
Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf of Network Rail.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1
2DN
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Obijection to Planning LPSD Ref 4HA
Tina Standish planningpolicy @sthelens.gov.uk 08/03/2019 16:17

1 attachment
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Objection to local plan.docx
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58 Gorsey Lane
Clock Face

St Helens

WA9 4XB

To Whom It May Concern

In response to the St Helens Local Plan 2020-2035 LPSD Ref 4HA Land bonded by

Reginald Rd / Bold Rd / Travers Entry / Gorsey Lane / Crawford St / Bold | wish to submit my
representation/objections to the above planning application. | believe that this plan should not be
adopted as the council has failed to take reasonable steps to notify all residents within the 200m
radius which is in direct contravention to Regulation 18 of the 2012 Local Planning Regulations
2013 SCI. Letters should have been sent to all residents within 200m of the proposed sites to be
removed from the Green Belt and this HAS NOT happened. Many residents DID NOT receive
letters and it must be noted that no notices have been displayed on Frenchfields Cres, Crawford St
Douglas Ave, or any surrounding streets as required under planning law.

Green Belt — the removal of such a large piece of Green Belt land in one area will have an
unprecedented impact on the local environment, there are many species of flora and fauna in this
area alongside many birds and animals such as Skylarks, Lapwing, Owls, Yellow Hammer etc and
brown hare & greater crested newts have also been recorded in this area.

Clock Face & Bold have also been identified as an area suffering from higher than average numbers
of people living in poverty and deprivation and it is common knowledge that people living in this
type of economic scale suffer with increased levels of mental health problems, | believe that the
removal of such a beautiful and peaceful area enabling people to access established public footpaths
and natural open areas will have a negative impact on their health and well being. |

Infrastucture

The area has limited community areas for people to access, the nearest primary school is
oversubscribed there is no community centre or youth club facilities neither is there a GP Surgery or
Dentist, the nearest secondary school is miles away. The bus service can be erratic and ceases at
Clock Face and many complaints have been made from the residents of Gorsey Lane about the
amount of traffic flow which is increasing on the Lane and ignoring the speed limit there. The
location does not have the infrastructure to support the building of almost 3000 houses and the
impact of the building of these homes will cause irreparable damage and increase pollution rather
than minimise it



Volunteers have worked hard to establish a flourishing football and rugby facilities to encourage
children & youths of all ages to participate in sport and reduce the level of childhood obesity, 5 years
ago they were promised that they could purchase a part of these field in the Green Belt ie at the rear
of Crawford St Clock Face so that they could build some sports areas including an all weather pitch
however suddenly and without warning this promise was taken back much to their disappointed and
the sports clubs are now struggling to florish — obviously this change of heart was due to a new
purchaser who wanted to buy the land for the building of these houses.

Clock Face was fundamentally a mining area and has suffered greatly from the loss of the pits and
the residents have felt neglected and undervalued this green belt area has public footpaths
established for years and years — locally known as ‘The Strappers’ and the impact of the building of
almost 3,000 new homes within a short time scale will have a further devasting impact and cause
irreparable damage both to the area’s natural environment and the residents health and mental well
being and does not make effective use of the land .

| end by pointing out that in St Helens there is almost 3,000 homes already empty long term and also
many substantial amounts of areas known as ‘Brownfield Land’ that could be used first for
regeneration and would have a more positive impact on the communities in the near vicinity of
these sites rather than destroying the natural beauty of Green Belt Land mentioned in my
objections.

Yours faithfully

Tina M Standish
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i | J WILLIAMS
to:

~  planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
09/03/2019 10:33

______Hide Details

{ ™, Local Plan Representation

St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: Submission Draft
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012

| write to make representation on the above plan, specifically in relation to the proposals to build 259 houses in
Rainford.

I am not responding on the online representations form as | think it is a totally inappropriate and misleading way for
any ordinary resident to adequately express their views as to why or why not they support or disagree with the
proposals. To ask people whether they think you are legally compliant or unsound is disingenuous.

With that out of the way, I state quite clearly that | support the proposals to build 259 houses in Rainford. The
population of Rainford, according to Census figures, is decreasing, from 8344 in 2001 to 7779 in 2011. Rainford has

a decreasing and increasingly elderly population and | believe that for the village to continue to thrive, function and

flourish, additional families are necessary. The village has a good number of excellently organised community

organisations, including sports teams, senior and junior, all in need of new members (with the possible exception of O \
the popular junior football) and a host of well-run groups and societies for all ages, all of which have plenty of scope

for new members. All the churches, would | am sure, welcome new parishioners. We have three Primary schools all

rated Good by Ofsted (of which | believe there are current, and with the falling birth rate, projected spaces) and a

High School also rated Good.

| also don't see a great problem in the proposed location. As long as the additional traffic issues are addressed it is
a logical extension of housing within the village footprint and does not create a separate enclave detached from the
village centre and community activities. At the same time either the Parish or Borough Council urgently need to sort
out Car Parking in the village centre. Perhaps making use of the vacant land behind the Goiden Lion and the
Church would be a good idea — without affecting the cricket club. .

| do have one main area of concern — Health and GP Services.

I understand and agree with the concerns of people in Rainford about the increasing demand for GP appointments

and am not convinced by the information in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan as follows: Rainford 8HA - Land

South of Higher Lane and East of Rookery Lane, Rainford There are two practices in Rainford. There are

259 new dwellings expected between 2020 — 2035, none of which currently have planning permission

There is expected to be sufficient capacity in existing surgeries to cater for increased demand subjectto &'l
the ability to recruit.

Both surgeries in Rainford are excellent. They are however, both currently and significantly overstretched. |
checked on the patient website today (9 March) and the first available appointment at the Rainford Health
Centre is 21 March. This will definitely need addressing as 259 houses will clearly generate more patients.

At e e RS S S . e e A e ot o i 347 18 0 e

I believe that we need to think about the needs of our village, not just the environment and fields. Issues such as
greenbelt and traffic are important but in my view do not override the need to ensure that, for the future, Rainford
needs to remain a strong and vibrant community — and a great place to live,

John Williams

9 March 2019
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Response to the Local Plan for the Inspector
Sue Dow

to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
09/03/2019 14:51

We would like to register our objections to St Helens Local Plan to remove land from the greenbelt.
(8HA Rockery Lane)

We are disturbed about any land being removed from the greenbelt but especially Grade 1
Agricultural Land and land that is actively farmed and provides employment. The St Helens Local
Plan is intended to promote employment and economic growth but this will have the opposite
effect. Also there has been no consultation with Natural England over the loss of Grade 1
Agricultural land. We need fields to grow crops to feed the people who live here instead of
importing so much from Europe and further afield. Not only do we need this land now but we need
it in the future, especially as nationally our population is growing. Once greenbelt has been
removed it can never be returned. The greenbelt was designed to prevent urban sprawl and over
development which so far has worked well but the Local Plan would be detrimental to this.

Greenbelt is also good for the health of residents who can walk along the footpaths enjoying the
benefits of being in the fresh air and amongst the fields. This also good for the mental health of the
population. St Helens is an area with significant health problems, including heart and lung disease
as well as high childhood and adult obesity rates. Diabetes is a huge problem for the UK and as
Rainford has few facilities we need our greenbelt.

The Government says Greenbelt land should only be released in exceptional circumstances and
there are no exceptional circumstances to change the greenbelt boundaries. St Helens Council has
enough brownfield sites to use and these brownfield sites should be used to build homes on and to
tidy up the often unsightly areas these sites have become. The Council wants to build 486 houses
every year but figures from the Office for National Statistics show St Helens only needs 383 houses
per year. If these most recent figures from the ONS are used, the amount of building could be
significantly reduced. Other reasonable alternatives have not been fully explored, including lower
target figures and using more previously developed land. These alternatives will have less impact
on the environment and lead to less need for new infrastructure.

The Council have failed to co-operate with other councils and have not published any statement of
common ground.

The Council’s brownfield site register reveals there is enough land for 5,818 houses. The Borough
has a falling population and very low property prices and the demand for these properties is low.
Building on greenbelt land is not appropriate!

The greenbelt land is a much desired commodity for the developers as it is easy and cheaper to
build on than land that needs cleaning up and these are the reasons that the developers push the
Council to release it from the greenbelt. These houses are much easier to sell but the prices would
be much higher and of course not many homes would be affordable. The property companies are
the only winners as their profits are much larger. There would be extra traffic on the roads as each
house would probably have two cars and village roads are not built for large volumes of traffic and
pubic transport, both train and bus, is poor.

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web5051.htm 28/05/2019
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For these reasons and unless the plan is significantly modified it should fail both the legal tests it
has to pass and test of soundness.

| would urge you to refuse this Local Plan and insist St Helens Council acts responsibly and uses
brownfield land to build on which is readily available and where transport and amenities are more
abundant. | hope you encourage the Council to leave the fields for crop growing in order that we
can feed the population now and in the future.

Mrs Sue Dow

55 Heyes Avenue
Rainford

St Helens
Merseyside
WA11 8AW

Mr Peter Dow

55 Heyes Avenue
Rainford

St Helens
Merseyside
WA11 8AW

9 March 2019
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ST. HELENS BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN 2020-2035 (SUBMISSION DRAFT) -
REPRESENTATIONS
marJorie Hart

to:

/STHMBC
10/03/2019 11:03

To Whom It May Concern,
my details:

MISS MARJORIE HART
123 HIGHER LANE
RAINFORD

ST. HELENS

WAL11 8BQ

I

I

I would like to be kept updated of future stages of the St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 via
email.

My Comments on 8HA Higher Lane/Rookery Lane, Rainford.

I am concerned about the additional traffic that 259 dwellings on this site would create.

The pressure this will create on Doctors Surgeries, Dentists & Schools in the Village.

This field is Grade 1 Agricultural Land & has been continually used over the years by our Farmers
who live and work in Rainford. This land produces the crops for us to live from & our Farmers to
make their living out of, even more so will this land be required for Farming with Brexit.

Rainford is predominantly a Farming Community, making it different from the rest of the Borough.
This site regularly floods. It is adjacent to Rainford Industrial Estate & so there are issues with Air
Quality, Pollution & Noise, which happen on a regular basis.

There are also wildlife habitats.

The site is also in close proximity to two Listed Buildings.

kind regards
marJorie Hart

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web4055.htm 28/05/2019
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LPSD Ref:8HA land south of higher lane and east of Rookery Lane Rainford.N
fran newton

to:

planningpolicy

11/03/2019 16:54

I object to the above proposal to build 259 homes on this Grade 1 agricultural land, which is
ploughed, planted and harvested each year providing employment and fresh produce for the Noth
West. 259 homes will mean at least 350 cars into an area
that is already very busy each morning and evening. A fleet of double decker buses bring in children
to Rainford High School their entrance and exit route is Rookery Lane which has a blind bend at the
bottom, over the years there have been a number of head on collisions, extra traffic, i.e heavy
vehicles will add to the danger. Flooding also on Rookery Lane, has lifted
heavy cast iron water main lids up onto the road.

Local Doctor's, Rainford Health Centre and Schools are at full capacity at the present
time, where on earth will a possible 2,000 people go?

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web2811.htm 29/05/2019
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Green belt decimation
Alice Murphy

to:

planningpolicy
11/03/2019 17:21

I am totally opposed to building on green belt land. We are always hearing about climate change and
to replace fields with housing or warehouse estates based on concrete is obscene. Brownfield areas
are available but potential builders do not want to prepare the land as this would cut their profit.

I live in Bold and am concerned with the building projects planned for my area. ||
B cVery time I or my neighbours turn onto Neills Rd we are dicing with death. Neill's Rd is
narrow, traffic comes flying down from Gorsey Lane at a rate of knots. Speaking of Gorsey Lane,
with proposals for lots of building, has anyone checked traffic flow there at peak hours? If there is a
problem on the M62 Gorsey Lane becomes a constant lane of traffic. It's too narrow and if it's going
to be used I would think it needs to be made into a dual carriage way with traffic deterants to control
speed. There have been quite a lot of instances of cars turning into Neills Rd which have ended up
in the bushes and further down Gorsey Lane many cars end up in the fields. It is impossible for two
lorries to pass one another as the lanes are too narrow. Also Gorsey Lane is prone to flooding and
has been closed to traffic after heavy rain. More houses planned opposite New Bold? This road
floods easily and traffic is forced onto the wrong side of the road. Which way are all the residents
going to go to get too work? I doubt all off them will work in St Helens, therefore I would presume
would use Neills Rd and Gorsey Lane. Please protect our green spaces rather than turning them into
concrete jungles.

Alice and Alex (Murphy ) I

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web2077.htm 29/05/2019
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With respect to the St Helens Borough local plan 2020-2035 submission draft,we have the following
comments :-

S

The submission, whilst an improvement on the 2016 draft proposals, is based on economic and
demographic growth scenarios which are not substantiated either by historic data or the latest outputs | -~
from the Office of National Statistics (ONS). {
In addition the government itself is questioning standard methodology for existing housing targets.
Consequently the plan and its impact on the green belt etc is based on both data and methods which
are being questioned. The so called “transformational strategy” is a high risk strategy rather than a
more prudent strategy based on recent historic data particularly in terms of a slower economic
growth which reflects what is actually happening.

%,
—

Ll
o

e e e

i
Lo

The impact of a more conservative growth scenario in which new economic activity reflects actual
growth rates has either seemingly been ignored or possibly not examined in depth by the council.
This raises the suspicion that the proposed plan is based on untested “circular arguments” founded
on hypothetical growth figures rather than one based on sound data and information reflecting actual |
growth, migration and demographics. The “economic Activity’” consultancy report refers to the
difficulty of forecasting 20-30 years into the future based on hypothetical changes. The Councils
“transformational approach” leads to a high risk plan with detrimental consequences for land use,
particularly, Green belt in the Borough. A more conservative approach is necessary. s

A more conservative growth scenario, raises the possibility that Brownfield sites could meet the
future land requirements for industry and domestic needs. This would be enhanced if further
proposals are brought forward in the plan to deal with low-level contaminated land which represents
a substantial area of the borough. This appears to be an opportunity missed by the council. The cost
of any cleanup has to be measured against the permanent loss of good-quality land. Such a
comparison is not evident in the plan.

Dealing with Brownfield/Contaminated land, as part of this plan, would significantly enhance the
borough bringing benefit for all its residents. ——

S e——

It would also appear that the ambitious annual number of housing completions is not currently
capable of being met by the construction mdustry based on historic data. This again calls into
questions a growth scenario which results in loss of both valuable greenbelt land over the next 30 | ., 4
years. If there is a legal requirement to identify areas of land safeguarded for future development, © -
why cannot these plots of land be left in the green belt for now and be re-examined nearer the
relevant time, based on better data and information.

Changing the greenbelt is irreversible and should be based on accurate data and not on a risky
growth scenarios which appears unrealistic in both the short and longer term. -t

Further questions are raised on the compatibility of the proposed St Helens plans with neighbouring
councils plans. These councils will have equal aspirations for growth. Although part of the Liverpool § /., Prpn

01ty region, only limited evidence is provided of the degree of consultation with the adjacent councils { Mf
in the City region and with the neighbouring councils of Wigan and Warrington. If all councils adopt i | 72
P

o
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transformational strategic plans, the result will be an over supply of houses and a subsequent \ 7
increase in brownfield sites with destruction of valued undeveloped land. NG

In addition, it is noticeable that around the borough, many small to medium housing sites begin
development. They then stop for many years usually at the “footings" stage. Whilst in planning
numbers terms houses are being built, in reality they are not. The council,within the plan, should be
putting forward proposals to ensure housing completions if a complete nonsense is not to be made of
the planning process.

Within the draft plan , Infrastructure and Environmental developments are indicated as being
necessary but without detailing what types of improvement will be sought and whether realistically
they can be funded. This represents a missed opportunity to make firm commitments to the residents
of the borough in areas which impact them directly. As an example Eccleston Mere and the land
around it represent a fantastic amenity with great potential for the Borough, provided
accommodation can be reached with the owners - an area where the Council needs to take a lead
coordinating role.

In conclusion, the draft plan as submitted is unsound and not justifiable for a number of reasons
including those indicated. It needs to be modified to be based on realistic growth figures with
maximum exploitation of sites of brownfield and contaminated land for development. No changes to
the Greenbelt should be made to create Safeguarded sites at this point in time. The need for these
sites should be re-examined, based on the latest historic data and trends, nearer the end date of the
plan.

y ny Lewis/ Marjorie Léwis "

/(J, fﬁfx* /}»ﬂ,, J«’(’f A,,‘:f)'/ ﬁff'f ( r ) L ( g
/12 Otchard Hey, Eccleston”, St.Helens, Merseyside WA10 5AQ |
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Representation against StHelens local plan on HA 8 Rainford
Didier Huaulme planningpolicy 11/03/2019 20:59

Did ier Huaulme
32 Heyes Avenue
Rainford

WA11 8AR

Dear Sir

| wish to make representation against the revised St Helens local plan
to build houses - specifically the building of 259 houses on HA8
(Rookery Lane) in Rainford.

The proposal is to build houses on grade 1 agricultural land which is
currently actively farmed and provides necessary employment. Given the
issues that Brexit will cause (regardless of whether a deal is reached

or not) the UK will need to become more self reliant for food

production. Destroying this agricultural land will not help this

situation but rather make it worse. | am not aware that any consultation
with Natural England regarding the loss of important agricultural land
has taken place.

There is no mention of plans to improve the infrastructure around where
these houses are planned. There is no provision for more school places
or medical services. It is difficult enough to get a doctor's

appointment currently. More households will only exacerbate this problem.

The increase in traffic this will cause will create problems in the

village and surrounding roads.The current traffic improvements at Windle
island show that this will be a problem because the traffic has

increased on higher lane and blind foot road and this is destroying the
road surface on these roads so by the time the improvements are finished
at Windle island, it will be necessary to repair these roads too. And

the increased traffic which the creation of these houses will cause,

will negate the necessary improvements which are in the process of being
made at Windle island.

The proposed houses are to be built close to an industrial area with all
the risks that this brings such as pollution and possible explosion. |
understand that other sites have been excluded for this very reason so |
do not understand why this hasn't.

The council should consider whether there are more appropriate

Brownfield sites which could be used in preference to using green belt
land. Utilizing these would have less negative impacts on the

environment. Additionally has it actually been established that these
houses are necessary? Are there not existing houses standing empty which
could be improved? | appreciate that there is an apparent housing

shortage in the UK but | question whether the proposed houses will

actually be "affordable" housing for the people who need them most.

Kind Regards

Didier Huaulme
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Ref: LPSD

St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) N
Representation (i.e. Comment) Form (For official use only)

Please also read the Representation Form Guidance Note that is available with this form, or
online at www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan.

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than 5pm on Wednesday 13th March
2019. Any comments received after this deadline cannot be accepted.

This form has two parts;
Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your Representation(s).

PART A - YOUR DETAILS

Please note that you must complete Parts A and B of this form.

1. Your Details 2. Your Agent’s Details (if applicable)
(we will correspond via your agent)

Title: C/O Agent Title: Miss

First Name: C/O Agent First name: Alice

Last Name: C/O Agent Last Name: Fitton

Organisation/company: Harworth Estates Ltd Organisation/company: Turley

Address: C/O Agent Address: 1 New York Street, Manchester

Postcode: Postcode: M1 4HD

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your
comments to be considered you MUST include your details above.

Would you like to be kept updated of future stages of the St Helens Borough Local
Plan 2020-2035? (namely submission of the Plan for examination, publication of the
Inspector’'s recommendations and adoption of the Plan)

Yes [XI (Via Email) No L]



http://www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan
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St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035
Godwin Brenda

to:
planningpolicy
12/03/2019 10:27

ST HELENS BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN

From: Mrs Brenda Godwin
79 Higher Lane
Rainford

St Helens

02/03/2019

Re: Proposed removal from Green Belt of land East of Rookery Lane and South of Higher Lane.

Area: 8HA (12HA)

1) GENERAL

The estimates for the numbers of new houses needed in St Helens are still based on out-dated data. More up-to-
date figures show that present plans are an overestimate of the housing needs for a declining population of the
borough.

Building in this area is also very unlikely to contribute to the affordable housing that is needed for St Helens.
Housing in Rainford is relatively expensive and houses built on this land will inevitable service the needs of
commuters to Liverpool and Manchester rather than helping with any shortage of housing for the less wealthy
residents of the borough.

2) FARMING LAND

This area is prime farming land presently farmed by TWS. They have made it clear that the loss of this land will
inevitably lead to job losses. As one of the aims of the plan is to maintain and increase employment this goes
directly against one of its aims

Also at this time with the uncertainties of Brexit , we are being told that this country needs to produce more of its

file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web1877.htm 29/05/2019
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own food. How can taking land out of food production, at this time, be a sensible po

3) EFFECT ON RAINFORD

a) Traffic

The building of 259 houses in this area is likely to lead to approximately 400 cars on this development. The
plan calls for SAFE exits on to Rookery Lane and Higher Lane without any indication as to how this could be
achieved. There seems very little prospect of this, especially into Rookery Lane. Considering that the vast
majority of these homes will have two wage earners we have the prospect of the vast majority trying to leave
at a very similar time on the morning of a working day. The majority of these cars are likely to be travelling
through the junction at Windle, The improvements being made at this junction at present are based on
present traffic not on traffic numbers inflated by this development. It is likely therefore, that there will still be
problems at this junction.

b) Primary Schools

This development would clearly add a large number of children of primary school age to the population of
Rainford. These numbers would clearly not be sufficient for the building of a new school. So all of these
children would have to be incorporated into the present three primaries, as it is clearly unacceptable for them
to be required to travel out of the village. There seems to be no possibility of Rainford C of E expanding.
Even if it was possible for Brook Lodge to do so, which seems unlikely, any addition to the present traffic
chaos in this area caused by Rainford High and Brook Lodge is surely unacceptable. There may be a few
spare places at Corpus Christie but any expansion here is unlikely to help as it is a Catholic school and
unlikely to be acceptable to the majority of parents.

In conclusion this proposal appears to call for houses which are
unnecessary, will do nothing to address the real needs of St Helens’
residents, remove prime farming land from the nations stock,
causing unemployment in the process, lead to travel chaos, at the
very least on working mornings and cause huge problems for
primary education in Rainford
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Local plan 2020-2035
Paul Godwin

to:

planningpolicy
12/03/2019 10:28

ST HELENS BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN
From: Mr Paul Godwin

79 Higher Lane

Rainford

St Helens

02/03/2019

Re: Proposed removal from Green Belt of land East of Rookery Lane and South of Higher Lane.

Area: S8HA (12HA)

[if !'supportLists]-->1) <!--[endif]-->GENERAL

The estimates for the numbers of new houses needed in St Helens are still based on out-dated
data. More up-to-date figures show that present plans are an overestimate of the housing
needs for a declining population of the borough.

Building in this area is also very unlikely to contribute to the affordable housing that is
needed for St Helens. Housing in Rainford is relatively expensive and houses built on this
land will inevitable service the needs of commuters to Liverpool and Manchester rather than
helping with any shortage of housing for the less wealthy residents of the borough.

[if !supportLists]-->2) <!--[endif]-->FARMING LAND
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This area is prime farming land presently farmed by TWS. They have made it clear that the
loss of this land will inevitably lead to job losses. As one of the aims of the plan is to
maintain and increase employment this goes directly against one of its aims

Also at this time with the uncertainties of Brexit , we are being told that this country needs to
produce more of its own food. How can taking land out of food production, at this time, be a
sensible po

SFFECT ON RAINFORD

a) Traffic

The building of 259 houses in this area is likely to lead to approximately 400 cars on this
development. The plan calls for SAFE exits on to Rookery Lane and Higher Lane without
any indication as to how this could be achieved. There seems very little prospect of this,
especially into Rookery Lane. Considering that the vast majority of these homes will have
two wage earners we have the prospect of the vast majority trying to leave at a very
similar time on the morning of a working day. The majority of these cars are likely to be
travelling through the junction at Windle, The improvements being made at this junction
at present are based on present traffic not on traffic numbers inflated by this development.
It is likely therefore, that there will still be problems at this junction.

b) Primary Schools

This development would clearly add a large number of children of primary school age to
the population of Rainford. These numbers would clearly not be sufficient for the
building of a new school. So all of these children would have to be incorporated into the
present three primaries, as it is clearly unacceptable for them to be required to travel out
of the village. There seems to be no possibility of Rainford C of E expanding. Even if it
was possible for Brook Lodge to do so, which seems unlikely, any addition to the present
traffic chaos in this area caused by Rainford High and Brook Lodge is surely
unacceptable. There may be a few spare places at Corpus Christie but any expansion here
is unlikely to help as it is a Catholic school and unlikely to be acceptable to the majority
of parents.

In conclusion this proposal appears to call for houses which are
unnecessary, will do nothing to address the real needs of St Helens’
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residents, remove prime farming land from the nations stock, causing
unemployment in the process, lead to travel chaos, at the very least on
working mornings and cause huge problems for primary education in
Rainford
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HAS
I
to:
planningpolicy
12/03/2019 13:06

Hi

As a former resident of Rookery Lane and I am objecting to the
proposed HAS8 use of Green belt land for the purpose of building new homes as this site is Grade 1
Agricultural Land and is actively farmed and provides employment in the agricultural sector
which are threatened by the proposed removal of this site from the Green Belt.

Regards

Tim Murphy

48 Halewood Avenue
Golborne

Warrington
WA3 3RG
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Shaun Gallagher planningpolicy 12/03/2019 13:43

Dear

I wish to register ny objections to elenents of proposed rel ease of G een
belt in Haydock area. In particular the Area defined 2HA

Traffic around Bl ackbrook and Haydock are al nost at Saturation point,
particularly during rush hour periods.

| have raised the issue with ny local councillor, F over the | ast
two years the problemw th trying to cross the road on footn at Vicarage Rd

near Vicarage Drive to get to Tesco shop, post box and bus stop on Wstend
Rd. nmy request for a refuge island was declined. it is also very difficult
getting out of Vicarage Drive by car, particularly turning right towards
new bypass.

To build Houses or anything el se on the |and nmarked 2HA and pl ace a
roundabout, or any other access at the junction of Vicarage Road and

Li verpool Rd, would greatly exacerbate an already horrendous traffic
situation on Vicarage Rd and Haydock area in general. As well as make even
nore difficult to cross the road near Tesco express, it would make it

al nost inpossible to turn right out of Vicarage Drive by car. It would
force traffic to turn left and use Westend Rd rat her than the Bypass.
Theref ore underm ning the purpose of the Bl ackbrook bypass in the first

pl ace.

Yours Sincerely
Shaun Gl | agher

43 dipsley Crescent
Haydock

St. Hel ens

WAL11l OUH

Sent from ny i Pad
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